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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 cone itions of competition, rates will vary among companies and service

areas. Within service areas wh~re rates vary, consumers can choose which company they prefer to

deal with taking into account r l.te variations. The crux of Joint Board action on ensuring universal

service at affordable rates is tr 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 Jaradigm whereby advanced services to schools, libraries or health

care providers are provided 0' \ly through special lines, e. g. T-1. DS-3 etc., will not assure that

these services are, on a for ~ard 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 dt -pendent on negotiations or private pricing deals with specific users.

APT believes that a rate is n~ It affordable unless it is the lowest rate that would be possible if the

least cost transmission mode' Jere used for that bandwidth. Proper pricing for these services should

encourage high bandwidth delloyment within the local loop. with cost to consumers based on the

amount of bandwidth actuall used.
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The Commission's aff( rdability definition should embody this principle of the least cost

transmission mode to users for landwidth 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
detennining the affordability and reasonable comparability of rates?

APT does not believe that any of the specified non-rate factors are relevant in assessing

comparability. The intent of tIe statute in mandating comparability is to make sure that consumers

do not suffer deprivations of ;ervice by reason of the accident of where they live. Since urban

areas are not apt to be of c( mparable size or have comparable subscriber levels, these factors

cannot influence comparabili y 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 con illmer choice factors on income expenditures rather than to the issue

of whether the rate is as low 3 ; 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 acl 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 arl as which is what Congress clearly had in mind.
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QUESTION 4: What are the effects on competition if a carrier is denied universal service suppon
because it is technically infeasible for that carrier to provide one or more of the core services?

The question assumes t1at universal service will be defined in terms of specitic services.

This appears to APT to be wworkable for the reasons stated in its original Comments, unless

alternative criteria are also inchded which relate to network functionality

All carriers will provic~ some bandwidth which will be used by instirutions to offer some

types of health care, edUCatiCl 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 conpetitive 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 functionalitit 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 gr ide at the opposite end of the spectrum. Conditioning universal

service support to network fu) Ictionality will have maximum impact on enhancing competition and

ensuring that competition fOCI 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 l,vels of bandwidth offered by carriers. This will be completely

competitively neutral, but at he san1e time, will be a competitive incentive to increase the amount

of bandwidth offered in order to get maximum universal service support.
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QUESTION 6: Should the services or functionalities eligible for discounts be specifically limited
and identified, or should the discount apply to all available services?

Here again, the need f'if the question arises only if universal service is detined solely in

tenns 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 c! ,nsurners (whether instirutions Of individuals). Schools, libraries,

health care providers all will lave 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 indh ldual circumstances are. The same is true ultimately for consumer

users. Universal service in t 1e new telecommunications world needs to be detined in terms of

bandwidth network functional 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 b~ 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 reliee 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.,;ed telecommunications service to schools, libraries, health care
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providers and, indeed, to all Americans in all regions of the country:

- Section 706 sets out tIe proper goal of policies to implement the Telecommunications

Act through its delinea ion of what constitutes advanced telecommunications services,

describing these as "w'r.hout regard to any transmission media or technology, as high­

speed, switched broadband telecommunications capability that enables users to

originate and receive righ-quality voice, data, graphics and video transmission using

any technology.

- Section 706 ("ad' ·anced telecommunications capability to all Americans" in

conjunction with Sect!)n 254 (c)(3) ("special services" for schools, libraries and health

care providers), 254h)(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 witt taking action now so as to foster the earliest possible provision

of advanced telecomJlunications services to the above entities.

- Section 706 directs he Commission to carry out this mandate "utilizing, in a manner

consistent with the pt blic interest. .. price cap regulation, regulatory forbearance,

measures that promoe competition in the local telecommunications market, or other

regulatory methods tl at remove barriers to infrastructure investment. "

In view of these pro lisions 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
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telecommunications services. standard and advanced. A clear migratory path for network

evolution will be impeded \. nless 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 ajvanced 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." I Section 254 (b)(2), 706).

The concept of univer ial 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 1st 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 tirst

step. Without it, promoting ervices to the schools or to health care providers accomplishes

only half the job which CClgress 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 nexi to promptly initiate a proceeding to implement Section 706. APT

is eager to cooperate with t! Ie 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 rno'lths after enactment. to consider the availability of advanced
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telecommunications capability) all Americans (and to conclude the proceeding within six months).

If the need is shown, the FCC ' is to take immediate action to accelerate deployment by removing

barriers to invesnnent and pronoting competition. But, as we have stated, it would be tolly 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 cenoJTy I s end to detennine whether and what further

actions are needed.

The Act wisely pro\ Ides that its goal - advanced telecommunications service to all

Americans, with enonnous renefits to the quality of life in education, health care, democratic

process, work, energy conser I,;ation, etc., is not a matter to be left solely to the workings of the

marketplace. There is and m 1st 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 71 116 as fully and expeditiously as possible.

