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Abstract

It is widely asserted that, “information and communication technologies (ICTs)
have positive impacts on the economic, social, and political development of a country,
region, or community” (TPRC Call for Papers: Societal Issues). While that is easy to
assert, it is far from easy to quantify it in a way that yields an explanatory and predictive
theoretical understanding which can be applied to information policies. Yet many
international organizations and economies consider this a critical foundation for effective
information policy-making.

Governments around the world are investing large amounts of precious capital
attempting to realize the benefits of ICTs, and working to ensure widespread access to their
networks and their applications. But their level of empirically-based policy guidance is
low. Policy studies are indeed important for determining appropriate regulations, policies,
and levels of public and private investment, but much policy is not informed by theory-
based research and testable hypothesis developed from significant amounts of data.

This paper adopts the following structure. It reflects first on how the measurement
of information indicators to understand modern reality has been a constant theme woven in
and out of the scholarship and policy discourse of the last forty years, and questions what
exactly is being “measured”. It describes the current surge of international projects in this
field, and the underlying reasons for supporting governmental engagement. It notes the
methodological challenges, and presents examples of models used to study, on the one
hand, the “digital divide” (e-society) and on the other, commercial opportunities (e-
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readiness). It notes the absence of an applicable meta-theory of information. It describes
the initiatives led by the WSIS, the ITU, the OECD, and the efforts to develop an
“integrated” model. It concludes that despite the challenges and limitations, useful and
practical policies can be developed using available tools, and presents the case of China as
an example. Based on this, it proposes that studies of information metrics should receive
greater attention from American scholars, and be a part of the model of a broader vision of
ICT policy in society and the economy of the next presidential Administration.

KEYWORDS: Information, informatization, infometrics, measurement, statistics, strategy,
China, e-readiness, methodology

Where is the wisdom we have lost in knowledge?
Where is the knowledge we have lost in information?

T.S. Eliot, The Rock

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This paper is an argument and a proposal. It argues that there is an important
policy tool which is being overlooked by many American telecommunications scholars,
which should get more attention. It proposes that the approaches described below deserve
a “place at the table” when the next Administration is thinking about its overall national
strategy for network and information resources in our society.

There is a tradition in American telecommunications studies which has fallen into
relative desuetude, which is that of statistical approaches to understanding the “information
society”1. Some question the underlying concept of an “information society”2. Some can’t
agree on the goals of such studies. Some find the methodologies lacking. Some find the
variables too numerous, and/or too “soft” or subjective. But for the most part, it has
simply been overtaken in the U.S. by a market-driven approach. If markets will sort all
this out anyway, why bother with a difficult analysis which implies some overall guiding
theory and approach?

However, while studies in this field have been relatively few in the U.S., that has
not been the case in the rest of the world, where these issues are intensely studied, debated,
and often acted upon, with the findings implemented in national strategies. This paper
reports on the current status of some of these efforts, and uses China as an example of a
case where theory is being concretely applied for the advancement of economic and social
development.

This paper argues that in the U.S. it is time once again to bring studies of what this
paper calls “information metrics”, a genre of studies grounded more in the work of
statisticians and social scientists than either traditional economics or policy studies, back
into the mainstream. The tools are still rough ones, and there are many unresolved issues;
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It appears in retrospect that, that at that point in time, development communications
(mass media) was being supplanted in importance by development informatization
(telecommunications). The related key insight was that the relative importance of the
meaning (content) of communications was being overtaken by its volume (transmission).
It was at about this time that telecommunications came to be recognized as a key
development tool, as opposed to a mere plaything for the privileged and the powerful

In 1984, a more refined version of the Johoka Index was used by Ithiel de Sola Pool
and his colleagues in a comparative study of communication flows in the U.S. and Japan.
He compared the quantity of print, electronic and face-to-face communication as well as
the ratio of “words supplied” to “words consumed.” In the early 1980s, the OECD began
to collect data, following Porat’s list of categories, for comparison between members. The
Johoka Index was followed by the JIPDEC (Japan Information Processing and
Development Center) Index in 1986, which was “three dimensional,” incorporating factors
for hardware, software and transmission.

