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Collaborative Governance

Requestfor a B ill Hearing

To: Rep. Bob Lynn, Chair, House State Affairs Committee
From: Rep. Geran Tarr, prime sponsor, H.B. 329

Date: February 24, 2014

As prime sponsor of H.B. 329,1would like to request a hearing on the bill by the House
State Affairs Committee. Attached is the most recent version of the bill, the sponsor statement,
and supporting documents.
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

REPRESENTATIVE GERAN TARR

H.B. 329

“Collaborative Governance”
Sponsor Statem ent

An increasing number of people are taking advantage of the exponential growth of online social,
economic, and political opportunities, to the benefit of our society. For example, youth engaging in
online, interest-driven activities are more than five times more likely to become involved in the political
process using new media, and are almost twice as likely to vote when they do. Under the collaborative
governance proposal, Alaska voters will be encouraged to participate in the legislative process via a
means as user-friendly as their social media and interest pages.

This bill allows registered Alaska voters to sign in to the existing Legislative database, BASIS,
using their social and professional media accounts. From there, Alaskans could respectfully comment on
bills, vote bills up or down, and give their ideas for new legislation or amendments.

There are many people in Alaska with expertise to share, who are not always connected with the
decision-makers who need it. Many Legislators’ constituents work long and varied hours, and cannot
afford to fly to Juneau or participate in middle-of-the-day phone conferences to ensure that their voices
are heard. Meanwhile, national data consistently ranks Alaska as having one ofthe highest rates of
internet usage at home, at work, or via public access locations. 2010 data shows that 88.6% of
households statewide have internet access from some location. In Anchorage and Fairbanks, this number
is 89.4%, while in rural areas, this number reaches 87.3%.0verall, by utilizing online technologies we
would see a notable increase in civic participation.

I know that Alaskans care about the future of our state and this is a low cost way to make the
legislative process accessible. The crowdsourcing and open-source models led to revolutionary
technologies, such as Wikipedia and Linux. The U.S. Patent and Trademark Office’s Peer-to-Patent
program created a “human database” to assist patent examiners and reduce research time, lifting weight
from an overloaded system. These models lead to increased transparency and efficiency and provide a
rapid feedback mechanism. Using a collaborative governance model, Legislators can ensure that they are
working on issues important to their constituents and make efficient use of their time when reviewing
bills or drafting new legislation.

January-May: State Capitol ¢ Juneau, AK 99801-1182 « (907) 465-3424 « Fax (907) 465-3793
June-December: 716 W. 4th Avenue « Anchorage, AK 99501* (907) 269-0144* Fax (907) 269-0148
Rep.Geran.Tarr@akleg.gov
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2/23/2014 Internet Crimes Against Children | Alaska Justice Forum
Table 1. Internet Use at Any Location Ranked by State, 2010

Internet use by individual people aged 3 years and older

Urban areas Statewide
Percent using Percent using
Total people internet at any Total people internet at any
Top 10 states (in thousands) location Top 10 states (in thousands) location
Alaska 431 * 81.3 % New Hampshire 1,270 80.3 %
North Dakota 346 80.6 Washington 6,373 79.7
New Hampshire 785 80.2 Alaska 660 79.4
Washington 5,247 79.8 Massachusetts 6,389 78.4
Wisconsin 3,654 79.5 Utah 2,681 78.2
Kansas 1,981 79.2 Connecticut 3,364 78.1
Maine 480 79.1 Wyoming 521 78.0
Minnesota 3,564 78.4 Wisconsin 5,401 77.7
Utah 2,288 78.3 Minnesota 5,001 77.4
Massachusetts 5,804 77.5 Maryland 5,431 77.2

Internet use by anyone in a household

Urban areas Statewide
Percent using Percent using
Total households internet at any Total households internet at any
Top 10 states (in thousands) location Top 10 states (in thousands) location
Utah 791 91.1 % Utah 951 90.1 %

Alaska 173 * 894 Alaska 266 88.6
Washington 2,341 88.6 Washington 2,782 88.4
Kansas 866 87.9 New Hampshire 526 86.4
Oregon 1,210 86.8 Oregon 1,554 86.2
New Hampshire 335 86.1 Kansas 1,152 84.8
Wyoming 130 85.3 Wyoming 228 84.3
Nebraska 516 85.2 Nevada 1,012 84.3
Idaho 400 85.0 California 12,935 84.2
California 12,285 84.4 Idaho 584 84.1

* "Urban areas" in Alaska included only Anchorage and Fairbanks. For rural areas, Alaska was ranked 11th for Internet use by
individual people (75.9% used the Internet out of a population of 229,000) and 5th in Internet use by anyone in a household
B7.3% used the Internet out of 93,000 households).

Source of data: National Telecommunications and Information Administration, "Percent of People Who Use the Internet at Any
Location, Ranked by State, 2010, http://www.ntia.doc.gov/data/C5P20W_Tables.html
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2/23/2014 Internet Crimes Against Children | Alaska Justice Forum
Table 2. States with Highest Percentage of Reported Internet Usage for
Individuals 3 Years and Older, 2009

Individual accesses Individual lives in

the internet from household with Internet

Total populatioi]l some location* access

(in thousands) N % N %

New Hampshire 1,262 953 755 % 1,069 84.7 %
Alaska 630 499 79.2 526 83.5
Utah 2,630 2,049 77.9 2,186 83.1
New Jersey 8,258 6,132 74.3 6,853 83.0
Connecticut 3,324 2,500 75.2 2,726 82.0
Massachusetts 6,237 4,641 74.4 5,095 81.7
Oregon 3,660 2,763 75.5 2,951 80.6
Hawaii 1,215 819 67.4 959 78.9
Wisconsin 5,341 4,000 74.9 4,207 78.8
Minnesota 4,982 3,790 76.1 3,875 77.8
Colorado 4,726 3,537 74.8 3,599 76.2

"Some location" means Internet access that occurs either inside or outside the householder's home.

Source of data: U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, October 2009

Table 3. U.S. Children Aged 5-17 Using the Internet
In and Outside the Home, 2010

Total persons )
Internet use in the home Internet use anywhere*
aged 5 or older

Age (in thousands) N % N %
5-9 years 20,839 9,642 46.3 % 11,165 53.6 %

10-13 years 16,110 11,095 68.9 12,738 79.1

14-17 years 16,982 13,169 775 14,999 88.3

Total 53,931 33,906 62.9 38,902 72.1

* "Anywhere" means Internet access that occurs either inside or outside the householder's home.

Source of data: 'Table 1. Persons using the Internet in and outside the home," National
Telecommunications and Information Administration, January 207 J,
htXpJ/www.ntia.doc. gov/data/CPS2010 Tablesft 11 1ixt

Alaska’s Resources

The Alaska Internet Crimes Against Children Task Force (ICAC) was created as a satellite task
force ofthe Seattle ICAC in 1998. Alaska ICAC became a full-fledged task force in 2008 following
several high profile cases. In Alaska, the Internet Crimes Against Children Task Force contact is
located at the Anchorage Police Department which submits reports and statistics to the U.S.
Department of Justice, the ICAC funding agency. The Alaska task force meets regularly to discuss
trends and cases, and member agencies often work jointly on cases. The Alaska ICAC is comprised of
representatives from the police departments in Anchorage, Kenai, Soldotna, Kodiak, Juneau,
Fairbanks, and Palmer, as well as individuals from the Alaska State Troopers, Alaska Department of

http://justice.uaa.alaska.edu/forunV28/1spring2011/c_internet_crime_children.html
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2/23/2014 U.S. Internet Use Sees Dramatic Growth | WebProNews
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Alaska has highest usage

By Mike Sachoff mjune3,2009 - 0 Comments

Tweet 0 a submit )
Slow App Response Times

Wiill Kill Your Business
[$i Technology] More than half (62%) of households in the U.S. had Internet access in 2007,
an 18 percent increase from 1997, according to new data from the Census Bureau.