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

As laid out in its alswer to Question 4, APT believes that by structuring universal

service support to varyin ~ bandwidth capabilities with maximum support available for

maximum bandwidth, comJetition 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 lanism. Facilities-based competition will promote competition
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where it is most needed ane where Congress decided it should be focused- -on network

capabilities. If a carrier onl: 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 compen :ion. Thus, universal service rules must be structured so as to

promote incentives to facilitie;-based competition.

What needs to be rect gnized in advancing facilities-based competition is that bringing

broadband into the home nee, l not involve a multiplicity of competitive companies digging up

streets and front yards. Wht n you get the interconnection costs right, the parties will decide

whether to deploy separate r etworks or to interconnect. In the second place, the pricing of

unbundled network services leeds to be set so that the parties to an interconnection agreement

have effective incentives tound the most cost-effective way of bringing broadband into the

home without wasteful dupE\. ation of facilities.

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

APT supports contllUation 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 r a services can be transmitted. Whatever modifications are deemed
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necessary, the fund must not m 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-cij? companies.

The importance in the regulatory scheme for price cap mechanisms necessitates that the

Joint Board must not take a ly action which would create reverse incentives or discourage

carriers from offering priceaps. 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 specificaly 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 Re\ 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 (desi~ned to limit price increases by incorporating the efficiencies the

LECs have traditionally act [eved into their price changes) to be set at two levels: one level
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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 poductivity dividend (CPD) tn the price cap formula (one-half 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 ttional Infrastructure (NIl) starring with the most needy.

Clearly, the producti\ 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 dividen< 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 ince ltives to ensure that the dividend be invested to facilitate the

deployment of communit -based applications of advanced technologies to encourage

competition that brings bn 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. II this respect, the mandate for state action must be clear that
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community based applicatiom development requires the aggregation of demand for community

-based applications that cuts c.:ross institutional domains. The Snowe-Rockefeller amendments

should not become the vehcle 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 es.

QUESTION 50; How should 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 goa.} of moving towards advanced service networks. APT strongly

urges the Joint Board to cor 5ider utilizing the competitive bidding process in order to advance

development of advanced m tworks so that education. health care and library users have a full

range of services which th ~y can offer to their students/patients and users unrestricted by

network limitations. A pa 1. 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.
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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 treble damage rights, these laws are fully adequate without impeding

competition in any way to elsure 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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Preparation for Life and Work

To Equalize Educatior at Opportunities

~
I

lOcal ;(:1ools. ljbran~.. lIlC sover.::nenraJ

agenc:::s. i:"hese Sef'/IC::S. )r Juott: ~ener1tS.

.v,l! om v come JOout as a -esuH OfJUOllC :e·

:nands.

It' 5 ~ossIble Uta! 'JnIVersal .lV311aodicy :0

high..:aO<lC:ty or advanced neworks.\flil cre­

ate more problems than opporturuaes :or

SChOOlS, parents and teachers. The ~)fospect

that every household teleVlslon set and ;Jer-

I sana! computer will have dial access to every
Blockbuster mOVle and VlrtUal shoppIng mall

in the :ountry 1S unlikely to tnerease grade

point averages or lifelong-learning opportu­

nities. Surely. the difficulties oi curbmg chil­

dren from excessive TV viewership 10 the late

years oi the 10th century will pale In compari­

son to theprobiems all parents and teachers in

the upcoming cenrury are about to face.
In :he past. educ:u:ion and public :m=rest

groups ::ave been successful in demar.ding
certaln programs from '::lroadcast licensees

lIld cable operators because these companies
were :-equired by law :0 serve the ?ublic

interesL Federal. state and tocal 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 consequences ofan unbridled telecom­
munications industry can rake steps to ensure
that the benefit of digital networks counter­
acts or at least equals the bleak. consequences
of privatization and commercialization. Un­

I questionably, merely wiring all the schools
and classrooms in the disrriet is an inadequate
solution. Public schools and libraries must
have access to advanced telecommunications
technologies. Any financial scheme that will
help schools access electronic resources should
be encouraged. We know there are multiple

I and affordable ways to build "electronic
bridges," such as wired or wireless services
offered by local cable operators or telephone
service providers. There' smuch less certainry

I that any scheme designed to guarantee virtual
access co "global information resources" will
lead to improvements in ceaching or learning.
A local community or school distnct official
considering further investments in educational
technologies should reflect on two known
facts about helping children: improving com­
mumcation between parents and schools in­
Variably makes a difference: and. gJving par-

\r'Jl\Ir Sheckey
?rcs1de:lt
Public ServIce
Telecornmumcanom Cor,l.

Classrooms and the Intemet

ollecticn af Wired Schools

"It's possible that
uni versal availability
to high-capacity or

-';';'_--1 advanced netWorks will
create more problems than opportunities
for schools. parents. and teachers. The
prospect that every household television I

set and personal compute, will have dial
access to every Blockbuster :novie and
VIrtual shopping mall In the country is
unlikely to increase grade pomt averages or
:ife-\ong learning opporrunities."