These early approaches received ample critical reviews. For example, the method
of converting images to an estimated number of “words” was a frequent target of not
always gentle criticism. However, even though there were substantial methodological
shortcomings, the efforts at quantification embodied the apprehension that something
important was going on in the world, and there needed to be some way to measure it.
These were first steps. But the question remained, no matter whether what was being
counted was words or pictures, sound or video, what exactly did the measures measure?8

1.2 Conceptual Challenges

One thing both early and current studies have in common is that they aggregate
large amounts of data (by counting things)9, and then apply statistical analytical tools to
correlate multiple factors to identify relationships between information stocks, flows and
technology with other economic and non-economic factors.10 All of them utilize similar
data collected by various national and international organizations. Some of them reduce
their results to a single number or ranking.

When a technology is regarded as the prime initiator of change in society,
measuring the changing technology might seem to be enough – we just “count the number
of connected computers” and then we can tell from that how advanced a society is.
However, as some theorists have pointed out, society is not exclusively driven by
technology; thus, measuring computers, cables, and connections tells us very little about
the actual state of society. “These technologies do not create the transformations in society
by themselves; they are designed and implemented by people in their social, economic and
technological contexts”. It has been observed that, in order to understand the information
society, we must go beyond measurements of the diffusion of pieces of hardware and even
increases of information in stocks or flows and investigate the social context within which
these developments are taking place. (Pruulman)
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Aspects of “information” can be measured in their various manifestations:
commoditized; transported; processed; mediated; and integrated, as well as in information
stocks and flows and information accounting. Collectively, these measures act as indirect
proxies for measuring information and allow us to predict probable outcomes, or at least
establish necessary but not sufficient conditions for certain outcomes. By and large, the
approach has been to sum up a variety of statistics of selected indicators, weight the factors
(typically based on expert opinions), and apply one or more statistical analytical
methodologies. As time has passed, these procedures have become more sophisticated, but
still suffer from serious limitations. (Grigorovici)

More recent efforts, using advanced statistical tools, have begun to tease out the
relationships between the many variables involving information. While these approaches
steadily improve, they can approach, but not achieve, certainty, as they are all dependent
on a vast number of critical initial conditions, so that as each analysis becomes more
precise, it becomes a case unto itself. However, for pragmatic social and economic
applications, some useful general rules and relationships can be, and are being,
developed.11

The core problem is that there is no generally accepted overarching theory for this
field, and most of the methodologies that have been used so far tend to be more descriptive
than explanatory and predictive – they can describe what is happening, but not explain
why. The primary reason that there is no theory is that there is no agreement on the nature
of that which is ultimately desired to be counted and measured – “information”. (Taylor)

2.0 INTERNATIONAL INFORMATION METRICS PROJECTS

2.1 The Rationale for Government Support of Information Metrics Studies

The justification in official documents for work on information indicators typically
commences with a statement such as, “It is now well established that technological
progress and innovation are the long-term drivers of economic growth.” (UNS&T) Such
statements are rarely followed by footnotes with sources, as the relationships and
mechanisms involved are in fact complex and far from clear-cut.12 (Lamberton, Uberti) It
is generally assumed, without rigorous proof, that more ICT and information and
knowledge is a good thing. For this paper’s purposes, that assumption will be tentatively
accepted. Thus, this paper is about attempts to measure information-related things and
activities and to derive from them, using quantitative statistical approaches, useful
conclusions about the nature of our reality.

One thing we know with some certainty is that “information” (in and of itself) does
not have the characteristics of typical commodities. (MacGregor, Lamberton) We believe
more information is better, but because of its special characteristics, some argue that the
market for information operates differently than other markets. The market for information
is often characterized by imperfections – that is to say, social and private returns derived
from knowledge can widely differ. In the area of information (or knowledge) creation, this
“market failure” may lead to private underinvestment: that is why governments have taken
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According to the U.N. study, Science & Technology for Development (2007-2008),
in order to reap the opportunities offered by ICT, countries may find it necessary to
identify a set of policies to encourage the creation, diffusion and use of knowledge, which
should form the basis of a sustained growth strategy. (UN S&T) However, there is no
single social, political, and economic model that has been the most successful at harnessing
information technology. (Bridges)

To do this comprehensively, a vast range of social impacts needs to be measured
and monitored. This list of social impacts includes: the living standards; the life styles; the
social usage of Internet; the environment and social inclusion in, or exclusion from, the
information society. The required indicators should unequivocally capture the
consequences for living conditions and lifestyles, for wealth creation, income distribution,
earnings inequalities, education and training, social protection and social cohesion
(including the risks of the emergence of an information underclass), demographic
dynamics, individual empowerment, new communities, changing cultural norms, etc.

