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FURTHER COMMI NTS OF THE ALLIANCE FOR PUBLIC TECHNOLOGY

The Alliance for Pub:ic Technology (APT), a nonprofit, consumer organization with over
200 grassroots members, o ganizations, and individuals, hereby submits these brief, further
comments in response to the ‘ublic Notice, released July 3. 1996, by the Common Carrier Bureau,
attaching a list of questions. APT respectfully submits the attached comments on the questions

indicated.
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QUESTION 1. Is it appropriate to _assume that current rates for services included within the
definition of universal service are affordable, despite variations among companies and service
areas?

Presumably under conc itions of competition. rates will vary among companies and service
areas. Within service areas whre rates vary, consumers can choose which company they prefer to
deal with taking into account rite variations. The crux of Joint Board action on ensuring universal
service at affordable rates is tc ensure that the rates, objectively, are as reasonably low as possible
for the highest bandwidth serv' e that a consumer will need and use. This is different than focusing

simply on the rates for current POTS service.

Thus, continuing a »aradigm whereby advanced services to schools, libraries or health
care providers are provided o'ily through special lines, e.g. T-1, DS-3 etc., will not assure that
these services are, on a for vard looking basis, as affordable as possible. Rather, the most
affordable distribution of high bandwidth is for the network infrastructure to have that capability as
the “standard” or “basic” di tribution technology. where costs are shared among a much larger
subscriber base and are not drpendent on negotiations or private pricing deals with specific users.
APT believes that a rate is n.t affordable unless it is the lowest rate that would be possible if the
least cost transmission mode * ‘ere used for that bandwidth. Proper pricing for these services should
encourage high bandwidth de»loyment within the local loop. with cost to consumers based on the

amount of bandwidth actuall' used.



The Commission’s affc rdability definition should embody this principle of the least cost
transmission mode to users for yandwidth offered.

QUESTION 2: To what extent should non-rate factors, such as subscribership level, telephone

expenditures as a percentage of income, cost of living, or local calling area size be considered in
determining the affordability ard reasonable comparability of rates?

APT does not believe that any of the specified non-rate factors are relevant in assessing
comparability. The intent of t e statute in mandating comparability is to make sure that consumers
do not suffer deprivations of service by reason of the accident of where they live. Since urban
areas are not apt to be of cc mparable size or have comparable subscriber levels, these factors
cannot influence comparabili v without compromising the goal of comparability. Moreover,
subjective factors such as ind:vidual telephone expenditures as a percentage of income or cost of
living relate essentially to cor sumer choice factors on income expenditures rather than to the issue
of whether the rate is as low @ possible and in line with rates in other areas.

Congress clearly inter ded that rates in rural areas must be as comparably low as in urban
areas without taking into aci ount factors unique to rural areas such as distance and population
density. Thus, the urban are to which the rural rate must be comparable must be that urban area
nearest to or contiguous with ‘he rural area in question. This will incent carriers towards averaging

their rates to both types of art as which is what Congress clearly had in mind.



QUESTION 4: What are the erfects on competition if a carrier is denied universal service support
because it is technically infeasibie for that carrier to provide one or more of the core services?

The question assumes '1at universal service will be defined in terms of specific services.
This appears 0 APT to be urworkable for the reasons stated in its original Comments, unless
alternative criteria are also inch.ded which relate to network functionality
All carriers will provic2 some bandwidth which will be used by institutions to offer some
types of health care, educatic1 and library services. Since Congress clearly envisaged ultimate
universal service for advanced services for institutional and consumer users, the FCC and the Joint
Board can create powerful con petitive incentives to carriers to migrate expeditiously to full service
networks by conditioning uni* ersal service support on the degree to which carriers offer a wide
range of network functionalitic s, from maximum bandwidth capabilities earning 100% of universal
service support, for two wa switched broadband and lesser percentages for lesser band width
capabilities down to voice gride at the opposite end of the spectrum . Conditioning universal
service support to network fusctionality will have maximum impact on enhancing competition and
ensuring that competition foct ses on real competitive elements and does not simply deteriorate into
competitive rivalry reflected n advertising and marketing hypes. Carriers will be free to offer
whatever bandwidth network hey choose. But different levels of universal service support will be
available for the different I vels of bandwidth offered by carriers. This will be completely
competitively neutral, but at he same time, will be a competitive incentive to increase the amount

of bandwidth offered in order to get maximum universal service support.



QUESTION 6: Should the services or functionalities eligible for discounts be specifically limited
and identified, or should the dis:ount apply to all available services?

Here again, the need fir the question arises only if universal service is defined solely in
terms of specific services rathe than in terms of bandwidth capability. As APT pointed out in its
Comments (April 12, 1996 @ P. 10-12), “core services™ in the telecommunications mixed media
world ignores the needs of crnsumers (whether institutions or individuals). Schools, libraries,
health care providers all will ave different needs which cannot be anticipated by a definition of
universal service in terms of s»ecific services. core or otherwise. These institutions need to have
access to different levels of bandwidth to accommodate services they want to provide given
whatever their particular indi dual circumstances are. The same is true ultimately for consumer
users. Universal service in 11e new telecommunications world needs to be defined in terms of
bandwidth network functiona! ties, not specific services. so that whatever discounts are decided
upon can be applied to the rat:s set for these different bandwidth capabilities. These discounts will
be fixed and will not vary by bandwidth. Thus users will be totally free to select the bandwidth
they need knowing that the di' count will be the same whichever bandwidth level they choose at any

given time.