Alliances among large corporaoons, includ­
ing telephone, cable televlSlon. publishing

houses and entertainment mdustries. will see
to ,t that resources are :nade available to
upgrade the nation' s telecommurucations in­
frastructure - the profit moove provides a
sufficlent IOcentI'-e. Dereg'Jlation is expected
to spurcompet:tlCtl. Regu.alOry requm:ments,
however. WIll ensure the :.lOlversallvailabil­
n)i of networks PrOVISIOns :n rece:1t federal
leglslaoon and 1n state :aws '",ill guarantee
access to 3.li local1ons. even (0 hIgh-cost rural

areas and urban neIghborhoods. But. there
will be no federal or stJte laws :lr regulations
to ensure serVlces. sue; J.S dial-up access to

5'e III exuberant federal government any time
5 on. The Ointon AammlStraoon .sacnons to

~. ::ate adistlngulshed:'-iII (ask force and plans

: promote telecommunicatIons to Improve
f lUCatlOn, while notewol"J1y. are not among
!e domestlc :mtianves which the C.S. Can-

ress IS WIlling to endorse:md suppon. At this
lOcrure, :t' 5only amaneroideciding whether

1e Admlnistr:ltIons lnJOauve to exploit the

ocenaals of advanc::d :elecommurucations
) change lIld Improve ~ucation :nay have

'een squandered or derailed. If :here' 5 1

\llndow-oi-opportUmty in :bs realrr_ t' 5 :10

anger a federal opportUmry

Goal:

Means
A Netwcn<ed Community 'IS. A

To Ac.'ueve EduQOonal Benerits from the
NIl It TUes a Vi~e. ~ot a Task Force or

Wir:ci School

Does anyone really :QlOW if schools and class­

rooms will be any different or better off when

!bey are COMec'.ed :0 a national or global

e1ee:ronic information mfrastrucrure'l Surely.

IDOst educ:uors have had their fill of ,hetonc

aDd hype about the ~mminent educational
benefits cia National Information Superhigh­
way (NlI). The fac~ 15 no one really knows

what impact wlreC 5chools and classrooms
will have on the ~rformance of students. [n

genenl. research f1ndings in thIS area are
mixed anel out-paced by technological ad­
vanc:ments. Educarors have found that tele­

phone voice mail md school uses of cable
television help "break down the psychologI­

cal and geographical barriers between house­
balds and schools." Hard data on the educa­
tional effects of schools linked to hIgh-capac­
ity networks may not be available. as ye~. but

most teachers and school administrators lin­

derscand the need to make wider use of com­
puterS and modem. Parents and schooi board

offiCIals are muc:'! slower in recognizing :hat
U1 order to improve and equalize educational
benefits• .ll1 Nil nerworked household makes
more sense than 1 ~I networked classroom.
"Kidc5tart: Connecting Americas Commu·
nities to the Information Superhighway" the
latest :unong dozens of reports extolling the
virtues of advanc::d electronic networks. was
issued last month by the Clinton
Administration' s ~I AdVlsory Council

While 3 very good report, its impact on
aa'tional policy and federal program planning
isexpec'.eO to be mmimal. Two reasons: budge!
agreements will eJttract around $600 bdlior
from federal discretionary expenditures ave·
the next fiscal year: and a widemng of pubh ..
acceptance of pnvatization. Both develop
ments will limIt the federal government'
capacIty to support and extend public seD
ices. Anyone who listened to the Preslde:11
State-or-the L'nlon Address will not e"pect'
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sion for creating J community of~e:.r::en. No
single system or electronic service eJn be
expected co serle the needs of 111 :::llnmuni·
ties - each community must :na.~: choices
based on local needs md resources..~ critical
step is getting locally elected offiC:Jls. ~UC:l­
tors and families to :oUaborare ::1 ':uilding
local networks Jnd services. E~uc:ltional

benefits are likely to ensue Whe:ll':ese stake·
holders share the common belief:"~:lt.t takes
an electronic village :0 help :'alse :..':e:r chilo
dren - not just a 'Niree schccllnd ::lSsroom.
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encs additional resources to help edUCltC

~ tbeir own child:cn C3I1 complement the w· Irk
of schools. I..et's also not ignore recent-e­
search. Surveys indicate the inequali: les
among U.S.l1ouseholds far exceeds the 1e·
qualitiesamongscl1ools. Curn:ntstudies ... 1so
show advanc:d netWOrlcs and services C:l1 i be
used to engage families in school aetiv des
while offering other needed family serv1:es.
ThUs. it would seem that a networked C lm­
municy rather than a collection 0 f Vw red
schools offen far ~ter promise for e( lal·
izing educational opportUnities.