Sixty-four percent of individuals 18 and over used the Internet from any location in 2007, while
only 22 percent did so in 1997. Among households using the Internet in 2007, 82 percent used a
high-speed connection, and 17 percent used a dial-up connection.

"As access to high speed connections have become more prevalent, so too have the number of
people that connect to the Internet at home," said Thom File, a statistician with the Census
Bureau Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division.
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Internet use from any location (home, work or public access) for those 3 and older in 2007.

Mississippi and West Virginia had among the lowest rates of Internet use at about 52 percent. . .
Free Guide and Case Studies

Internet usage also varied by education. For those 25 and older with a bachelor’s degree, 87 Guide to Sm artSM S
percent reported going online from any location in 2007. For those with some college, 74 percent i L.

) . ) ) ] M arketing: Driving Sales
reported using the Internet. Nearly half (49%) of those with a high school diploma reported using
the Internet, compared with 19 percent for those without a high school diploma. w ith M obile
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About Mike Sachoff

Mike is a staff writer for WebProNews. Google+
View all posts by Mike Sachoff —
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2/23/2014 New Data Rante Internet Usag e by State- Where Does Your State Stand? | Connected Nation

Sign up to get broadband updates Email zip code | STAY informed
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New Data Ranks Intermet Usage by State - Where Does Your State Stand?

Posted July 19, 2012
By Chris McGovern

Earlier this week, the U.S. Census Bureau released new data
(httpy/www.census.qov/hhesrcomputer/pubiicati<yTs~20i0.ntmo ON cOmMputer and Internet use from the
2010 Census. Nationally, nearly 70.3 million Americans (or about 24.1% ) didn't
subscribe to home Internet service in 2010, according to this report. This includes
more than 13 million children age 3-17.

Nationally, 75.9% of households subscribe to home Internet service. New Hampshire
tops the 50 states and the District of Columbia, with 86.2% of residents subscribing to
home Internet service. Utah follows closely behind with 85.5% of residents, with the
states of Washington (83.6% ), Massachusetts (83.4% ), and Connecticut (83.0%)
rounding out the top five. Among the states served by Connected Nation, Alaska had
the largest share of residents with home Internet service, followed by Nevada and
Minnesota.

These figures are similar to data collected through these states' 2011 Residential Technology
Assessments (HiphnwnametadeinaiianeAeisiescilied  An important distinction s that
the U.S. Census reports the share of residents who live in homes with Internet access,
which can include either dial-up or broadband service.

Do these rankings surprise you? Did you expect your state's Internet adoption rate to
be higher (or lower) than the Census reported? Let us know how you feel in the

comments below, and follow us on Facebookﬂﬂ[ﬁ/ iDror Twitter
(ﬂwmmmmﬂjmﬂto stay up to date on the latest news on technology adoption
and usage.

> COMMENT?

+ SHARE HighwgldcarfiiNiA s st 55844 drwwwqaredadeionad/ ARRe dren<daraisiname:Gapssnd/ A0/ 48Y/BBviiae<das\ordde
wwmmwmwwmmm&m&mmmmmﬁmmmm@mm
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Comments

Post new comment

Your name: *

| |
E-mail: *
L e, 1

The content of this field is kept private and will not be shown publicly.

Comment: *
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Youth &
Participatory
Politics

About Us: The YPPSP (Youth & Participatory Politics Survey Project) research team led by Cathy

Cohen and Joseph Kahne is a project ofthe MacArthur Research Network on Youth & Participatory Politics
(YPP). The YPP network is made up ofeight scholars—Danielle Allen, Cathy Cohen, Howard Gardner,

Joseph Kahne, Mimi Ito, Henry Jenkins, Elisabth Soep, and Ethan Zuckerman—working at the intersection
ofyouth public sphere engagement and digital media use. For more detail on YPP 5 research projects see
http://ypp.dmlicentral.net/. The YPP Network,funded under the MacArthur Foundations Digital Media
and Learning Initiative, is alsopart ofthe DML Research Hub. For moreon DML see http://dmlcentral.net/.
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Afull-text PDF ofthis report is available as afree downloadfrom:
http:/lypp.dmicentral.net/sites/all/files/publications/YPP_Survey.Report_FULL.pdf
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ver a period of just three days in October

2011, 75,000 people signed a petition started
0 by 22-year-old Molly Katchpole on Change,

org to protest Bank of America’s proposed

$5.00 debit card fee. Ultimately, over 300,000

people signed and more than 21,000 pledged
to close their Bank of America accounts. The movement
attracted national attention, and Bank of America reversed
its decision to charge customers.

“We’re in the business of amplifying. We’re trying to
change the balance of power between individuals and
large organizations.”

—Ben Rattray, thirty-one-year-oldfounder ofChange.org

In December 2011, Internet users and activists worked
together to defeat the Stop Online Piracy Act (SOPA).
Purportedly designed to thwart Internet copyright in-
fringement and intellectual property theft, SOPA enjoyed
strong bipartisan support in the House and Senate and was
backed by powerful lobbying forces in Washington DC. But
then hundreds of websites participated in a synchronized
Internet blackout in protest of the legislation, comple-
mented by blog posts, videos, and posts and discussions in
forums on an array of websites, organized largely by youth.
All of this sent a single message: the pending legislation
would undermine Internet freedom and invite widespread
censorship. Within days, Congress responded and the leg-
islation was blocked. In the aftermath, the Pew Foundation
found that young people under the age of thirty followed
protests over SOPA more closely than news about the
presidential election.

“lI'think itis an important moment in the Capitol.
This is individual citizens risingup.”
—Representative Zoe Lofgren (D-CA),
quoted in The New York Times

On September 17, 2011, responding to a blog post and circu-
lated e-mail calling for a peaceful protest and “occupation”
of Wall Street by the Canadian-based magazine Adbusters,
and inspired by international protests from Egypt to Lon-
don, hundreds of mostly young people took to the streets
surrounding the financial district in New York City. The
protesters eventually set up a now-famous camp in nearby
Zucotti Park. While the Occupy movement will be known
for reinstating the topic of inequality back onto the national
agenda, it was also successful in raising money. Accord-
ing to the Chronicle ofPhilanthropy, the movement raised
$454,000 during its first month of activity largely “from
some 8000 online donors and other supporters.” While
Occupy encampments have been torn down and vibrant
discussion of class warfare has faded, what does continue
is the potential for people—in particular, young people—
to organize independently of elites and elite institutions
using new media and social media platforms. But the ques-
tion remains: How important and long-lasting is the role
that new media may play in the reorganization ofyoung
people’s lives and politics?

NEW DATA FOR UNDERSTANDING YOUNG PEOPLE'S
POLITICS IN THE DIGITAL AGE

The Occupy movement, stopping SOPA, and the power
of six million users of Change.org are only three of many
examples of how new media impact politics in America,
especially as politics are practiced among young people.
The Obama campaign’ use of social media in 2008 helped
to produce record turnout, especially among young blacks
and Latinos. In the 2012 elections, all those involved in
campaigns are relying more heavily than ever before on
social media. The intersection of youth, new media, and
politics is not exclusively a U.S. story, however. As recent
movements from Tunisia to Egypt to Russia indicate, the
significance of new media’s impact on political expression
is international in scope.