QUESTION 8: To what extent should the provisions of Sections 706 and 708 be considered by
the Joint Board and be reliec upon to provide advanced services to schools, libraries, and health

care providers?

Section 706 is crucia to the development of sound regulatory policies that promote the

earliest availability of advar ced telecommunications service to schools, libraries, health care



providers and, indeed, to all Americans in all regions of the country:
- Section 706 sets out t1e proper goal of policies to implement the Telecommunications
Act through its delinea ion of what constitutes advanced telecommunications services,
describing these as "wthout regard to any transmission media or technology, as high-
speed, switched broad»and telecommunications capability that enables users to
originate and receive Figh-quality voice, data, graphics and video transmission using
any technology.
- Section 706 ("adanced telecommunications capability to all Americans" in
conjunction with Sect:on 254 (c)(3) ("special services” for schools, libraries and health
care providers), 254 'h)(2) ("advanced services” for these entities), and 254(b)(2) "in
all regions of the nat on") mandates the Commission and the States which the Joint
Board represents with taking action now so as to foster the earliest possible provision
of advanced telecomyqunications services to the above entities.
- Section 706 directs he Commission to carry out this mandate "utilizing, in a manner
consistent with the pu blic interest... price cap regulation, regulatory forbearance,
measures that promc e competition in the local telecommunications market, or other

regulatory methods t} at remove barriers to infrastructure investment.”

In view of these pro sisions of Section 706, it is clear that the Joint Board must take
into account and rely upon hese provisions in its universal service deliberations since the Act

makes clear Congressional intention that universal service concepts are to apply to all



telecommunications services. standard and advanced. A clear migratory path for network
evolution will be impeded inless Section 706 is taken into account now for developing
universal service rules.

APT stresses that the true and full solution to promoting universal service in both
traditional voice grade and aivanced services must take into account the need ultimately to
reach the home as the only rue meaningful way to promote universal service in advanced
services "to all Americans.” ' Section 254 (b)(2), 706).

The concept of univer ;al service must evolve as quickly as possible to include advanced
telecommunications service with great benefits to the quality of life for all Americans.
Therefore, the Joint Board m ist use every opportunity to set that evolution and migration path
in motion. Targeting univer :al service now to its ultimate goal -the home- is an essential first
step. Without it, promoting :ervices to the schools or to health care providers accomplishes
only half the job which Ccngress intended by targeting these institutional users for special
attention. The need for these educational and health care services to reach the students and

patients in their homes is de ailed in Attachment A and in Jones, Electronic House Calls: 21st

Century Options (1996).

We urge again the ne:d to promptly initiate a proceeding to implement Section 706. APT
is eager to cooperate with tie Commission in any way that it can be helpful in promoting the
objectives of Section 706. The Act, in 706(b). does require the Commission to institute a

proceeding within 30 moiths after enactment. to consider the availability of advanced



telecommunications capability ‘2 all Americans (and to conclude the proceeding within six months).
If the need is shown, the FC( ' is to take immediate action to accelerate deployment by removing
barriers 0 investment and prorioting competition. But, as we have stated, it would be folly for the
Commission to wait three yea s, and then say that it should have acted sooner. The Commission
should act now, and then be ir position at the century's end to determine whether and what further

actions are needed.

The Act wisely provides that its goal — advanced telecommunications service to ail
Americans, with enormous tenefits to the quality of life in education, health care, democratic
process, work, energy conser vation, etc., is not a matter to be left solely to the workings of the
marketplace. There is and m ist be an important role for governmental policy, especially along the
lines of Section 706. The Co nmission and the Joint Board should therefore move to implement the

strategies set out in Section 76 as fully and expeditiously as possible.

QUESTION 9: How can universal support for schools. libraries, and health care providers be
structured to promote competition?

As laid out in its aiswer to Question 4, APT believes that by structuring universal
service support to varyin: bandwidth capabilities with maximum support available for
maximum bandwidth, com»etition will be best promoted. The goal is to promote effective
competition. The statute }as already laid out that facilities-based competition is the most

desirable competitive mec 1anism. Facilities-based competition will promote competition



where it is most needed anc where Congress decided it should be focused- -on network
capabilities. If a carrier only seeks to compete through interconnection, it is not offering
consumers maximum consume r choice. Only where it seeks to compete by offering consumers
a choice among network carabilities and quality is it offering maximum consumer choice
which is the goal of compet:iion. Thus, universal service rules must be structured so as to
promote incentives to facilitie i-based competition.

What needs to be rec: gnized in advancing facilities-based competition is that bringing
broadband into the home nee'! not involve a multiplicity of competitive companies digging up
streets and front yards. When you get the interconnection costs right, the parties will decide
whether to deploy separate r stworks or to interconnect. In the second place, the pricing of
unbundled network services ieeds to be set so that the parties to an interconnection agreement
have effective incentives to und the most cost-effective way of bringing broadband into the

home without wasteful duplis ation of facilities.

QUESTIONS 26-27: Modif cations to the high cost support mechanism.

APT supports cont:inuation of the high cost fund in some form regardless of
nomenclature. The high co't fund has always existed in order to ensure equitable network
deployment on a non discrin inatory basis regardless of whether the area was difficult or costly
to reach. It has been the major tool to achieve universal service by ensuring network

deployment without which 1 o services can be transmitted. Whatever modifications are deemed



necessary, the fund must not in any way impede this critical advanced network deployment

universal service role which is specifically mandated by the Telecommunications Act.