Local service providers. thc cable Of era·
tor. local exc!lange carrier (LEe). and a lOSt

of new competitors will be more than r ':!dy
to negotiate ·..vith local officials Jnd 5 lke­
holders who stand behind an education 1vi·
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many teac:,ers and,chools are nellner readv
nor .... Iiling to Integrate :nodern Inter:lctlvlty
tnto their Jrograms have subSided.

Spokespersons for educallonai :echnol­
ogy have made their \III promises crystal
clear. DemonstratIOns and field tests do 10

fact support the optimism that the tnstallauon
of relecJmmunicatlOns 'echnologies can
stimulate school reform. The next stage for
fuller deployment presents a number of ob­
VIOUS and practical problems. These Include
the foilowmg: (1) the diffusion of technol­
ogy-oased programs and services will be
slower than the advocates recommend - but
thal may be a blessmg in disguise: Ci not all
schools and teachers are ready to change theIr
ways; I]) the effects of different approaches
used to ~ducate young children can be :rre­
vocable;-1) multiple learning styles will re­
qUIre multiple approaches. some of which
need to be very personaL (5) the Jillmate
consequences of expanded online learning are
actually quite murky: and 161 lest we forget.
previous JIld ambitious plans to introduce new
and ;nno'atlve programs and approaches into
our sc:,ools have had little or no posillve ~f­

fects on srodents - parents could become
quickly dubious of "global classroom learn­
ing" if standardized test scores don't go up,

-At a time 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.
~o major public interest group or organiza­
tion is raising some appropriate questions.
such as: "will the S20-540 billion investment
needed to wire the nation's 100.000 schools
really make that much of a difference'); can
technologies be introduced into schools with­
out heavy and continual investments in train­
ing lnd support services'): are there any as­
Sur:lIlces 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 ,..

Ifs rather ironic that the public seems
so committed to connecting schools and
classrooms to the NIl while surveys show the
maJonlY of the public is onl: vagueiy
aware of what an "information superhlgh­
wa," actuallv is (only 7 percent of C.S. citi­
ze~s use the internet). As school networking
effortS proceed. however. its planners and
administrators should not delude the public
Into thInking that the 520-540 billion invest­
ment is 1 "s-olution" or panacea to the prob­
lem of most schools. The most ,uccessful
sC:1001s. those with or '.>.ahout Im\...:lge" to the

Arthur D. Shce~e'

Point of View

"Ifs rather ironic
that the public

seems so committed I'!
to connecting schools
and classrooms to the

~.....=--_.... \Ill while surveys
show the majority )f the public :s only
vaguely aware of what an "informa­
tion superhlghway~ actually is ;only '7

percent ofC.5. citizens use the Internet):'
Public Service Telecommunic:lUons Corpora­
tion. Two Skyline Place. Suite ~3{)3. 5203
LeesbuTI! Pik.e. Falls WUIt:h. VA :2041-3406,
Tel: (101) ~1&-1630 7031i98· :"03. Fax: I
\703 I 998-8480.

----------------

!les. there ~hould be few skeptics [t's ObVl­
;us to most that schools should10t be by­
Jassed b~ the information 'iuperhlghways.

For polic: maker~,. the Imporunt question
IS not wh~ but hov. ;:JUblic fund, should be
spent to ensure that all students and famJiies
regardless 0'" 'OC10eCJnOml( JIld ethnic back­

2rounds I beneiit from advanced :elecommu­
~Icatlons ser'lces ~,we procede 10 this
natIonal ,~pollo ProJecl-like 'enture. we must
recogmze thJt tOO many public offiCials may
be listentng '0 J "muslc man" 10 'hiS domain.
J 'mUSiC v.oman" ,,~are) Wit~Jni: faint
0pposlllon ! J fev. luddltes Jnd le:::1no-,kep·
tics stili eXhL huge public cune, w'.1l go to­
ward linking the "II to the "1atIor ' 'chools.
E.. e'1 :he ,:eJ,eks :nbgl ng' ':Cat "a~ '00

Beyond the prevaJiing rhelOnc. either for
01 19amst incre:lsed puoiic Investment :n the
:"i i,. there'; actual!: ,uostantlal eVlde:1ce
at )ut ..\,' hat :he :'-lII ~oujd or c:JUid nOt do
fe education. 1": nfortunately. ~he :nost m­
p' :-tam ,ocla] md ducation; ,ssues J.SSOCl­
a~d WIth deveiopmems in telecommunIca­
tl ns are enher postponed for "'urore debates
,):1own played as UnImportam. Too manv of
cI .~ present \Ill proponents. for e:l.arnple are

, to address a large number ,)[ unsenling
u d unresolved issues concerntngooth the

)mlses and periiSlf an:'-lIl To queSllons
atmg to wnether i.:nools should '.Je given
)re mane: to ;:lurcha.'';: networked 'echnolo-

Goal:
Equalize Education< I Opportunity

Could the 'III ~:ualize Educational
Opportunities :n Households as Well

as SCi'100IS?