NewMedia and Youth Political Action |V



defining

participatory politics

The Youth and Participatory Politics study
defines participatory politics as interactive,
peer-based acts through which individuals and
groups seek to exert both voice and influence on
issues of public concern. Importantly, these acts
are not guided by deference to elites or formal
institutions. Examples of participatory politi-
cal acts include starting a new political group
online, writing and disseminating a blog post
about a political issue, forwarding a funny po-
litical video to one’s social network, or partici-
pating in a poetry slam. Participatory political
acts can:

reach large audiences and mobilize net-
works, often online, on behalfofa cause;

help shape agendas through dialogue with,
and providefeedback to, political leaders
(on- and offline); and

enable participants to exertgreater agency
through the circulation or forwarding of
political information (e.g., links) as well as
through the production oforiginal content,
such as ablog or letter to

the editor.

Four factors make participatory politics espe-
cially important to those thinking about the
future of American politics.

1. Participatory politics allow individuals to
operate with greater independence in the
political realm, circumventing traditional
gatekeepers of information and influence,
such as newspaper editors, political parties,
and interest groups.

2. Participatory politics often facilitate a rene-
gotiation of political power and control with

engage partici-

pants. Witness how

newspapers and cable

television stations now

try to facilitate a controlled
engagement with their audience
through the use of social media.

3- Participatory politics as practiced
online provide for greater creativ-
ity and voice, as participants produce
original content using video, images,
and text.

SN
1

Participatory politics afford individuals the
capability to reach a sizable audience and
mobilize others through their social net-
works in an easy and inexpensive

manner.

These practices are focused on expression and
are peer based, interactive, and nonhierarchical,
and they are not guided by deference to elite
institutions. The pervasive presence of such
practices in the lives of young people is creat-
ing an actual culture shift. The participatory
skills, norms, and networks that develop when
social media is used to socialize with friends

or to engage with those who share one’s
interests can and are being transferred to

the political realm.



To rigorously consider the impact of new media on the
political and civic behavior of young people, The MacArthur
Research Network on Youth and Participatory Politics (YPP)
developed and fielded one of the first large-scale, nationally
representative studies of new media and politics among
young people. The two principal researchers for the survey
component of the YPP, Cathy J. Cohen of the University

of Chicago and Joseph Kahne of Mills College, oversaw
aresearch team that surveyed nearly 3,000 respondents
between the ages of 15and 25years of age. Unlike any prior
study of youth and new media, this study included large
numbers of black, Latino, and Asian American respon-
dents, which allows for unique and powerful statistical
comparisons across race with a focus on young people.

Until now there has been limited opportunity and data
available to comprehensively explore the relationship be-
tween new media and the politics of young people. One of
the few entities to engage in this type of rigorous analysis
has been the Pew Internet and American Life Project. The
YPP study expands on this field-leading work by including
an extensive battery of items addressing participatory poli-
tics and adequate numbers of participants from different
racial and ethnic groups, thus allowing for analysis of how
different groups of young people were engaged with new
media in the political realm.

The YPP study findings suggest that fundamental changes
in political expectations and practices may be occurring—
especially for youth. The analysis of the data collected
reveals that youth are taking advantage of an expanded set
of participatory practices in the political realm in ways that
amplify their voice and sometimes their influence, thus in-
creasing the ways young people participate in political life.
The YPP researchers label this expanded set of opportuni-
ties and actions participatory politics.

The YPP study, summarized in this executive summary

and presented in full in a longer report available online at
http://dmlicentral.net/resources/5058, presents important new
information about the different trajectories of new media
uptake in the United States and its use in the political realm
across different groups of young people. It measures the
online participatory practices of young people in their social
lives, as well as youth engagement with more traditional
forms of social and political interaction.

While the topic of new media and youth politics has garnered
lots of attention from pundits, politicians, and journalists,

these reports often focus on anecdotal or single-case examples
of a protest mobilization where new media played an impor-
tant role. To date, there has been limited opportunity and
data available to explore the relationship between new media
and the political action of young people in a more compre-
hensive manner. This new survey data provide a strong basis
for five major findings, summarized as follows.

1. Largeproportions ofyoungpeople across racial and
ethnicgroups have access to the Internet and use online
social media regularly to stay connected to theirfamily
andfriends and pursue interests and hobbies.

Contrary to the traditional notion ofa technological
digital divide, the YPP study finds young people across
racial and ethnic groups are connected online.

« Overwhelmingly, white (96 percent), black (94 per-
cent), Latino (96 percent), and Asian American
(98 percent) youth report having access to a computer
that connects to the Internet.

« A majority or near-majority of white (51 percent), black
(57 percent), Latino (49 percent), and Asian American
(52 percent) youth report sending messages, sharing
status updates and links, or chatting online daily.

Youth are very involved in friendship-driven

and interest-driven activities online.

« 78 percent send messages, share status updates,

or chat online on a weekly basis.

58 percent share links or forward information through
social networks at least once a week.

On a weekly basis, roughly one-third engage in particu-
lar interest-driven activities, such as posting, linking
to, or forwarding information; giving help, advice, or
suggestions to others; or posting comments online
about someone else’s media.

About one in six engage in more active self-expression

such as organizing an online group or discussion,
starting a website, or creating original media

to share online.

Overall, 64 percent engage in at least one interest-driven

activity in a given week, and 32 percent engage in three
or more activities a week.

2. Participatorypoliticsareanimportantdimension

ofpolitics.

« 41 percent of young people have engaged in at least
one act of participatory politics, while 44 percent
participate in other acts of politics.

New Media and Youth Political Action
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http://dmlcentral.net/resources/5058

key data

Participatory politics are an important

dimension of politics:

. 41 percent of young people engage in at least
one act of participatory politics, while
44 percent participate in other acts of politics.

. Specifically, 43 percent of white, 41 percent of
black, 38 percent of Latino, and 36 percent of
Asian American youth participated in at least
one act of participatory politics during the
prior 12 months.

Participatory politics are an addition to

an individual’s engagement rather than

an alternative to other political activities:

. Youth who engaged in at least one act of par-
ticipatory politics were almost twice as likely
to report voting in 2010 as those who did not.

. A large proportion—37 percent of all young
people—engages in both participatory
and institutional politics.

. Among young people who engage in participa-
tory policies, 90 percent of them either vote or
engage in institutional politics.

Participatory politics are equitably distributed

across different racial and ethnic groups:

. Contrary to the traditional notion of atechno-
logical digital divide, the YPP study finds that
overwhelmingly, white (96 percent), black (94
percent), Latino (96 percent) and Asian Ameri-
can (98 percent) youth report having access to a
computer that connects to the Internet.

. The difference in voting in 2008 between the
group with the highest rate of turnout according
to the U.S. Census Bureau—black youth (52%)—
and the group with the lowest rate of turnout—
Latino youth (27%)—is 25 percentage points.

. In contrast, the difference between the group
with the highest rate ofengaging in at least
one act of participatory politics—whites (43
percent)—and the groups with the lowest rate
ofengaging in at least one act of participatory
politics—

Asian

Americans

(36 percent)—is only
7 percentage points.