Q 29-30. How to treat price-cap companies.

The importance in the regulatory scheme for price cap mechanisms necessitates that the
Joint Board must not take a1y action which would create reverse incentives or discourage
carriers from offering price aps. This must be the principle guiding the Joint Board in the

answers which it develops to ‘he questions raised in Questions 29 and 30.

Section 706 specificai y refers to using price cap regulation as one tool to promote the
competition which Congres regards as a critical key to achieving universal service and
spurring the deployment of advanced telecommunications to schools, health care providers,
libraries and all Americans. There have been past proposals along these lines. Thus, in the
Price Cap Performance Rev ew For Local Exchange Carriers (LECs), CC Docket 94-1, the
Computer and Communicat ons Industry Association (CCIA) proposed that the productivity
offset in the price cap (desiined to limit price increases by incorporating the efficiencies the

LECs have traditionally act ieved into their price changes) to be set at two levels: one level

10



based on traditional producti: ity for LECs in general and a lower level for those LECs that
agreed to invest in education. An alliance of education and library groups advanced the

proposal that the consumer p oductivity dividend (CPD) in the price cap formula (one-halt of
one percent of the access re -enues or as much as $300 million a year) be used to connect

schools and libraries to the N itional Infrastructure (NII) starting with the most needy.

Clearly, the productir ity factor in price cap regulation recognizes that the productivity
dividend from upgrading n-:tworks is imbued with a public quality which requires cost-
effective use of the dividenc to bring broadband capacity into the home and to all people.
increasingly, state regulator/ bodies are viewing the productivity dividend as a critically
important source of in estment funds for developing and deploying advanced
telecommunications technol:'gies. To achieve the goals of Section 706 through price cap
regulation, both the FCC ar d states should utilize the Joint Board universal service processes
to require or provide incetives to ensure that the dividend be invested to facilitate the
deployment of communit -based applications of advanced technologies to encourage
competition that brings brc adband capacity into the home. This is critical to achieve the
objectives of targeting educ ition, health care, libraries and the disabled for early applications
of the advanced technolog :s. The Joint Board should address market-compatible ways of
using the productivity divid 'nd as a funding source of applications development that targets the
priorities of communities ar d groups “at risk” of being bypassed or under-served in the normal

operation of markets. Ir this respect, the mandate for state action must be clear that
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community based applications development requires the aggregation of demand for community
-based applications that cuts z:ross institutional domains. The Snowe-Rockefeller amendments
should not become the velicle for competitive providers to ignore the commonality of
community applications of th- new technologies, and thereby entrench institutional domains.
Given the importance >f price caps in the Congressional scheme and its endorsement by
important telecommunication ; players, price cap companies should be encouraged by the Joint

Board 's universal service ru as.

QUESTION 50; How shoul: a bidding system be structured in order to provide incentives for
carriers to compete to submi  the low bid for universal service support?

APT sees competitiv : bidding as an essential tool in the hands of the Joint Board to
advance Congressional goais of moving towards advanced service networks. APT strongly
urges the Joint Board to corsider utilizing the competitive bidding process in order to advance
development of advanced nc tworks so that education. health care and library users have a tull
range of services which th:y can offer to their students/patients and users unrestricted by
network limitations. A pa : of the specifications for competitive bidders should embrace
bidders' forward plans to d:ploy advanced networks-those with the most timely plans earning
higher eligibility points in addition to the lowest bid. These would be the most effective
incentives available to en ure implementation of the Congressional mandate to move as

expeditiously as possible to vards the deployment of advanced networks.



Q 51 and 53. Safeguards to avoid collusion in competitive bidding.

APT strongly supports the aoplication of the provisions of the antitrust laws to both these
situations. Together with trebie damage rights, these laws are fully adequate without impeding
competition in any way to ersure that competitors are not driven out of the process and that

collusion is not employed in 'naking a competitive bid.

Respectfully submitted,

Alliance for Public Technology

Dr. Barbara O'Connor
Chair

Gerald Depo
President

Mary Gardiner Jones
Chair, Public Policy Committee

Of Counsel:

Henry Geller

August 2. 1996

901 15th Street, NW
Suite 230

Washington, DC 20005
202/408-1400
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Goal:

To Equalize Educatior ai Opportunities

Means
A Netwcrxed Community vs. A allecticn of Wired Schools

To Aciueve Educanonal Benefits from the
NII It Takes a Village, Not a Task Force or
Wired School

Does anyone rzally know if schools and class-
rooms will be any different or better off when

they are connectzd 10 a national or global
electronic informaton infrastructure? Surely,

maost educators have had their fill of rhetonc

and hype about the mminent educational ‘

benetits of a Nanional Information Superhigh-
way (NII). The fact is no one really knows

what impac: wired schaols and classrooms

will have on the performance of students. n
general, research fndings in this area are
mixed and out-pacad by technological ad-
vancements. Educators have found that tele-
phone voice mail and school uses of cable
television help “break down the psychologi-
cal and geographical barriers between house-
holds and schools.” Hard data on the educa-
tional effects of schools linked to high-capac-
ity networks may not be available, as yer. but
most teachers and school administrators un-
derstand the need [0 make wider use of com-
puters anc moderns. Parents and school board
officials are muca slower in recognizing that
in order to improve and equalize educational
benefits, an NII nerworked household makes
more sense than 1 NII networked classroom.
“KickStar: Connecting America's Commu-
aities to :he Information Superhighway™ the
latest ameng dozens of reports extolling the
virtes of advanced electronic networks, was
issued last month by the Clinton
Administradgon’s NI Advisory Council
While a very good report, its impact on
national policy and federal program planning
isexpected o be munimal. Two reasons: budge:
agreements will extract around $600 billior
from federal discretionary expenditures ove:
the nex: fiscal vear; and a widening of publu
acceptance of privatization. Both develop
ments will limit the federal government’
capacity to support and extend public ser
ices. Anyone who listened 1o the President
State-or-the Union Address will not expect