A. presldenuall ~ appotnterl Advisory Coun­
cil ",,111 soon publ ic! y endorse the
Administration's blueprint for building a "ia­
tional Information Infrastructure. or ~U. ThIs
private-;ector body's also expected to extol
the benefits of an :'<11- by making better and
more ~urrent informauon available to all of
the :tauon's srodents no matter what theIr so­
cioeconomIC or ethmc background is or where
they live" Winng ':he nation's ,>chools and
classrooms :s a ·.lIorthwhile nanona] goal
Public support for buIlding electronic bndges
between schools and the :'-lU is warranted and
should be encouraged further. NIL educa­
tIOn advocates. however. should be more
forthcomtng The facts. including recent sur·
vey findings. mdicate that household access.
nOljusl school access. to the !'III could have a
far greater Impact on education. The distinc·
tion is cnnca!. If ~he nation is really inter·
ested in equalizing educational opportunitie'i.
It needs to broaden its goals for the \lJ[

School access to the \III will make a differ
ence: household access to the :'-lU will make
a gre:lter di fference

At all ,evels of government. taxpayers
are bemg urged to underwrite the Invest·
ments needed to purchase additional ~omput­
ers. :nodems and local area networks in order
to ensure our schools get quick access to "glo·
bal mformation "er'lces.'· The ratificatlon
for additIonal public funds to stimulate the
development of ~ll educational servlCes has
come not only from the White House. but
from mO<;l national educational aSSOClatlons
located In .md around Washington. Their en·
dorsement of the \Ill and its prumises have
been ImpassIOned and unfailing. Addmon­
al1~ innost communities around the la·
non. one could effortlessly find a local actl\ ..
lSI who outspoken" aspires '-10 budd the \ill
from the bottom up ,. A 10c;;1 spokesperson
for the \Ill is either a perennIal zealot for ,Jr
self·bapmed conven 10 the benefits of tech·
nology C'laracte:1S'lcally. it', a male teacher
or admInI\trator" he has been transmuted 'nro
a sor. of /Illuai 'nUSlC man. i.e .. "foIL, un·
less '''e '~·lre ou~ <10010. we' ve ~O{ trouble
...... re:li :nuble



• Nab nal Information Infrastructure
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demo The huge ::lUbIIC :nvestmemlSi 1­

~Iated With 'Irtiung 'he naUCi1 ,(;:10' IS

to the :5fowtng "eb 'Jt.\i l[edmd"lr~·

less informanon :letworK. Je<:<:,',es
greater public iCnlunvuul :eveJs~r"

government. Wired schools J1ld ::JSS­

rooms can facilitate !e:ll1i!f1g wd e~tend

the tntluence at' teachers ,lOG iC:lCol ,;t'­
ticlais - there's J.mple :esearch "od

e:r:peneoce to ,upport thiS posH:on, \-10re

Importantly. there', ,rrong: e\'lde:xe to lug­
5est the Jisparities ,)f ::ducanona; :esourc~s

lffiong CS schools ~e being :educed '.vhlie
the disparities ofhousehoid mtmmatlon;er­
vices. e.g.. havmg ,)r not haVing: ',\lork.srJ­
tions and expensive 'Jnline servIces. are ,.... Id­
ening.
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Computer Ownership Bv Education

Computers in \meric::m H'h.~ 10lds

viewing television over the coursc= of a calen­
dar year cannot be expected to become high­
achievers. The typical ""home·J1one kid" now
spends fOUI hours a day before :us Jr her 12­
channel TV In a dccJde, J ~hlld of .:ompa-

I rabk circumstances '~Ill get 1 lot more enter­
tainment program sen'ice 'rom hl~ or her ,
4-GO-channel or "dial-accessed" TV set

1 More than likely, poor and nch households
, will have interactive '\{s. but ~hlldren of the

latter will also have :heir .Iedlclted "work­
stations" and access to ~ommc=rclajized

online educational IDe IOform:llion::.i ,en'ices.
So. how do we ~nsure 'h~ ,~jucatIonal

from WIred classrooms. Howe", e:. _nless the
structure of >choo!s is radical!; lltcred. iuch
as. extending the typic:l! sc~,coi ,e::ll' md

i day, the Impact of :elecommt:nlc::tlOns on
educational achIevement Ie' eis ~ould be
negligible. School-age childre:1.\;r;c c::Jnonue
to spend less than ten percent )( ::''1e:r :lme in
classrooms md :ifteen percenr .)( :heIr time

No
Computer

44

Too many of us have
been induced into think­
ing that the 'ill will con­
tribute subst:l!1tially to
the national goal of
equalizing educational
opportunities. It will. but
If the Nil educanonal ser­
vices are limited to
schools and dassrooms
the overall impact will be
minimal. not consequen­
tial. Bill Gates under­
stands this. In his new
book, The Road ,~head.