Taking into account par-

ticipatory politics, institutional

politics, and voting, black youth

are the most likely to have par-

ticipated in at least one form of these

activities:

. Engagement is highest among black
youth, with only 25 percent reporting
no engagement in any form of political be-
havior, compared with 33 percent of whites,
40 percent of Asian Americans,
and 43 percent of Latinos.

Youth get news through participatory

channels but believe they would benefit

from learning how to judge the credibility

ofwhat they find online:

. Youth now consume news through participa-
tory channels. 45 percent of youth reported
getting news at least once a week from family
and friends via Twitter or Facebook feeds.
This rivals the 49 percent who got news at
least once in the past week from newspa-
pers or magazines.

. Survey respondents were asked, “Do you
think people like you and your friends
would benefit from learning more about
how to tell if news and information
you find online is trustworthy?,”
and 84 percent said “yes.”



» Specifically, 43 percent of white, 41 percent of black,
38 percent of Latino, and 36 percent of Asian American
youth have participated in at least one act of participa-
tory politics during the prior 12 months.

Participatory politics are better viewed as an addition
to an individual’s engagement than as an alternative
to other political activities.

* Youth who engaged in at least one act of participatory
politics were almost twice as likely to report voting in
2010 as those who did not.

A large proportion—37 percent of all young people—
engages in both participatory and institutional politics.

« Among young people who engage in participatory politics,
90percent of them either vote or take part in institutional
politics.

Participatory politics, however, are different than merely
taking institutional political activities (e.g., participating in
a campaign) and moving them online. Allowing individuals
to donate to a candidate online does not make the political
act of donating money a participatory act. Today, online
politics frequently resemble what we have traditionally seen
in the political realm and often is not particularly participa-
tory. YPP researchers are less interested in whether various
political activities occur online or offline, but are interested.
instead, in the participatory norms, values, and practices of
political engagement.

3. Interest-driven online activities appear to lay afounda-
tionfor engagementin participatory politics through
the developmentof “digital social capital.”

Those using new media to pursue interests and hobbies
from sports to technology to gaming may be gaining
knowledge, skills, and networks, that is, digital social
capital, which makes engaging in participatory politics
more likely.

« Youth who were highly involved in nonpolitical, interest-
driven activities are more thanJive times as likely to
engage in participatory politics and nearlyfour times as
likely to participate in all political acts, compared with
those infrequently involved in such activities.

Encompassed within this digital social capital is the im-
portant element of networks. While similar to networks
of the past, which played a crucial role in politics and
social movements, such as the civil rights movement,
the YPP data suggest that the role and possibility of
networks in a digital era are different in three key ways:

e Circulating materials to those we know as well as to
those whom we have never met is much easier through
social media.

» Social media affords the ability to circulate customized
political expressions.

e The process of customization and creation of mate-
rial allows for a freedom with regard to defining what
actually counts as “politics.” Among friends, political
information and political action may originate from
a variety sources and are not strictly defined by politi-
cal elites.

Participatory politics are
a significant dimension ofthe
political life of young people...
giving them greater control,
voice, and potentially influence
over the issues that matter
most in their lives.

As Henry Jenkins has written, online contexts may well
be the bowling leagues of the twenty-first century. They
provide a space of connection to others where trust

is built and deliberation happens. Like the bowling
league, online contexts can facilitate social exchange
where collective identities can be built and mobilized
for civic and political engagement.

. New media has thepotential tofacilitate an equitable

distribution ofpolitical participation amongyoung

peoplefrom differentracial and ethnicgroups.

Participatory politics are generally equitably distrib-

uted across different racial and ethnic groups.

« The difference in voting in 2008 between the group
with the highest rate of turnout according to the
U.S. Census Bureau—black youth (52%)—and the
group with the lowest rate of turnout—Latino youth
(27%)—is 25 percentage points.

¢ In contrast, the difference between the group with the
highest rate of engaging in at least one act of participa-
tory politics—whites (43 percent—and the groups with
the lowest rate of engaging in at least one act of par-
ticipatory politics—Asian Americans at (36 percent—
is only 7 percentage points.
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Taking into account participatory politics, institutional
politics, and voting, black youth are the most likely to
have participated in at least one form of these political
activities, contradicting the common assumption that
white youth are the most engaged in the political realm.
« Engagement is highest among black youth, with only
25 percent reporting no engagement in any form
of political behavior, compared with 33 percent of
whites, 40 percent of Asian Americans, and 43 per-
cent of Latinos.

Black and Asian American youth are more likely to

engage in friendship and interest-driven activity.

* On average black youth are more likely to engage
in friendship-driven activity.

« Black and Asian American youth are significantly
more likely to engage in interest-driven activity
than are white and Latino youth.

¢ These differences hold up even when income
is taken into account and controlled for.

The data on the distribution of political participation raise
important questions about how the political landscape
might change in the future, given both the growing influ-
ence of new media in the lives of young people and the
changing demographics of the country. While youth of
color are active online and engaged in friendship- and
interest-driven activities as well as some forms of participa-
tory politics, they will need infrastructure and interventions
to leverage their proficiencies in the digital world to their
benefit in the political realm.

5. Manyyouth get news through participatory channels
but believe they would benefitfrom learning how to
judge the credibility ofwhat theyfind online.

* Youth now consume a great deal of news through
participatory channels. Forty-five percent of youth re-
ported getting news at least once a week from family
and friends via Twitter or Facebook. In addition, 21
percent said they received news from blogs or You-
Tube posts devoted to political and social topics, and
22 percent reported getting news or information from
an online community where people discuss a hobby,
sport, or fandom.

e This rivals the 49 percent who reported receiving
news at least once in the past week from newspapers
or magazines.

X PARTICIPATORY POLITICS

Youth recognize the challenge of judging the credibility
ofthe information they receive through these media.

e Survey respondents were asked, “Do you think people
like you and your friends would benefit from learning
more about how to tell if news and information you
find online is trustworthy?.”and 84 percent said “ves.”

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS: REALIZING
THE POTENTIAL OF PARTICIPATORY POLITICS

The analysis of data from the YPP study shows that partici-
patory politics are worthy of substantial attention and that
these practices present both risks and opportunities for the
full, equitable, and productive engagement of youth in the

political realm.

Participatory politics provide a substantial opportunity to
reinvigorate both youth politics and political life in gen-
eral. Forty-one percent of youth ages 15to 25engaged in at
least one form of participatory politics. These acts of partici-
patory politics occur at rates that parallel many institution-
ally based activities, such as contributing to a political party,
attending a meeting or campaign event, wearing a campaign
button, or signing a petition. Focusing on participatory poli-
tics, therefore, is important for anyone concerned about the
politics ofyoung people and, more broadly, about the future
of politics in the United States and abroad.

Participatory politics are an important avenue to provide
young people with a level of voice and control not often
seen in the realm of institutional politics. As confidence

in elected officials is at historic lows (13 percent said they
approved of the job Congress was doing in a recent poll),
participatory politics may provide a set of practices through
which young people can communicate their political com-
mitments and instincts directly to those most relevant in
their lives—family and friends.

While self-expression through participatory politics does
not guarantee that one will have influence, news reports
over the past several years have been filled with examples
of how participatory politics have influenced policy debates
and changed governmental and corporate policies.

Almost every major campaign now employs strategies that
aim to tap the potential of participatory politics. The at-
tempt of conventional political campaigns to capture and
exploit the power of participatory politics was evident in



2008 when then-candidate Obama and his supporters used
new media to connect with and mobilize young voters.
Despite common assumptions regarding a “digital divide.”
the YPP study found that participatory political activities
are more equitably distributed than voting. So these prac-
tices mav provide a valuable access point for those who are
hoping to amplify marginalized voices, especially those of
youth of color, in a democratic system.