If a society does not know where it stands, it is difficult to decide where to go, and
statisticians and social scientists have a key role in helping policy makers, businesses and
citizens understand facts and design strategies. In an age of fast changes and new societal
challenges the main role of statisticians is to develop “maps”, as cartographers did over the
past centuries, both for single countries/regions/communities and at the international level.
(Giovannini) The main role of social scientists is to propose testable, empirically-based
hypotheses which are potentially both explanatory and predictive, based on these maps, to
generate policies for economic and social progress.

Before discussing specific examples of particular models or approaches, it is worth
noting some general observations about the strengths and weaknesses of the kinds of
methodologies involved.

2.2 Methodological Approaches: Strengths and Weaknesses

To provide an overview of the progress of a country that also includes non-
monetary aspects of well-being, sets of indicators have been developed internationally and
in several countries. In recent years, improvements in statistical systems have made
possible the implementation of “key indicators” which involve economic, social and
environmental goals. They are statistical measures that reflect people’s objective
circumstances in a given cultural or geographic unit. The hallmark of these indicators is
that they are based on objective, quantitative statistics rather than on individuals’
subjective perceptions of their social environment. From the available experiences it is
clear that the strength of key indicators lies in their capability to address three fundamental
issues: present a simplified, but reliable, view of society, contribute to a shared knowledge
among citizens and make politicians accountable for their actions. (Giovannini) However,
key indicators can suffer from weaknesses, for example, they can provide a misleading
view of certain phenomena, and, when looking at a multiplicity of indicators, it is not easy
to derive a synthetic view about the overall progress of a country (normally, some
indicators improve, others worsen). (Giovannini)
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this may often be unavoidable, such a risk should always be very clear in the minds of
policy-makers and citizens. (World Economic Forum, Giovannini)

Since there have been numerous reports and studies using empirical and statistical
approaches, it is useful to classify them by type.

2.3 Typology of Infometrics Studies

The organization Bridges.org maintains a website (http://www.bridges.org/) which
provides information on various studies measuring the information society/digital divide.
Its most recent available report is the “E-Readiness Assessment Tools Comparison” of
February 28, 2005. While now somewhat outdated in its details, it provides a useful
overview, summary and typology of such studies.

It reviews no fewer than 24 different third-party originated reports and studies.
These reports all aimed to rank and rate countries on various measures held to indicate e-
readiness or e-competitiveness, including, among others, the “E-readiness rankings”; the
“Information Society Index”, the “Networked Readiness Index” and the “Digital Access
Index”. According to the report, e-readiness assessment tools and models can be divided
into two main categories: those that focus on basic infrastructure or a nation’s readiness for
business or economic growth, and those that focus on the ability of the overall society to
benefit from ICT (almost all centered on the “digital divide”). These two categories of
tools – which the Bridges report characterizes respectively as “e-economy” and “e-society”
– are not mutually exclusive. However, “e-economy” tools incorporate business growth
and use of ICT as part of their analysis, and consider business growth necessary for
society’s e-readiness. “E-society” focused tools include factors of interest to the larger
society, such as privacy and universal access. (Bridges)

The lesson is that there is a wide range of assessment models available, but each
has limitations. Every model evaluated would require re-designing to make it a
comprehensive assessment tool. The tools that are ready-to-use are either limited in scope
or lack a detailed description of how to use the tool in practice. Of course, no tool will fit
every user's needs. Many of the e-readiness assessment models measure all countries
against one standard: the optimal state of e-readiness. There is no single social, political,
and economic model that has been the most successful at harnessing information
technology. (Bridges)

E-economy measures ask some of the vital questions that are missing in most
digital divide policy reports – namely, how is the technology used in everyday life? Where
and how often is the technology used in schools, businesses (internal technology and e-
commerce), government (internally and e-government), and in health care? Unfortunately,
such studies do not generally discuss socio-economic divisions in a society. A more
comprehensive look at ICT use would combine both e-assessments of the sectors of society
(i.e. schools, businesses, health care) and studies of socio-economic divisions (i.e.
ethnicity, income, gender). (Bridges)
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Figure 1. The Digital Opportunity Index and the ICT Opportunity Index

It is useful to look in more detail at a primary example of the “e-society” type of
study, the ICT-Opportunity Index.