Had Gates writes: "Great Edu-
C.::lmputer
2 Years or cators have always known

Less that learning is not some-
'~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~,~~~~~~~ thing you cm do only in

I 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 NIl advocate to lead a
new parade of partisans: partisans who will
demand to see policy and regulatory choices

1 that ensure equal and affordable ~1l services
, to entire communities - including schools.

libraries. and individual households.
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ijslOn', ;'or '::e 'il1 md ,lS .:omf'

':lunons rc "";::001', ~e:1 to De :::r:canded
'0 InClude 10use~OIds, .l,.s rhe :lanon
~terS 1 leW ~e:lrury, :;:qUaiiZlOg rire
~ources JJnong 'he nation) ichoois
:nUSt ~ontlnue '0 Je 1 naaonai goal.
aeaucmg '),Ihat :onathan Kozol de­
scnbes:s',avage :nequa!ines' 10

lChools should be no less than J. moral
rmperanve. The ~onIluence of ::du­
canon md relec::Jmrnunicanons issues
caprured In the Jresent public ;Jolicy
arena requires goals and lctions.
It Nould be J. :my if discussions for
~ualizlng ~duc:lllonal ,ervlces are
lilDltea '0 111 ,Jur school bUildings mdlass
rooms. md :lot :0 ill ,Jur families md house
holds. To do othe:wise would be a ragl l

rmstake md :TIlssed opportunity
.l,. step :n ,be nght direction would ae t<

conrrom 'ire ieluslOns pel1'etuated b:, th,
:-ffi':; move voc::.i proponent. possibly, bv you
local "music :nan'-' Advocates must Jdml
that the total J.mount of
money parents md families
IlIill spend on supplemental
educatIOnal ,ervices for
their duldren ...ill have a far
greater Impac: on learning
opportunities man the total
amount schools spend for
such equipment and ser­
vlces. Recent Census re­
portS and several house­
hold marketmg surveys
mdicate thar ':::Jllege-edu-
eated parents '),11th good In-
comes J.re spending J. lot
of their disc:etionary re-
sources on computers, mo-
dems md online services.
More than one-third ofU, S,
households now have PCs.
compared to about 7 percent for poor flU li­
lies. Headlines say: "Americms are Golg
Online:' but subsequent details reveal that :.'s
the college~duc:l!ed and affluent fami: es
who are able to reap the full benefits of: ::t­
worked inionnarion services. Of househ< ds
with Incomes of S50.GOG and over have Cl m­
purers. well 0ver one-half have PCs. Ince lle
and education correlate most strongly with :he
presence md use of a household compler,
and the correlanon berween high incomes LOd
hlgh qualitv ontine services is ,~xpected to In­

anue
Bv the vear 2000. or soon after. nearl all
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many teachers and schools are neither :eady
nor willing 10 Integrate modem Interact] \ ltV

Into theIr progr:J.ms have subSided.
Spokespersons for educational :ecnnol­

ogy have made thelr:'JII promises crystal
clear. Demonstratlons and field lests do In
fact support the optimism that the lnstaliatIon
of teiecommunic:wons technologIes can
stlmulate school reform. The :lext stage for
fuller deployment presents a number of ob­
vious and practical problems. These Include
the following: II) the diffusion of technol­
ogy-based programs and services will be
slower than the advocates recommend - but
that may be a blessing in disguise: C.) not all
schools and teachers are ready to change their
ways: 13) the effects of different approaches
used to educate young children can be Irre­
vocable: i-l.) multiple learning styles will re­
quire multiple approaches. some af WhICh
need to :,e very pen;onal: (5'1 the ultlmate
consequences of expanded online learnIng are
acrually qUlle murky: and (6) lest we forget,
prevIous and ambitious plans to Introduce new
and innovative programs and approaches into
our schools have had little or no posItive ef­
fects on students - parents could become
quickly dubious of "global classroom learn­
ing" if standardized test scores don', go up,

At a time 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 S20-$40 billion investment
needed to wire the nation·s 100.000 schools
reallv make that much of a difference": can
tech~ologies be introduced inco schools with­
out heavy and continual investments in train­
109 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"·'

II's rather ironic that the public seems
so committed to connecting schools and
classrooms to the NlI while surveys show the
majority of the public is only vaguely
aware of what an "infonnation superhigh­
way" actually is (only 7 percent of C.S. citi­
zens use the Internet). As school networking
efforts proceed, however, its planners and
admmistrators should not delude the public
intu thInking that the S20-~O billion Inves!·
ment is a "s-olution" or panacea to the prob­
lem of most schools, The most successful
schools. those with or without lin\...~g<:' to the

"-'~I

.".l1bur D. Shee~ev I

i

POint of View

"It's rather ironic
that the public
seems so committed
to connecting schools
md classrooms to the

'--==-_~_..J NIl ....,hile surveys
show the majority )f the public IS only
vaguely aware of what an "informa­
tion superhighway" actually is (only ~

percent ofl' ,S. cltlZenS use the Internet)."
Public Sc:rvice Telecommunic:lUons Corpora­
tion. Two Skyline Place, SUile 1303. 5~03

Lecsbun: Pike. Falls Church. VA :1041-3406.
Tel: I::W1) :26-163[, 703, 098TO::. fax:
(7031 998-8480

;ies. there should be few skeptIcs Ie'; obvl­
JUS 10 most that schools should 10t be by­
Jassed b~ the information ,uperhlghways.