. —

Aturn to new media is not
aturn away from offline
activity. Rather, it is essential
to recognize and highlight the
integration ofthese two domains
in the lives ofyoung people.

Participatory politics clearly present risks as well as
opportunities. While it is true that participatory politics are
more equitably distributed than voting, some formidable
inequalities and challenges still exist.

» Substantial portions of youth are far less likely than
others to have voice and influence. Interventions aimed
at leveraging the full potential of participatory politics
cannot focus solely on schools, especially colleges, if all
youth are to be included.

* The potential for misinformation has never been greater.
Youth, to a degree never before seen, are inundated with
information. At the same time, the vast majority (84
percent) reports that they and their peers would benefit
from help judging the credibility of what they see online.

» Attending to participatory political activity may obscure
the fact that youth political engagement is the excep-
tion and not the rule. While the YPP study has vivid
examples of youth using digital media to meaningfully
engage in varied forms of political and social change, it
is clear from the study’s data and a substantial number
of previous studies that most youth are not engaged in
institutional or participatory politics.

e There is, finally, the risk that proponents of participatory
politics, including youth themselves, will fail to focus
on the distinction between voice and influence. YPP
researchers do not want to undervalue the significance

of voice, especially for youth who are in the process of
developing their political identities. At the same time,
the YPP study recognizes that the promise of a democratic
society is predicated on the belief that political actors
have more than voice—they must also have influence.

IMPLICATIONS

When it comes to youth engagement with participatory
politics, the presence of risks as well as opportunities makes
clear the need for action in this fast-changing arena.

» Broadening the focus of policymakers, parents, the
press, educators, scholars, funders, and other stakehold-
ers to focus on participatory politics when engaging in
their work is essential if we are to understand the current
state of political life and act in ways that support the
quality, quantity, and equality of political engagement.

e Itisessential to identify priorities and create infrastruc-
ture and supports for individuals and organizations to
more fully tap into the potential of these practices. Clear-
ly, the digital era expands the need for media literacy.
Youth must learn how to judge the credibility of online
information and find divergent views on varied issues.

¢ Youth may benefit from supports in formal and informal
educational settings that strengthen their ability and de-
sire to produce media that is informed, persuasive, and
distributed effectively.

« Organizations hoping to tap the full potential of this new
domain will benefit from opportunities to learn about
and reflect on the impact of varied strategies for leverag-
ing the potential of participatory politics. A turn to new
media is not a turn away from offline activity. Rather,
it is essential to recognize and highlight the integration
of these two domains in the lives of young people.

* Promoting broad and equitable access to the support
and infrastructure youth need to move from voice to
influence will be important in order for participatory
politics to reach its full potential.

Participatory politics are a significant dimension of the
political life of young people. The risks as well as the posi-
tive potential require careful attention. This is a unique
and important moment. If stakeholders at multiple levels
provide appropriate supports, participatory politics may
provide valuable opportunities to engage young people in
the political realm, giving them greater control, voice, and
potentially influence over the issues that matter most in
their lives.
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Full publication available at:

http://ypp.dmlicentral.net/sites/default/files/publications/Participatory_Politics_New_Media_and_Yout
h_Political_Action.2012.pdf
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How open-source technology can make government decision-making
more expert and more democratic.

Beth Simone Noveck

George Bernard Shaw once wrote, "All professions are conspiracies against the laity," and nowhere is this more the case
than ina democracy. Although political legitimacy demands accountability to an electoral process, those living in a
democracy readily submit to what sociologist Michael Schudson calls the "permanent embarrassment” o fexpertise. We
believe that administrative governance by a professional elite is the best way to organize decision-making in the public
interest. Experts decide on acceptable levels o fmercury emissions in the air, anti-discrimination rules in education and the
workplace, and the standards for cross-ownership ofnewspapers and broadcasting stations.

The justification for this professional decision-making, articulated by theorists ranging from Max W eber to Walter
Lippmann, is that while citizens can express personal opinions based on values, they are incapable ofmaking fact-based
decisions on matters ofpolicy. For Weber, the complexities ofmodem governance call for "the personalty detached and
strictly objective expert." Onty institutionalized and governmental professionals possess the expertise, resources, discipline,
and time to make pubHc-policy decisions. And citizen participation is hard to organize and administer, and even harder to
scale. It is one thing for 10 bureaucrats to debate a policy and come to an informed consensus; try getting the same result
with 10,000 people-or 10 million

Now, however, new technology may be changing the relationship between democracy and expertise, affording an
opportunity to improve competence by making good information available for better governance. Large-scale knowledge-
sharing projects, such as the Wikipedia online encyclopedia, and volunteer software-programming initiatives, such as the
Apache Webserver (which runs two-thirds ofthe websites inthe world), demonstrate the inadequacy o four assumptions
about expertise in the twenty-first century. Ordinary people, regardless ofinstitutional affiliation or professional status,
possess information-serious, expert, fact-based, scientific information-to enhance decision-making, information not
otherwise available to isolated bureaucrats. Partly as a result ofthe simple tools now available for collaboration and partly
as a result ofa highly mobile labor market of "knowledge workers," people are ready and willing to share that information
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convinced to join. It is, perhaps, inpart because ofthe work that must go into maintaining a peer-review system that
review generally happens only in limited contexts, and too late in the process to have the maximum inpact on regulatory
decision-making.

Nonprofessional Expertise

In contrast to what we see in government, in many other fields there is a move away from the preeminence of
institutionalized professionals. Instead, technology aggregates and refines the knowledge ofdistributed, non-institutional
experts. Patients, not doctors, are providing medical information to each other about cancer via the Association o fOnline
Cancer Resources website and its 159 associated electronic mailing lists. Almost 30,000 citizen-joumalists report on
stories for OhMyNews.com Amazon’s Mechanical Turk project outsources the work ofanswering simple questions or
doing basic tasks to a distributed network. YouTube depends on amateurs to post video content. The Internet Movie
Database (EMDb), which offers information about close to one million movie titles and more than two million entertainment
professionals, started as a collection o f movie trivia submitted by members oftwo online newsgroups. In South Korea, the
Naver search engine, where Korean speakers answer each other’s queries, tar outpaces Yahoo and Google as the most
popular.

But how might this open, online collaboration improve governmental decision-making? How do we square the expertise
and talent we see emerging via Wikipedia or YouTube with the professional standards ofscience to which we expect
governmental decisions to conform? After all, Wikipedia has been known to contain errors and defamation. For every
brilliant art film or newsworthy clip, there are thousands ofpieces ofvideo junk on YouTube. To put it bluntly, information
quality may not be a matter ofnational security when it comes to a fifth-grade book report, but it is essential to nuclear
regulations or environmental safety standards or the quality o fissued patents. While we know that excessive reliance on
professionals is problematic, we do not want to replace one set o fabuses with another by eliminating the professionals and
replacing them with direct, popular decision-makers.

Rather, we want to design practices for "collaborative governance,” shared processes ofresponsibility in information-
gathering and decision-making that combine the technical expertise o fpublic experts with the legal standards of
professional decision-makers. There are plenty ofpeople with expertise to share iftheir knowledge can successfully be
connected to those decision-makers who need it. Itis not necessary to pre-select authenticated and known professionals
when structures can be put inplace to ensure that informational inputs are discemable, specific, well-labeled, and easy to
search, sort, and use. An online system willnot be without its own problems and abuses, but the assumption is that greater
public participation, not in setting values but in supplying information or making sense ofand connections between
informational sources supplied by others, can substantively improve decision-making.