2.5.1 The ICT-OI

The publication Measuring the Information Society 2007 presents the ITU’s 2007
ICT Opportunity Index (ICT-OI), which, based on ten selected indicators, combines
multiple factors into a single overall value. The ICT-OI is a useful statistical tool to
compare ICT developments in different countries and regions over time. Reducing
multiple effects and developments into one single number makes indices very simple,
although of limited analytical value. (ITU ICT-OI)
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The ICT-OI is the result of the merger of two projects, the ITU’s Digital Access
Index (DAI) and Orbicom’s Digital Divide Index. Both were published in 2003. Merging
the two indices was a direct response to the increasing need for international cooperation
and the WSIS’ call for multi-stakeholder partnerships to create digital opportunities.
Although the two indices rely on different methodologies, they share a number of
important characteristics. Both are global in nature or “digitally inclusive” in maximizing
the number of countries covered. They measure access to and use of ICT for the large
majority of the world’s economies. Their main source of data is ITU’s World
Telecommunication/ICT Indicators Database. (ITU ICT-OI)

The ICT Opportunity Index was first published in November 2005, in time for the
second phase of the World Summit on the Information Society. It covered a total of 139
economies and tracked developments from 1995 to 2003. As was the earlier DOI, it was
based on the “infostate” conceptual framework that allows linkages of ICT to economic
development through the country’s productive capacity and use of ICT. Today’s ICT-OI,
which is produced by ITU, is largely based on ITU data and Orbicom’s conceptual
framework to measure the digital divide. (ITU ICT-OI)

The conceptual framework of the ICT-OI (see Figure 2) has been adapted from
Orbicom’s Digital Divide Index, presented in “From the Digital Divide to Digital
Opportunities: Measuring Infostates for Development”. The framework, which is closely
linked to economic theory, is based on the dual nature of ICT: ICT are a productive asset,
as well as a consumable. “In that setting the conceptual framework developed the notions
of a country’s infodensity and info-use. Infodensity refers to the slice of a country’s overall
capital and labour stocks, which are ICT capital and ICT labour stocks and indicative of
productive capacity. Info-use refers to the consumption flows of ICT. Technically, it is
possible to aggregate the two and arrive at the degree of a country’s ICT-ization, or
infostate.” (ITU ICT-OI)
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Figure 2. The OCT-OI Concept

To be able to carry out measurements, the most suitable indicators have to be
identified to fill the conceptual framework and its building blocks. The choice of
indicators is mainly driven by the availability and quality of data (author’s emphasis) as
well as an indicator’s ability to reflect the purpose behind the conceptual framework (see
Figure 3). The inclusion of too many variables raises issues of definitions, overlapping
coverage and the statistical notion of auto-correlation where the variables themselves may
be inter-dependent. There are a number of limitations so that the empirical application of
the model will always be imperfect. (ITU ICT-OI)

Figure 3. ICT Opportunity Index Indicators (ITU ICT-OI)
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The statistical techniques involved are complex and sophisticated, and involve
many steps, but in the end, the simplified model is shown in Figure 4.

Figure 4. ICT-OI Formula (ITU ICT-OI)

This approach, sophisticated and well-thought out as it is, is still subject to both the
strengths and infirmities associated with this kind of analysis, noted above. Now we turn
to an often cited example of the “e-economy” type of study.

2.6 The Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU) E-Readiness Report

An example of the type of report that focuses on e-readiness, and the primary
purpose of which is to serve as a tool for business, e-commerce and economic planning, is
the 2007 EIU e-readiness rankings in, “Raising the Bar: A White Paper from the
Economist Intelligence Unit”, written in co-operation with the IBM Institute for Business
Value. The EIU has published its annual e-readiness ranking of the world’s largest
economies since 2000. The ranking model evaluates the technological, economic, political
and social assets of 69 countries and their cumulative impact on their respective
information economies. According to EIU, this “ranking allows governments to gauge the
success of their technology initiatives against those of other countries. It also provides
companies that wish to invest in online operations with an overview of the world’s most
promising investment locations.” (EIU)

The EIU defines e-readiness as the “state of play” of a country’s information and
communications technology (ICT) infrastructure and the ability of its consumers,
businesses and governments to use ICT to their benefit. When a country does more online,
the premise is that its economy can become more transparent and efficient. (EIU)

The EIU e-readiness rankings are a weighted collection of nearly 100 quantitative
and qualitative criteria, organized into six distinct categories measuring the various
components of a country’s social, political, economic and of technological development.
The underlying principle behind the rankings is that digital business is at its heart business
and that for digital transactions to be widely adopted and efficient they have to thrive in a
holistically supportive environment. (EIU)

E-readiness derives from more than just the number of computers, broadband
connections and mobile phones in the country; also critical are citizens’ ability to utilize
technology skillfully, the transparency of the business and legal systems, and the extent to
which governments encourage the use of digital technologies. (Bridges) “The core notion
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representatives of their communities to produce high-quality, facts-based information
that can be used by all of society to form a shared view of societal well-being and its
evolution over time.