For policy-maker'" the Important question
's not why but ho'" pubilc fund, should be
,pent to ensure that all students and famdies
regardless of socioeconomIc and ethniC back­

grounds benefit from ad\ anced :elecommu­
mcatlons servIces As we procde 10 this
natIonal Apollo PrOlect-like "emure, we must
recogmze that 100 man~ public officials may
be listenmg '0 a "mUSiC man" 10 'hls domam.
a "musiC woman" h rare' Wim JnlY famt
,JpposltIon a fe'... luddltes and ;::cnn:'.'kep­
tIC' still e'\iSt I. huge pubilC funds ·... ill go to­
ward hnklng the 'ill 10 :he 1atlr·n·s 'Chools.
Even the ,.:e:J.~e~e\ l1l)'~l' ,~~" 'h3t ~':lr too

3eyond me prevailIng ~hetonc. enher ;or
Jr gamst Increased Jubltc Investment :n the
Nr there's actual 1:- 'uostantlaJ e"ldence
abut wnat the Nil COUld Jr could not jo
fo educ:ltlon. Cnfonunately, the most Im­
P( tam ,oclal and education: 'ssues associ­
at' J WIth developments in teiecommunica­
til 1S Me eIther postponed for furure debates
or lown played as UnImoortant Too manv of
th present NIl Jroponems. for example. are
\,/, to Jddres,s a large ilumbe~ of unsett:ing
al j unresolved Issues concernmg ')oth :he
p Imlses and penis ,Ji:1O "II. To cuestlons
~I ::ltlTlg:o whether schoois ihould Je glven
rJ Ire :noney :0 :Jurcha.'e :1etwcrked t~c:1n·)lo-

COUld the "JII Equalize Educational
Opportunities in Households as Well

as Scnools?

Apresidentially appointed Advisory Coun­
cil ....,111 soon pubilcly endorse the
AdmInistration', bluepnnt for building a Na­
tional Informauon InfrastrUcture. or ~Tr. This

, privaIe-;ector body is also expected to extol
the benefits of an :-ru - by making better and
more current mformation available to aJJ of
the nauon', students no matter what theIr so­
cioeconomIc or ethmc background is or where
they Jive. \\-Inng :he nation's schools and
classrooms s a worthwhile national goal
Public support i-or bUilding electronic bndges
between schools :md the NIl is warranted and
should be encouraged further. NIl's educa·
tion advocates, however, should be more
forthcoming The facts, including recent sur
vey findings, IOdicate that household access,
not just school access. :0 the Nil could have a .
far greater impact on education The distinc- '
tion IS cnnca!. If the nation is really inter­
ested in equalizing~ducational opportunities.
it needs to broaden ,ts goals for the NIl
School access to the NIT will make a differ
ence: household access to the NIl wiJ1 make
a greater difference.

At :LII levels of government. taxpayers
are bemg urged to underwnte the inVest·
ments needed to purchase addinonal compUl­
en;, modems and local area networks in order
to ensure our schools get qUIck access to "glo­
bal Jnjormauon serl1ces." The ratification
for additional public funds to stimulate the
development of "'II educational services has
come not)Oiy from the White House. but
from most national educational associations
located in and around Washington. Their en·
don;ement oj the "'1I and its prumlses have

, been Impassioned and unfailing. Addition­
ally. m ,"ost communities around the na­
tion. one could effortleSSly find a local aCll\
1St who outspokenh aspires "to build the Nil

from the bonom up" A 10c::.1 spokesperson
for the NIr IS eIther a perennial realot for or
self·bapllled con\el1 to the benefits of tech­
nology. Characterisllcally. it's a male te:J.cher
or adminhrrJlOr who has been rrJnsmuted nto
a son of 'Irtual music man. I.e" "folk,. un·
less ·... e "'Ire our schools, we've gOI trouble
-- real :r,;uble."
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:ne Jebates In [e!CCammUOlc:uon, llll.l

eduC:lllon ?OIIC~. [nvestme:m:o JD­

srade :he qualitv or' ·)ur :nronnarion
hlgnways .l.l1d ::ducallonal ,~nlc::s :-or
:111 Amencans must be c:ll11ed ,jUt :n tall­

demo The huge public :nvestment 15SO­
-:lated With linkwg the nallon ; schools
[0 the growmgNeb at wm~d md '.\lIre·
less tnr'ormal1on networks jesc:rv.es
greater pUblic ;crutlny :It :111 :evels)f
government. Wired schools and cJass­
"Cams can iacilitate !earnmg .lild extend
the int1uence or' teachers and school or­
tIc:als - there '; ample ~esearch :lnd

experience to suPPOrt thiS pOSition. More
Importantly. there's ,trong ~vidence [0 sug­
gest the dispamies of .educational ~esources

among C.S. schools are being reduced whik
the disparines of household infonnauon ser­
VIces. e.g" having x not having ·.\Iorksta­
nons and ::xpensive 'JOline sernces. Me Wtd­
.ening.
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Computer Ownership By Education