' seeanexuberant federal govermment any dme
" 5. on. The Clinton Admimistranon’ s acgonsto |

¢ zateadisunguished NI rask force and plans
gromote telecommunications o :mprove
¢ iucanion. while noteworthy. are not among
! ¢ domesuc imuarives which the U.S. Con-
. ress1s willing to endorse and support. At this
ncture, it'sonly a matter of deciding whether
1¢ Adminstration’s imnative to exploit the
otentals of advancsd ‘elscommumcadons
> change and mpreve sducation may have
een squandered or derailed. If there's a
vindow-of-opportunity in :his reaim. 1's 20
onger a federal opparunicy.

Classrooms and the Internet

Arbur Sheekey,

President.

Public Service
Telecomrnumecancas Corp.

“It's possible that
universal availability
to high-capacity or
advanced networks will
| create more problems than opportunities
for schools. parents. and teachers. The
prospect that avery household elevision
set and personal computer will have dial
access o every Blockbuster movie and
virtual shopping mall n the country is
unlikely to increase grade point averages or
‘ife-long leaming oppormnities.”

Alliances among large corporations, includ-
ing telephane, cable television, publishing
houses and entertainment industries. will see
to it that resources are made available to
upgrade the nation’s telecommunications in-
frastructure — the profit motive provides a
sufficientincentive. Deragulation is expected
te spurcompetiticn. Regu. atory requirements,

. however. will ensure the universal availabil-
1ty of networks. Provisions :n recent federal
legislation and in siate laws will guarantee
access to all locations, 2ven to high-cost rural
" areas and urban nerghborhocds. Bur, there
will be no federal or statz laws ar regulations
' to ansure servicas, such 2s dial-up access to

iocal scacols. libranes. wc zovernmentat
agenciss. These services, or Jubiic deneris,
wll ontv come about as a ~=sult 3f Juslic za.

~ mands.

It's gossible that universal avalaptiity o
high-capacity or advanced neworks wil cre-
ate more problems than opportunites ‘or

_ schoois. parents and :eachers. The srospect
* that every househoid teievision set and per-

sonal computer will have diai access o every
Blockbuster movie and virtual shopping mail
in the country is unlikely to increase grade
point averages or lifeiong-learning opportu-
niges. Surely, the difficulties of curbing chii-
dren from excessive TV viewership in the late
years of the 20th century wiil pale in compan-
son to the prabiems all parents and teachers in

* the upcoming century are about to facs.

In :he past, =ducaton and public intsrast
groups have been succassful in demarding

' cerain programs {fom broadcast licznsees
* and cabie operators because these companies

were required by law 0 serve the public
interest. Federal, state and local jurisdictions
maintained considerable authority and lever-
age over program services. Controlling the

- flow and direction over information in a digi-

tal medium that has no boundaries will be

+ more challenging, if possible at all.

Local communities concerned about the
likely conseguences of an unbridled telecom-
municadons industry can take steps 10 ensure

~ that the benefit of digital networks counter-
 acts or at least equals the bieak consequences

of privatization and commercialization. Un-
guestonably, merely wiring all the schools
and classrooms in the district is an inadequate
solution. Public schools and libraries must
have access 10 advanced telecommunications
technologies. Any financial scheme that will
helpschools access electronic resources should
be encouraged. We know there are multiple
and affordable ways to build “electronic
bridges.” such as wired or wireless services
offered by local cable operators or telephone
servicz providers. There's much less certainty
that anv scheme designed to guarantee virtual
access o “global information resources” will
lead 10 improvements in teaching or learning.
A local community or school district official
considering further investments in educational
technologies should reflect on two known
facts about helping children: improving com-
munication between parents and schools in-
variably makes a difference: and, giving par-
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ents additional resources to heip educate
their own children can complement the wirk
of schools. L=t's also not ignore recent re-
search. Surveys indicate the inequaliiies
among U.S. househoids far exceeds the ae-
qualities among schools. Current studies .isa
show advancad nerwaorks and services caii be
used 10 engage families in school activ des
while offering other needed family servi wes.
Thus. it would seem that a networked ¢ ym-
munity rather than a collection of w red
schools offers far greater promise for 2c 1al-
izing educadonal opportunities.

Laocal service providers, the cabie of «ra-
tor, local exchange carrier (LEC), and 2 10st
of new competitors will be more than r-ady
to negodate with local officials and s ake-
holders who stand behind an education | vi-

sion for creating 3 community of 'earners. No
single system or sleczronic servics :an be
expectad [0 serve the neads of all communi-
ties — each community must maks zhoices
based on local needs and resourcss. A critical
step is getting locally stected otficials. =duca-
tors and families to collaborate in -uilding
local networks and services. Educational
benefits are likely to ensue when these stake-
holders share the common belief nat it takes
an electronic village 0 help raise Wieir chil-
dren — not just a wirsd scheel and classroom.
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!

Couid the NIl Zzualize Educationai
Opportunities :n Househalds as Well
as Schoois?