Peer-to-Patent

On June 15, 2007, the USPTO launched an experiment, the "Peer-to-Patent: Community Patent Review," which could
become a model for precisely this sort ofcollaborative governance. The program solicits public participation in the patent
examination process via the Web. This system (the design and implementation ofwhich I direct in cooperation with the
USPTO) allows the public to research and upload publications-known inpatent law as "prior art"-that will inform the
patent examiner about the novelty and obviousness ofthe invention and enable her to decide whether it deserves a patent.
This is truly revolutionary: In the 200 years since Thomas Jefferson founded the patent office, there has been no direct
communication between the patent examiner and the public.

'For the first time in history,” David J. Kappos, vice president and assistant general counsel at DBM, says in the
Washington Post, patent-office examiners w Ib e able "to open up their cubicles and get access to a whole world of
technical experts."” With the consent ofparticipating inventors, this USPTO pilot allows the self-selecting public to review
250 software-patent applications from such companies as CA, Hewlett-Packard, General Electric, IBM, Intel, Microsoft,
Oracle, Red Hat, Yahoo, and several smaller firms. The community not only submits information, but it also annotates and
comments on the publications, explaining how the prior art is relevant to the claims ofthe patent application. The
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community rates the submitted prior art and decides whether or not it deserves to be shared with the USPTO. Only the 10
best submitted prior-art references, asjudged on the basis oftheirrelevance to the claims o fthe patent applications by the
online review community, willbe forwarded to the patent examiner.

The USPTO pilotprogram is neither a blog nor a wiki Itis not a free-for-all for "software patents SUCK!" comments.
Rather, the software is designed to provide a structured environment that solicits specific information targeted to the
decision-making process. Eligible applications are posted online for review for up to four months. There is a shared
discussion space, but itrequires registration and joining the group committed to reviewing that application. The group can
deliberate about the application’s quality, decide what research needs to be done, discuss where prior art may be found,
and even divvy up the work offinding it. At the same time, the group has tools to "filter" comments in the discussion,
identifying those that are most important, contain a request for follow-up research, or are low-quality "noise," thus
mitigating the influence ofthe person who simply talks the loudest or the most. Private-sector websites-from the book
reviews on Amazon to the movie reviews on IMDb to the news postings on Slashdot, the technology news site-have
shown that these community ratings can be aggregated with surprisingly accurate results to sort and filter discussion.

While the discussion is designed to foster belonging and community and offer a space where ideas can be refined
collaborativefy, none o fthe discussion is forwarded to the agency, limiting the opportunity for undue influence. Instead, only
the work that willbe most helpful to the decision-making process, namely the community’s research and the prior art, are
forwarded. Those who join an application community research the background to the application and share that research,
helping to guide the governmental professional in her work. The research may help the examiner identify fruitful avenues for
her search, decreasing the work done inthat limited 20-hour window or, at the very least, shortening wiki goose chases.

To be sure, the patent examiner still conducts a search She has all the same information available to her as before. But
now she also has the results ofthis ‘human database." By structuring the request for feedback, the agency avoids inviting
participation it cannot use. And the public has an opportunity to participate ina way that is directly relevant to and will
shape decision-making.

W hat’s more, through the software administrators can measure the level ofexpertise ofpublic reviewers and thus better
understand how this online participation process shapes that expertise. They can also measure the impact o fpublic
participation on examiner decision-making and on the resulting quality o fthe issued patent. Over time, with the benefitof
greater experience and more data, itmay become possible to introduce more refined algorithms for assessing the quality o f
information on the basis ofthe past performance ofcitizen-participants. We can also better understand and anticipate the
ways inwhich those with an interestto do so will attempt to "game the system" (an unavoidable part o fthe process) and
improve the practice accordingly.

Driving this pilot program is a combination ofpublic attention to patent reform and the availability o fthe technotogy to do
open peer review online. Patent reform has become the subject ofintense, recent legislative debate inthe United States
and in Europe. The problem isnot so much with the patent office itselfas it is with the explosion inthe number of
applications, which has put enormous strain on an old system, resulting in the issuance o flow-quality patents that
subsequently become the subject ofexpensive and wasteful litigation Given the doubling ofthe number ofpatent
applications inthe last decade, examiners currently have less than 20 hours to review an application about the most cutting-
edge nanotechnology, the latest genetic bio-science, or the most controversial financial business method. In that time, they
have to search the USPTO’s limited databases to determine ifthere is a prior publication that would reveal that the
application lacks the requisite novelty or significance required. Yet publications-which go beyond traditional scientific
journal articles and include websites, software code, and products-are not all to be found in this closed database.
Examiners must also contend with poorly drafted applications. There is no legal duty incumbent upon inventors to do a
thorough search ofthe prior art and submit it to the agency.

The problem is as obvious as itis intractable: It is hard to find information that is not there. In other words, the patent

examiner has to scour the scientific literature to figure out ifa particular chemical compound has already been invented by

someone else, lest she award the patentto the wrong person who turns it into the next billion-dollar pharmaceutical
http://vww.democrac”™oumal.org/7/6570.php?page=all 5/10
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blockbuster. And she can’t delay her research, as itwould risk exacerbating a backlog that will soon approach one million

applications.

Rather than going to the experts, the USPTO realized that it is easier to let the experts find it-and that is precisely what the
new program does. The process is open to anyone. At the same time, just as Wikipedia’s two million entries are actually
maintained by a few thousand knowledgeable and dedicated die-hards, this patent public participation program does not
need to attract everyone, just everyone enthusiastic enough to do the hard work ofsharing inthe burdens ofdecision-
making. O fcourse, for those who work or study ina particular area ofinnovation, participation should be anything but
hard.

It is assumed that competitive self-interest willbe one ofthe drivers causing people to get involved. Far from distorting the
process, when someone from IBM or Microsoft (both ofwhich have publicly announced that employees may participate in
the program while on the job) has relevant information to contribute, ultimately the public benefits. Graduate students and
those with deep knowledge but little status may also be inclined to participate, whether out ofmoral indignation that a
patent is being applied for in an area ofresearch that they know or out ofthe desire to gain status in, and professional
recognition from, their community o finterest. Incentives could eventually be created through prizes and rewards, such as a
monetary bounty from an inventor for those who find the best prior art, or public recognition (an "Oscar" for public
participation) to the reviewer and the team who contribute the most useful information. It is also an opportunity to generate
interest in and a market for the invention.

The UK patent office has announced plans to do its own, much-wider pilot for 10,000 to 15,000 patent applications,
adapted to its legal regime and cultural practices. This will make it possible to begin to build a global community with
expertise and interest and, at the same time, to test different practices, gather real data about how expertise can best be
obtained inresponse to this complex subject matter, and refine the process for patents. It will also provide valuable
learning about how such practices could be adapted for other areas ofgovernance.