Official statistics are a key “public good” that foster the progress of societies.
The development of indicators of societal progress offers an opportunity to reinforce
the role of national statistical authorities as key providers of relevant, reliable, timely
and comparable data and the indicators required for national and international
reporting. We encourage governments to invest resources to develop reliable data
and indicators according to the “Fundamental Principles of Official Statistics”
adopted by the United Nations in 1994.

(See: http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/23/54/39558011.pdf)

This is reinforced by the presentation of Enrico Giovannini, Chief Statistician,
OECD, on “Measuring and Fostering the Progress of Societies: The Way Forward 2007-
2015” (see: http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/8/22/38899750.ppt) in which he described the
situation as “Statistics, Knowledge and Policy: A Broken Chain” and asserted “We have to
fix it!” The OECD was further host in June 2008 in Tokyo to the OECD Ministerial
Meeting on “The Future of the Internet Economy”16, which picked up many of the same
themes.

Some initial steps towards a more comprehensive and integrated view are
represented by the report of the “Gross National Realisation Measurement”17 (July 2008)
and the Paradiso Project of the “Measuring the Progress of Societies” Global Project18

(July 2008). These efforts, at the same time, reflect at a high level the difficulties of
finding appropriate measures for intangibles.

With this level of attention, the global process of identifying indicators,
establishing accepted definitions of indicators, uniformly collecting data, and storing it and
making it accessible in a consistent and timely manner is well underway. At the same
time, it is necessary to be mindful that information needs a theoretical framework – that is
the difference between description and explanation. And the role of experimentation and
hypothesis-testing for suggesting causal relationships between variables is a critical factor
that cannot be ignored if theory is to be grounded in data linked to the “real” world and be
used as a foundation for policy and economic choices.

With all that said, and with all due recognition of the challenges, difficulties and
limitations of a large-scale and meaningful information metrics program, at the national
level, useful contributions from these experiences are possible for directing economic and
social development in real-time. A good example of this is well underway in China.

The studies, reports and projects described above, while grounded in empirical
data, tend to be somewhat general and abstract. There are, however, places where the idea
of a structured, statistical approach to understanding the impacts of ICT are being
aggressively adopted as policies, implemented and applied. One example of this is China,
which has a comprehensive long-term vision, strategic plan, implementation schedule and
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evaluation strategy for the “informatization” of the country in support of its economic and
social growth.

4.0 CHINA’S “INFORMATIZATION” PROGRAM19

China defines “informatization” broadly as the “progress, process and duration all
the way from the industrial society to the information society” and “all the means to
accelerate the process from the industrial society to the information society.” (MII)

4.1 China’s ICT Vision

From China’s perspective, “informatization”, which is increasingly the strategic
focus of the global economy and competitive markets, offers both opportunities and major
challenges to human society. The intertwined forces of global informatization and
economic globalization impact heavily on the imbalance of economic and social
development, due to their impact on national competitiveness. Developed and developing
countries alike have formulated and implemented competitive national informatization
strategies and action plans, to seize the strategic high ground for future development.

Major breakthroughs in information technology breed new leaps in productivity. In
the new century, the momentum of the revolution in information technology is
accelerating; the development of microelectronics, nanotechnology and integrated systems
is speeding up; computing technology is evolving to ultra-high-performance networks; the
capacity for information acquisition, processing, storage and transmission continually
grows; communications and network technologies are directed to broadband, mobile and
convergence; and analog information technology is fully converted to digital information
technology. Information technologies are being integrated with biotechnology, space
technology, nanotechnology and other technologies, building new cycles of technological
development. Technological innovation continues to hasten the birth of new ideas, new
applications and new industries, with a profound impact on world economic development,
and setting the conditions for a qualitative leap in productivity.