A presidenually appornted Advisory Coun-
cii soon publicty endorse the
Admunistration s blueprint for building a Na-
tional Information Infraswructure, or NII. This
private-sector body 's also expected to extol
the benefits of an NII - by making better and
more current information available to ail of
the nation’s students no matter what their so-
cioeconomic or ethnic background is or where
thev live. Winng he nation’s schools and
classrooms :s a werthwhile nauonal goal
Pubiic support for butlding electronic bndges
betwesan schools and the NI is warranted and
shouid be encouraged further. NII's educa-
tion advocates, however, should be more
forthcoming. The facts, including recent sur-
vey findings. indicate that household access.
not just school access. to the NI could have a
far greater impact on 2ducation. The distinc-
don is critical.  If the nation is really inter-
ested in equalizing educational opportunites.
it needs to broaden its goals for the NII
School access 1o the NII will make a differ
ence: household access to the NII will make
a greater difference.

At all zvels of government. taxpavers
are being urged to underwrite the invest-
ments needed to purchase additonal comput-
ers. modems and local area networks in order
to ensure our schools get quick access to “gio-
bal nformation services.” The ratification
for additional public funds to stimuiate the
development of NI educational services has
come not only from the White House. but
from most national ducational associations
located in and around Washington. Their 2n-
dorsement of the NII and its promises have
been rmpassioned and unfailing. Addiuon-
ally. in -nost communities around the 1a-
nion. one could effortlessly find a local activ-
15t who outspokenly aspires “to build the NT!
from the hottom up.” A local spokesperson
for the NIl is either a perenmal zealot for or
self-baptized convert to the benefits of tech-
nology. Charactensiically. it's a male teacher
or admimsrator whe has been ransmuted 'nto
a sor: of Jairtual music man. ie.. “folks. un-
fess we wire our schools. we've 2ot trouble

will

- real rouble

Bevond the prevaiing rhetonc. 2:ther for

o1 1gainst increased pudlic investment in the
N L there's actually supstantal zvidence
at »ut whart the NII :ouid or :ouid not do
fc  educaton. Unfortunately. the most ‘m-
p tant social and education: issues associ-
at d with developments in telecommunica-
ti ns are either posiponed for future debates
o Jown played as ummportant. Too manv of
it » present NI proponents. for 2xample. are
v 1 1o address a1 large number of unsetling
s o unresclved issues concerning noth the
r ymises and periis af an NI To questions
T atng to whether schools should e grven
Jre money to purchase networked rechnolo-

]

Point of View

Arthur D. Sheekev

“It’s rather tironic
that the public
seems 50 committed
to connecting schools
) and classrooms to the
NII while surveys
show the majority f the public is only
vaguely aware of what an “informa-
tion superhighway™ actually 1s ‘only 7
percent of LS. citizens use the Intemer).”
Public Service Telecommunications Corpora-
uon. Two Skvline Place. Suite 1303, 5203
[eesburg Pike. Falls Church, VA 22041-3406,
Tel: (202) 7261630, -703) 998-:1702, Fax:
{7031 998-3430.

tes. there should be few skeptics [U's obvi-

many teachers and schools are neither ready
nor wiiling to integrate modem interactivity
into thetr programs have subsided.
Spokespersons for educational technol-
ogy have made their NII promises crysal
clear. Demonstrations and field tests do n
fact support the optimism that the instailauon
of relecommunicatons :echnologies can
stimulate school reform. The next stage for
fuller depioyment presents a number of ob-
vious and practical problems. These include
the foilowing: (1) the diffusion of technol-
ogy-dased programs and services will be
slower than the advocates recommend — but
that may be a blessing in disguise: (2} not all
schools and teachers are ready to change their
wayvs; (3) the effects of different approaches
used to 2ducate voung children can be :rre-
vocable: '4) multiple learning styles will re-
quire multiple approaches, some of which
need to be very personal: (5) the ulumate
consequences of expanded online learning are
actually guite murkv: and (6) lest we forget.
previous and ambitious plans to introguce new
and innovative programs and approaches into
our scheols have had lintle or no posiuve 2f-
fects on students — parents could become
quickly dubious of “global classroom learn-
ing” if standardized test scores don't go up.
At atime when the majority of the public
seems apposed to governmental actions and
growing expenditures. it’s surprising that
spending concerns don't dominate this debate.

. No major public interest group or organiza-

tion is raising some appropriate questions,
such as: “will the $20-340 billion investment
needed to wire the nation’s 100.000 schools

" reailv make that much of a difference?; can

technologies be introduced into schools with-

" out heavy and continual investments in train-

ing and support services™: are there any as-

surances that investments in educational

sus to most that schools should 10t be by-

sassed by the information superhighways.

For policymakers. the important question

ts not why but how public funds should be
spent to ensure that all students and farmlies
‘regardless of soctoeconomc and ethnic back-
grounds benefit from advanced ‘elecommu-
nications services  As we procede 1n this

national Apollo Project-like venture. we must way" actually is (only 7 percent of U.S. citi-

recogmize that too many public officals may
be listening *0 a “music man” 10 "his domain.
a ‘music waman’ s rare) Wit only faint
opposition ta few luddies and
tics still exist:. huge public funds wilt go to-
ward linking the NI to the aauer's schools.
Even the czaseles. misgr ngs rhat "ar "0

r2oano-skep-

technologies will improve good and bad
schools alike?; will there be gains in the pro-
ductivity and efficiency of schools?: or. who
will take the responsibility to see to it that elec-
tronic information services are available and
affordabie to all families as well as to all
schools ™