Evolving Institutions

Our institutions o fgovernance are characterized by a longstanding culture ofprofessionalism in which bureaucrats-not
citizens-are the experts. Until recently, we have viewed this arrangement as legitimate because we have not practically
been able to argue otherwise. Now we have a chance to do government differently. We have the know-how to create
"civic software" that will help us form groups and communities who, working together, can be more effective at informing
decision-making than individuals working alone. We know from James Surowiecki’s book, The Wisdom of Crowds, as
wellas Simon and Schuster’s new MediaPredict project (which encourages readers to guess which manuscripts will
become best-sellers), that technology can be used to aggregate predictions. But Peer-to-Patent is teaching us that we can
go beyond the tallying o fvotes. While the general public has good instincts about value-based decisions and could be
engaged better to identify 'big mistakes" (such as egregiousfy unfair media ownership rules), there are specific people out
there who possess specific information about patents or trucks or chemicals whom we can now incorporate into our
decision-making.

Nor does ithave to stop at patents. Scientists who currently give their time to review grant applications might be just as
willing to contribute their knowledge to decision-making about the environment, transportation, nuclear power, and
agriculture. Frequent travelers have useful information to share with homeland security officials about how to best organize
security at airports. Economists, businesspeople, and lawyers know a great deal about financial markets, securities, and
consumer protectioa State Department officials do not possess better information than select graduate students in
computer science about RFID chips for passports. Immigrants and welfare recipients have information based on lived as
well as learned experience to contribute.

In order to make itpossible for ordinary, busy people to participate, and for governmentto make use oftheir knowledge,
government must design the practices o fpublic participation to enable groups, notjust individuals, to participate. Agencies
must crystallize the questions they ask ofthe public and embed those targeted practices into software. O fcourse, not even
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the best-designed civic software is going to stop government from making bad decisions or ignoring-willfully or otherwise-
good information dropped in its lap. And there willbe manipulation and gaming, to be sure. But these are not reasons to
shy away from opening up the practices ofgovernance, especially when those practices can evolve over time to respond to
problems that may arise.

Opening up closed decision-making also introduces a greater degree oftransparency and accountability than we have had
before. For example, even ifPeer-to-Patent does not yield good research or prior art every time, many eyeballs on the
application still encourage the inventor to do a betterjob ofwriting itand produce public debate and discussion about the
applieatioa It drives more information into the open and encourages the "liberation"” o fgovernment data, not for its own
sake, but as an enabler for engagement. And public involvement reminds the agency official that he is working for (and
being watched by) the public.

To bring about the new revolution in governance, the next president ought to issue an executive order requiring that every
government agency begin to pilot new strategies for improved decision-making. For example, he or she could require that
each agency, as part oftheir Semi-Annual Regulatory Agenda delivered to Congress and as part ofa new collaborative
governance report to the Office ofManagement and Budget (OMB), set forth at least one Teer-to-PoHcy" experiment to
see how it could make its decision-making practices more collaborative.

Experimentation with community feedback would provide the impetus for independent rulemaking agencies, such as the
Environmental Protection Agency, to post questions to the scientific community before enacting regulations. It would
encourage the Department ofLabor to create an online network to solicit the expertise o fthose with disabilities. These new
opportunities for participation are not limited to rulemaking activity. The FCC can seek targeted but open advice on the
economics ofspectrum policymaking as part of its efforts to decide which rules to draft. The National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration might create an online marketplace for the collaborative creation o fweather maps. The
National Institute for Standards and Technology could award venture funding for scientific innovation and research, which
would benefit from public collaboration and input. With public collaboration, decisions about everything from health care
initiatives to housing programs to efforts to attract foreign direct investment could be inproved by collaboration with public
experts.

And imagine ifthis executive order were backed by an industry "X-Prize," a large monetary reward for the private or
public sector entity that designs the best new civic software tools to support more open decision-making. This X-Prize-or
Peer-to-X-Prizse-would provide a matching grantto support agency pilot programs and allow OMB to give this software
to agencies. It might also go to support the development o ftools to be disbursed on a state and local leveL The aim would
be to create turn-key technologies that can be deployed by any government decision-maker to enlistthe help ofher "public
staff' and give her the tools she needs to send out a short questionnaire, enable collaborative drafting on a document, invite
proposals and suggestions, or perform any number o fuseful activities to engage the interested and expert community. By
enabling agencies to try different practices-wMe bringing down the costs ofprocuring technology-we can leam a great
deal about how to construct new and better practices ofpublic participation.

By being explicitly experimental with new forms o fdigital institution-building, we have an opportunity to increase the
legitimacy o fgovernmental decisions. The tools-increasingly cheap, sometimes free-will not replace the professionals.
Technology will not, by itself make complex regulatory problems any more tractable, or eliminate partisan disputes about
values. W hat this next generation ofcivic software can do, however, is introduce better information by enabling the expert
public to contribute targeted information. In doing so, it can make possible practices ofgovernance that are, at once, more
expert and more democratic.

More in Features

http:/ivww.democrac\iournal .org/7/6570.php?page=all 7/10
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Learn
More

Aboutthis Site

Welcome to Arizona Voices!

W ho's

Listening InArizona, just like in the rest ofthe nation, our
government is ofthe people, by the people, for the

W hat is people. AZVoices is a place where — for the first time

MindM ixer? — you can have a direct say online in the laws in our

state. You and your friends, family and neighbors are
How ItW orks invited to weigh in on the bills proposed in the state
legislature. Show your support for the bills you favor, and
FAQ vote down the ones you don’t. Leave comments

explaining your thoughts. Inthe Idea Lab, you can even
Top submityour own ideas for bills. Your lawmakers are
Contributors listening, making sure the bills that most Arizona voters

favor have the best chance of becoming law, and you can

watch as they move through the legislative process. This
Need Help?

is your opportunity to have your voice heard! You can

learn more about the goals of AZ Voices atthe About

page.

How do I get started?

First, you need to create an account. But it’s a quick and
easy process! Justclick the “Sign Up” “Sign Up”
button in the top rightcorner of any page on AZ Voices.
Then, you can either create an account using your
existing login information for Facebook, Linked Inor
Google+, oryou can create a new login using your email.
You will also be asked to verify your voting status when
you sign up, so thatwe can ensure thatonly registered
Arizona voters are weighing in on the bills that impact

them.

How do I customize my profile?

To access your profile once you’ve signed in, simply click

http:/Awwv.azvoices.g oVfaq
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on your name in the upper right hand comer ofany page
of AZVoices. Click the “Account”tab. Notice that all the
required fields are already filled in. Scroll down to the
“Optional Fields.” That’s where your profile can shine. Tell
other Arizona voters a little about yourselfand upload a
profile picture. That picture will be displayed along with
any new policy idea or comment you submiton AZ
Voices, and is a good way to take ownership of your

input.

What is Arizona Bills?

The first main section of AZVoices is Arizona Bills. Bills
are the statutes that have been proposed by lawmakers
and are making their way through the state legislature.
They are proposed in either the House or the Senate,
then go through a process of debates and votes, before
possibly being signed into law by the governor. At the
Arizona Bills page, you can have a say in that process.
Here, you will be able to show your level of support for a
bill, and leave comments explaining your opinion. Other
Arizona voters will be doing the same. To get to the
Arizona Bills page, you can click “Bills” in the top left
corner ofany AZ Voices page, or you can view all the
most recent bills up for discussion on the AZVooices

homepage.

How do | know the status of a bill
In the legislature?

At AZ Voices, you can watch the entire process play out!
A timeline just below the name ofthe bill on the
homepage or the 3ills page will show the progress that
bill has made on the way to becoming law. To view the
status and details of any individual bill, click the name of
the bill. The timeline underneath the title on the Bill Details
page starts with whichever chamber ofthe Arizona
legislature proposed the bill (either the House or the
Senate). Ifthat bill passes the originating chamber, it

moves to the other. Ifthe other chamber also passes the
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bill, it moves to “Governor”on the timeline; ifthe governor
puts a pen to the bill, it moves to “Law,”denoting that it

has been enacted and has become Arizona law.