In the global informatization process, China is in a critical period of change from a
passive response to independent development. Stepping up its implementation of national
informatization development strategies, and strengthening information technology
innovation, has become the inevitable option to support China’s modernization and
enhance its overall national development. (National Development) Accordingly, China has
developed a comprehensive, long-range strategy to address these developments. (See
Figure 5)
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Figure 5. China’s National Informatization Strategy -- Targets

4.2 Rationale for China’s Informatization Policies

The overall penetration and in-depth application of informatization promotes
scientific development and social productivity, and significantly improves the quality of
economic development and the level of industrialization. The development and utilization
of information resources greatly improves the utilization of natural resources. Information
resources have increasingly become important strategic resources and factors of
production.

In the period of "11th Five-Year Plan" (2006-2010), China's economic
development is facing increasingly serious resource, energy and environmental pressures.
There is an urgent requirement to migrate into a new stage of scientific development.
Facing the new situation and new requirements, China needs to intensify its application of
information technology, develop in-depth information resources in production, circulation
and other economic fields, substantially increase the contribution rate of informatization to
economic development, significantly reduce the level of consumption of natural resources,
and promote the building of a resource-saving and environment-friendly society. China
needs to make full use of the advantages of information technology in knowledge
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production, utilization, dissemination and accumulation, to speed up building an
innovation-oriented country. (See Figure 6)

Figure 6. Informatization in China: Seven Basic Elements

Informatization is also an effective way of promoting the building of a harmonious
society. Information networks are increasingly becoming an important channel to broaden
participation by the masses, listen to the voice of the masses, and communicate for social
conditions and public opinions. To construct a harmonious society with democracy, the
rule of law, equity, justice, sincerity, amity, vitality, stability, orderliness, and harmony
between human and nature, resolving employment, social security, health, education, safe
production, and other direct and realistic problems people are most concerned about, China
urgently needs social and economic informatization for simultaneous social and economic
development simultaneously. It is necessary to improve the level of informatization of
public services and social management. China needs efforts to reduce the informatization
gap in different regions, areas and social groups and generally enhance national
information technology skills to enable all citizens to better share informatization and its
results. In this phase of development, China must make full use of favorable domestic and
international environments, accurately grasp the pulse of global informatization
development, deal with information security challenges, seize the historic opportunity,
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promote national informatization and achieve new and greater progress. (National
Development)

Having a strategy for the implementation of information technology is an inherent
and inevitable requirement for China's continued economic and social development. First,
changing the mode of economic growth and taking a new road to industrialization creates
new requirements for informatization development. Second, speeding up administrative
reform and promoting the transformation of government functions is urgently needed to
achieve innovations in government management. Third, the construction of a harmonious
society urgently requires creation of a fair and just social environment with equal
opportunities. Fourth, in order to spread Chinese civilization and to enhance international
exchanges, it is necessary to strengthen China’s presence on the Internet. (Qin)

4.3 Development and Structure of Informatization Leading Group and Policies

In December 1993, China convened a joint meeting on national economic
informatization, which established the guiding ideology of "the implementation of
informatization projects so that informatization promote industrial development", launched
the "Golden Card", "Golden Bridge", "Golden Customs" and other important
informatization projects, which were the prologue to the national economic informatization
program.

In January 1996, China established the State Council Informatization Leading
Group, confirmed the definition and system of national informatization, put forward the
guidelines and principles of national informatization construction, formulated a national
informatization development plan and promoted a series of informatization construction
policies. China's major national informatization projects started to make substantive
progress and China’s informatization entered an organized and planned boost stage.

In 1997, China held a national work conference on informatization, creating a
comprehensive plan and deployed a national informatization work project. On Dec. 23
1999, China established a State Informatization Work Leading Group, to further promote
national economic and social informatization.

In August 2001, the CPC Central Committee and the State Council decided to re-
form the State Informatization Leading Group, to further enhance the leadership for
promotion of China's informatization construction and maintenance of national information
security. (See Figure 7)
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Figure 7. Members of Leading Group

The Leading Group took charge of the consideration of national informatization
development strategy, macro planning, the relevant regulations, the Bills and major
decision-making, and coordination of the work of informatization and information
security. From 2001 to 2005, five meetings of the group were successively convened, led
by two Prime Ministers, Zhu Rongji and Wen Jiabao, to discuss the major issues of China's
informatization and to approve major policies. (See Figure 8)