It’s rather ironic that the public seems

~so committed to connecting schools and

. classrooms to the NII while surveys show the

majority  of the public is only vaguely
aware of what an “information superhigh-

zens use the Internet). As school networking

- efforts proceed. however. its planners and

administrators should not delude the public
into thinking that the $20-$40 billion invesi-
ment is a “solution” or panacea 1o the prob-
lem of most schools. The most successful
schools. those with or without linkazes to the

NII.
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Yisiony for e M1l ind s contn-
sugons (¢ «hools need 1o ne 2xpanded
-0 include tousenolds. As the nauon
sneers 1 ew Cnwury. 2quaiizing the
“eSQUICEes Among the nation » schools
Dust conunue ‘¢ e 1 nanonai goal. !
Reducing what ;onathan Kozol de-
scrtbes is “savage (nequalites” in
schoots should be no less than 1 moral
imperanve. The :onfluence of 2du-
canen and telecommunications issues
caprured (n the dresent public policy
arena teguires 3oais and actions.
{t would e 2 mry if discussions for '
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N oe
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AIAWAYS NG 2AUCIIIUNL, s r
all Amencans must e cwTred Huk e an-
dem. The huge subiic :nvastment s~
crated with lnkang -he nauen - icnodds
o the growing ~eb of wired and air2-
less information aerwarks Jdeservas
greater public scruuny 1t il levels of
government. Wired schools and lass-
rooms can acthitate l2arming and extend
the influence of teachers and scnool of-

e

iy

squalizing 2ducational services are
limuted ‘o all our school buildings and . iass-
rooms. .nd not 20 all our families and house
noids. To do otherwise would be a ragu
mustake and missed opportunicy

A step in die nght direction would be t
confront the Zelusions perpetuated by the
NII's move vocai proponent. possibly, by vou
local “music man.” Advocates must admi
that the total amount of

from wired classrooms. Howerer. uniess the
structure of schoois is radically dterad. such
as. extending the typical schocl -ear and
day, the impact of zlecommunicztions on
educational achievement levels could be
negligible. School-age children +he conunue
to spend less than ten percent >f thetr ame in

classrooms and <ifteen percent of -herr dme

ficials — there’s ample research ind
2xperience (o support this positon.  More
importantly, there’s »xong <videnca 0 <ug-
zest the dispanities of 2ducationai resources
among U.S. schools are being reduczd whiie
the disparities of househoid mtormaucn ser-
vices, e.2.. having or not having worksta-
tions and expensive online services, are wid-
ening.

Too many of us have

Computer Ownership By Education

money parents and families r

will spend on supplemental

educational services for

their children will have a far 45 T
greater 1mpac: on learning 40 +
opportunities han the total 35 {,
amount schoois spend for a0 +
such equipment and ser- 25 % 24
vices. Recent Census re-

20 ¢
ports and several house-
hold marketing survevs Sy
indicate that college-edu- 10+
cated parents with good in- 5 -]
comes are spending a lot 0
of their discredonary re-

SOUrces On COmputers, mo-
dems and online services.
More than one-third of U.S. L

been induced into think-
ing that the NTI will con-
tribute substanaally to
the national goal of
equalizing =ducational
opportunities. [t will, but
if the NI educational ser-
vices are limited to
schools and classrooms
the overall impact will be
minimal. not consequen-
tial. Bill Gates under-
stands this. In his new

book, The Road Ahead.

No HNad Had S~
Computer Carnputer Computer Gates writes: “Great Edu-
Over 2 2 Years or cators have always known
Years l.ess

that learning is not some-

households now have PCs,

compared 10 about 7 percent for poor far u-
lies. Headlines say: “Americans are Go 1g
Online.” but subsequent details reveal that ¢’s
the college—<ducated and affluent fami' es
who are able o reap the full benefits of + #t-
waorked information services. Of househc ds
with incomes of $50,000 and over have c. m-
puters, well over one-half have PCs. Inct me
and educaton correlate most strongly with ‘he
presence and use of a household compr cer,
and the correlaton between high incomes wd
high quality online services is 2xpected to« Hn-
anue

By the vear 2000. or soon after. near! all

.. .. - j
viewing television over the course of a calen- |

dar year cannot be expected 0 become high-

achievers. The typical “home-alone xid™ now
spends four hours a day before fus ar her 12-
channel TV. In z decade, 2 child of compa-

thing you can do only in
classrooms, or under the supervision of teach-

ers.
Individuals and groups iavolved in edu-

; cation policymaking at all levels of govern-

rable circumstances will get a lot more enter-

tainment program service ‘rom fus or her
400-channel or “dial-accessed”™ TV ser.

More than likely, poor and nch households ;
will have interactive TVs. but children of the
latter will also have their Jdedicated “work- |
to commercialized

stations” and access
online educational and informational services.
So. how Jdo we ensure the 2ducanional

ment should get their favorite telecommuni-
cation music man or NII advocate 10 lead a
new parade of partisans: partisans who will
demand to see policy and regulatory choices
that ensure equal and affordable NII services
to entire communities — including schools.
libraries, and individual households.

Source: Arthur D). Sheekev

December 13. 1995
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Goal
Equalize Educationa Opportunity

Means:
Electronically Linking the >chool and Home

Coud the NIl Equalize Educaticnal
Opponunities in Households as Well
as Scnools?