'I

viewing television over me course of:l calen­
dar year cannot be e~pected to become high­
achievers. The typical "home-alone kid" now
spends four hours a day befo~ hJs or her 12­
channel TV. In a dec:lde. a chlid of compa­
rable circumstances Will get J lot :nore enter­
tainment program ser'lce from hls or her
~OO-channel or "dial-accessed" TV set.
More than likely. pDor.lild nC:J households
will have interactive TVs. but:hlldren of me I

latter will also have m.eir dedicHed "work­
stations" and access to ;ommerciaJized
online .educational and :niornaconal services.

So. how do we ensure :he ~dllc:J.tlonal

from Wired classrooms. Howe\ er. ~::less the
structure of schools is radic:lll: ~te~e;;. ·;uch
as. .extending :he typical schcoi e::.r md
day. the impact of telccomm:r,:;:r:cnson
educational actuevemem Ie' ::o;culd be
negligible. School-age children vc ;cnnnu.e
to spend less than ten percent ,:t '_,e:r '1me in
classrooms and tIfteen percent ,:i 'ne:r time

Computer<; in \menon HplL,erwlds

" •• nad PC 0....
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Too many of us have
been induced into think­
ing that the :"ill will con-
tribute substantially to44 CJ L.Ha Th.,.. Htgn ScnoaIi !;

4
40
5 1 I ~2 the national goal of

C1 1-4'9" Sd'Iod G,..".. , 1" d . 1\ equa lZlOg e ucatlona
35 1 c ...... C<><1e9 opportunities. It will. but

I ·~G-.... if the NIl educational ser-
30 24 vices are limited to
2
20

5 r--,

I schools and ;lassrooms

I
the overall Impact will be

I "05 to"~ , . I. mmima. not consequen-
tial. Bill Gates under-

I 5 ~ I stands this. In his new
o .-'-, .L---J="';;; book. The Road :1head,

I No Hac HaC Gates writes: "Great Edu-
Computer Cort\outer Computer

Over 2 2 Years or cators have always knownII Yean Leu that learning is not some-
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ thing you can do only in

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 NIl advocate to lead a
new parade of partisans: partisans who will
demand to see policy and regulatory choices
that .ensure equal and affordable ~Il services
to entire communities - including schools.
libraries. and individual households.

rnmun:'"parentS

'iiSlOm :or :I1e 'illllld itS -:omn·
bunons w ~noois,~ to be e~panoea

~o tOe/ude ::ouse~olQ5.-\S !he natlOn
enter.il lew;enrurv. equalizIng :he
resources mlong the nation': schools
must conunue '0 be a national goal.
ReducIng.llhat :onathan Kozol de­
;cnbes .is "savage rnequalines" In

>ehools snould be no less than 1 moral
unperaave. The conrluence of .edu-
canon md teiecommunicaoons issues
capllU'ed ;n the present public policy
arena requires goals and Jetions.
Lt would be a ?Iry If diSCUSSIOns for
equalizing educ;monal services are
limited to ail our ;ehool bUildings and ,; lass­
rooms. .lila not :0 ::ill ,,)ur !-:lITIll ies and house,
~olds. To do Jthe::".lIlse would be a ·ragic
mIstake md rrussed oppDrtuniry.

A step in the :ight direcnon would 'Je tc
confront the delusions perpetuated bv the
NIl's move vocal proponent. possibly. by yoU!
local "music man." Advoc:J.tes must .ldmi
that the rotal amount of
money parents IDd families
will spend on supplemental
educational ,en'ices for
tbeir children will have a far
greater impact on learning
opportunities than the total
amount schools ,pend for
such equipment and ser­
'/'Ices. Recent Census re­
ports IDd several house­
!lold marketIng surveys
Indicate that college-edu­
cated parents with good in­
comes are spending a lot
of their disc~uonary re­
sources on computers. mo­
dems and online services.
More than one-chird of U.S.
households now have PCs.
compared to about 7 percent for pDor fan 1­

lies. Headlines say: "Americans are Goi 19
Online." but subsequent details reveal that's
the college-educated and affluent familes
who are able to reap the full benefits of n't­
worked infol1Tlation services. Of househo1s
with mcoroes of 550.000 and over have cr n­
puters. well ;)ver one-half have PCs. Inco ne
and education correlate most strongly with he
presence and use of a household compu er.
and the correlauon between high incomes od
!ugh quality :mEne services is expeCted to _n­
nnue

Bv the ye3f 2000. or soon :ilter. nearl :111
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