A presidenuiaily appointed Advisory Coun-
cil will soon publicly endorse the
Admunistration’s bluepnnt for building a Na-
tional Information [nfrastructure, or NII. This
private-sector Dody 1s also expected 10 extoi
the benefits of an N1I - by making better and
more current formation available to all of
the nagon's students no matter what their so-
cioeconomic or ethnic background is or where
thev live. Wirlng :ne nation’s schools and
classrooms s & worthwhile national goal
Public support Jor building electronic bndges
between schools and the NII is warranted ana
should be encouraged further. NII's educa-
tion advocates. however. should be more
forthcoming. The facts. including recent sur-
vey findings. indicate that household access,
not just school access. o the NII could have a
far greater impact on education. The distinc-
tion s critical.  If the nation is really inter-
ested in equalizing =ducational opportunities.
it needs to broaden 'ts goals for the NII
School access to the NII will make a differ-
ence: household access to the NIl will make
a greater difference.

At all levels of government. taxpayers
are bemng urged to underwnite the invesi-
ments needed to purchase additional comput-
ers. modems and local area networks in order
10 ensure aur schools get quick access to “glo-
bal informavon services.”  The ratification
for addinional public funds to sumulate the
development of NII educational services has
come not Hnly from the White House. but
from most natonal =ducational associations
located in and around Washington. Their en-
dorsement of the NI and its promises have
been 1mpassioned and unfailing. Addition-
ally, in most communities around the na-
tion. one could effortlessly find a local activ -
1st who outspokenly aspires “'to build the NII
from the bottom up.” A local spokesperson
for the NIi 1s enther a perennial zealot for ar
self-bapuized convert to the benefits of tech-
nology. Characteristically. it's a male teacher
or administrator who has been transmuted 'nto
a sort of «artual music man. 1.e.. “folks, un-
less we wire our schools, we've got trouble
- reaj rouble.”

3eyond the prevailing rhetorc. 2iher for
ar -gainst increased public investment :n the
Ni . there’s actually substannal 2vidence
ab-ut wnat the NII couid or could not do
fo =aducatuon. Unfortunately. the most im-
pc tant social and 2ducation: :ssues assocl-
at: 3 with developments in teiecommunica-
te s are either postponed for future debates
or jown plaved as unimportant. Too manv of
th - present NII sroponents. for 2xampie. are
wi 1o address a large number of unsettiing
ar 1 unresclved issues concarming Soth the
p-'muses and penis of an NTL To cuesuons
re aung 1o whether schoois should e ziven
n re money %0 gurchase netwerked 12cnnalo-

Point ot View

Arthur D. Sheekev

ronic
public

“It’s rather
that the

to connecting schoois
and classrooms to the
NI1 while surveys
show the majority f the public is only
vaguely aware of what an “informa-
tion superhighway” actually is {only 7
percent of U.S. citizens use the Internet).”
Public Service Telecommunicauons Corpora-
tion. Two Skyline Place. Suite 1303. 3203
Leesburg Pike. Falls Church. VA 22041-3406,
Tel: 1202) 726-163C. 7031 998.1703, Fax:
{7031 998-3480.

seems so committed |

sies. there should be few skeptics It's obwi-

sus to most that schools should not be by-

sassed by the information superhighways.

For policymakers. the important question
:s not why but how public funds should be
spent to 2nsure that all students and families
‘regardless of socipeconomic and zthnic back-
grounds . benefit frem advanced -elecommu-
mcanons services.  As we procede n this

many teachers and schools are neither ready
nor wiiling to integrate modern interactivity
into thetr programs have subsided.
Spokespersons for educational :2chnol-
ogy have made their NII promises crystal
clear. Demonstrations and fieid tests do in
fact support the optimism that the installation
of telecommunications technologies can
sumuiate school reform. The next stage for
fuller depioyment presents a number of ob-
vious and practical problems. These include
the following: (1) the diffusion of technol-
ogy-based programs and services will be
slower than the advocates recommend -— but
that may be a blessing in disguise: (2} notall
schools and teachers are ready to change therr
ways: (3) the effects of different approaches
used to 2ducate voung children can be rre-
vocable: (4 multiple learning stvies will re-
quire multiple approaches. some of which
need 10 de very personal: (3) the uliimare
consequences of expanded online learming are
actually quite murky: and (6) lest we forget,
previous and ambitious plans to inoduce new
and innovative programs and approaches into
our schools have had little or no positive ef-
fects on students — parents could become
quickly dubtous of “global classroom learn-
ing” if standardized test scores don’t go up.
At atime when the majority of the public
seems opposed to governmental actions and
growing expenditures. it’s surprising that
spending concerns don't dominate this debate.
No major public interest group or organiza-
tion is raising some appropriate questions.
such as: “will the $20-840 billion investment
needed to wire the nation’s 100.000 schools
really make that much of a differenca?: can
technologies be introduced into schools with-
out heavy and continual investments in train-
ing and support services?; are there any as-
surances that investments in educational
technologies will improve good and bad
schools alike?; will there be gains in the pro-
ductivity and efficiency of schools?: or, who

. will take the responsibility to see to it that elec-

tronic information services are available and
affordable to all families as well as to all
schools™

It's rather ironic that the public seems
so committed to connecting schools and

. classrooms to the NTI while surveys show the

national Apollo Prosect-like » 2nture. we must |

recognize that too manmy pubiic officials may
be listening 10 a "music man” in this domain.
4 music woman’ 1§ rare!
apposition ‘a few fuddites and r2chnn-skep-

majority of the public is only vaguely
aware of what an “information superhigh-
wav” actually is (only 7 percent of U.S. cit-
zens use the Intermet). As school networking

. efforts proceed. however. its planners and

Witn aniv fant

tics still 2ist. huge pubiic funds will go to-

ward hinking the NI to the nauen’s <chools.
Even the czasetes. misgr ags hat far foo

administrators should not delude the public
into thinking that the $20-340 billton invest-
ment is a ““solution” or panacea to the prob-
lem of most schools. The most successful
schools. those with or without linkhages to the
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tAsions or ‘e NII and its contm- |
hugons (o -<Noois te2d 10 e 2xpanded
‘0 tnclude nousenoids.  As the nation
enters 1 new cenmury. 2qualizing the
resources among “he nation s schoois
must conunue ‘0 be 3 natonal goal.
Reducing what ‘onathan Xozol de- !
scmibes us “savage inequalities” in
schools snould be no less than 1 moral
imperaave. The confluence of edu-
canon and telecommunications issues
caprured n the sresent public policy
arena requires goais and actions. l
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4ave 27ty
New P iserl  on: use 2>
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2 years “iever ~ag a
21%, <mouter
3%

Haa PC but gave

up
9%

SR LS S CNor Sy U e
Mogvanced CEcOmmunoiion. e
102y, iver The reX L enll Ly tew el
SOMMUDICANONS  AWs Are ' moi2mentesn,

oatil be lntear o sustain g oupie
‘he Jebates on tetecommunications ind
2ducanon poticy.  [nvestments o up-
grade the quality of dur nrormmatien
fighways and educanonal <ervices Jor
all Amencans must be carmned sut:n @an-
dem. The huge public :nvesument 1sso-
<1ated with linking the nation s schools
10 the growing web of wired and wire-
less information netwarks Jeserves
Zreater public scrutiny at iil levels of
government. Wired schools and class-
~ooms can facilitate learning and axtend
the intluence of teachers and school of-

{t would »e 2 mry :f discussions for \
squaljzing 2ducauonal services are

limited to ail our school buildings and «!ass-
rooms, 214 not o all our families and house-
holds. To do otherwise would be a tragic
mstake 1nd missed opportunity.

A step in the nght direction would be tc
confront the delusions perpetuated bv the
NII's meve vocal proponent. possibly. by vou:
local “music man.” Advocates must admi
that the rotal amount of

from wired classrooms. Hower 2z iaiess the
structure of schools is radically 2terz2. such
as. extending :he typical schcor exr and
day, the impact of telecommun:czuens an
educatonal achievement levziz culd be

. unegligible. Schooi-age childrer ‘+~c :cnunue

to spend less than ten percent of ‘neir 1me in

{ classrooms and fifteen percent :f “p2ir dme

rnicials  — there's ample research and
experiénce 10 support this position. More
importantly. there's .rong 2vidence 0 sug-
gest the dispanties of educational resources
among U.S. schools are being reduced while
the dispanities of household informaton ser-
vices. e.2.. having or not having worksta-
tions and expensive online services, are wid-

_ ening.

Too many of us have

money parents and families
will spend on supplemental
educational services for
their children will have a far 4
greater impact on learming
opportunites than the total
amount schools spend for
such equipment and ser-
vices. Recent Census re-
ports and several house-
hold marketing surveys
indicate that college-edu-
cated parents with good in-
comes are spending a lot
of theiwr discretionary re-
sources on Computers, mo-
dems and online services.
More than one-thurd of U.S.

Computer Qwnership By Education
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been induced into think-
ing that the NII will con-
tribute substandally to
the national goal of
equalizing 2ducational
opportunities. [t will, but
if the NII educational ser-
vices are limited to
schools and classrooms
the overall impact will be
minimal. not consequen-
tial. Bill Gates under-
stands this. In his new

book, The Road Ahead.

Hag Had o
Computer Comgouter Comgputer Gates writes: “Great Edu-
Over 2 2 Years or cators have always known
Years Less

that leamning is not some-

thing you can do only in

households now have PCs,

compared to about 7 percent for poor far i~ |

lies. Headlines say: “Americans are Goi g
Online.” but subsequent details reveal that . 's
the college-educated and affluent famil =s
who are able to reap the full benefits of 1 -t

worked information services. Of househe is

with incomes of $50.000 and over have cc: n-
puters, well over one-half have PCs. Ince ne
and educaticn correlate most soongly with he
presence and use of a household compu =r,
and the correlaton between high incomes nd
tugh qualiry ordine services is expected to+ n-
unue

Bv the vear 20C0. or soon after, nearl- all

\ viewing television over the course of a calen-
dar year cannot be 2xpected to become high-

spends four hours a day before hus or her 12-

; channet TV. In a decade. a child of compa- '

f
i achievers. The typical “home-alone Kid” now
|
!

rable circumstances will get 2 lot more enter-
tainment program service from his or her
400-channel or “dial-accessed” TV set
More than likely. poor and nch households
i will have interactive TV's. but children of the
- latter will also have rtheir dedicated “work-

stations” and access ¢ commercialized
. online educational and ‘nformaconal services.

So. how do we ersure he :ducational

classrooms, or under the supervision of teach-
ers.”

Individuals and groups involved in edu-
cation policymaking at all levels of govern-
ment should get their favorite telecommuni-
cation music man or NII advocate to lead a
new parade of partisans: partisans who will
demand to see policy and regulatory choices
that ensure equal and affordable NII services
10 entire communities — including schools.
libraries, and individual households.

Source: Arthur D. Sheekev

December 5. 1993