How can lweigh in on the bill?

There are a couple of differentways for you to give your
input on a bill. On the Bill Details page, you can either
rate the bill, showing your level of support for the
proposal, or you can join the discussion with other

Arizona voters.

What happens when I rate a bill?

Each Bill Details page asks: “Do you support this bill?”
Below that question is a scale inwhich you can show
varying levels of support for each bill (Strongly Oppose,
Oppose, Slightly Oppose, Slightly Support, Support,
Strongly Support). Select the circle thatcorresponds to

your level of supportto rate the bill.

Where can Icomment on a bill?

On the Bill Details page, you can discuss each bill with
other voters. To add your comment, scroll down to the
Discussion and starttyping in the field that says, “Add
your thoughts.”

Who is represented in the
Stakeholder Reactions?

The videos you see infavor of and opposed to each bill
are submitted by “Institutional Users”who were invited to
share their response to the bill and tell their side of the
debate. These users can be anyone from a school official
to a business owner, or anyone else who might have a
stake in the bill.

How can |find out what other
voters think of the bill?

http:/Amww.azwices.gov/fag
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To see the level of support of other Arizona voters for an
individual bill, you can look at the ratings scale on the Bill
Details page. Each level of support (Strongly Oppose,
Slightly Oppose, etc.) has a corresponding bar graph with
a number at the top thatshows the number of other AZ
Voices participants who have shown that level of support.
As more people rate a bill, those numbers and graphs will
change to reflect their ratings. You can also read
comments from other AZ Voices participants in the

Discussion section on the Bill Details page.

How can Ifind out what
lawmakers think of the bill?

Members of the House and Senate will be logging onto
AZ Voices regularly to join the conversation and provide
their feedback and updates on the progress of each bill.
You will find their comments in the discussion section on

the Bill Details page.

What is the Idea Lab?

The other main section of AZVoices is the Idea Lab.
This is where you can propose your own solutions to the
problems you think a new law could address. As with
Arizona Bills, you can rate and discuss other Arizona
voters’ proposed policies as well. To get to the Idea Lab,
click “Ideas” in the top left corner of any page on AZ
Voices, or scroll down to the Ideas section of the
homepage to see some ofthe most recentideas

submitted by Arizona voters.

How can I provide my Policy
Idea?

There are a few ways for you to provide your solution. You
can either click “Add Your Idea” in the Idea Lab section of
the AZVoices homepage, orthe “Add Idea” button at
the top ofthe ‘ldea Lab” page. Then, give your policy

idea a title, explain the problem and your solution to that
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problem, decide which subject area your solution falls
under, and click “Add It”Once you do that, your idea will
be up for discussion by other Arizona voters, and itwill be

seen by lawmakers!

What subjects can my policy idea
address?

We encourage you to address at least one of the 13
different subject areas mentioned on the ldea
Submission page. They are: Appropriations; Education;
Finance, Health and Human Services; Natural Resources
and Rural Affairs; Rules; Transportation; Commerce,
Energy and Military; Elections; Government and
Environment; Judiciary; Public Safety; and Senate Ethics.
W hile this is nota requirement, sticking with these issues
will help ensure that the most importanttopics to Arizona

are addressed.

What does it mean to have a “co-
creator” on my policy idea?

W hen you have a co-creator, itmeans that another
Arizona voter has lefta comment on your policy idea that
you strongly agree with. This shows other participants that
your idea already has the support of at least one other
person. Your co-creator is listed on the lIdea Details page

and is indicated in the discussion.

How can | add a co-creator?

To add a co-creator to your policy idea, just click the “Add
Co-Creator™ button next to the name of the voter whose
idea you supported. That person will automatically

become a co-creator.

How can |see other participants’
policy ideas?

The AZVoices homepage and the “ldea Lab” page
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both show the policy ideas submitted on AZ Voices.
From those pages you can click the title ofthe idea to

read more and to rate the idea atthe Idea Details page.

How do I rate another voter’s
policy idea?

Each idea in the Idea Lab can be given a rating —
Neutral (/), I's Okay (one star), ILike It (two stars), ILove
It (three stars). From the “ldea Lab” page, click the idea
title. Once on the Idea Details page, you will be given the

opportunity to rate each policy idea by clicking on the

number of stars on the sliding scale beneath an idea.

What happens when | rate a policy
idea?

W hen you click the number of stars you would like to give
a policy idea, the average rating ofthe idea will change to
reflect your rating. The total number of ratings given will

also change. These numbers will help lawmakers narrow

down the ideas Arizona voters are most in favor of.

How do I comment on another
voter’s policy idea?

You can commenton any idea on the Idea Lab page by
clicking the idea title. Once on the lIdea Details page,
you’llsee a field beneath the idea that says “Add your

thoughts.”Simply click in that field and start typing your

comment, then click “Add Comment.”

What does it mean to comment on
another voter’s policy idea?

By leaving a comment on another voter’s policy idea, you
are essentially joining that conversation. You can refine
an idea, you can dispute it, you can ask the participant
who submitted that idea a question. You can even ask

other commenting participants their thoughts. Your
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comments enrich the dialogue and bring the ideas you’re
commenting on to the attention of Arizona lawmakers in a

different way.

Will lawmakers see my policy
idea?

Every policy idea submitted at AZVoices will be seen
and considered by lawmakers. The more shows of
supportyou get from other participants, the more likely it

is that lawmakers will give your policy idea some serious

thought.

What happens to my policy idea?

As your idea is discussed, the lawmakers who are partof
this conversation will update you in the comments on its
status in the legislature. Keep checking back to see its

progress!

Is there a deadline to submit a
policy idea?

There is no deadline to submit your policy ideas on AZ
Voices. The conversation is open to you and other

Arizona voters 24/7 to share your solutions and make our

state better.

What will 1 be notified of and how
often will 1 be notified?

Every week you will receive an email that updates you on
the activityon AZ Voices. You can turn offthese weekly
emails in the “Preferences”tab of your Profile. You will
also receive an email when AZ Voices site
administrators have an important message for you. You
can turn off these notifications in the “Preferences”tab as
well. You will still be notified of these important m essages
when you visit the site — just look at the bullhorn in the

upper rightcomer of any page.
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How can Ishare AZ VVoices with
my friends on other social
networks?

You have several options. Share buttons are located on
nearly every page of AZVoices. Click the icon for
Facebook, Twitter, Linked In, Google+ or email to post
that page to your friends and followers. Sharing is

importantto growing this online conversation and making
sure everyone has a voice.
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Digital Diversity: Broadband and Indigenous Populations in Alaska

Heather E. Hudson
Institute of Social and Economic Research
University of Alaska Anchorage

“We went from house to house taking care of the sick....We had no phones... but used
the school’s [HF] radio to report [on] our patients. There was no nonsense about
confidentiality.” —Paula Ayunerak, Alaska native health aide in the 1960°’s

Abstract

Alaska Natives comprise several cultural and linguistic groups including Inupiat, Yupik,
Athabascan, Aleut, Tlingit and Haida, organized into some 226 tribes. Approximately two-thirds
of the indigenous population live in more than 200 rural villages, most of which are remote
settlements with fewer than 200 people and no road access.

Since the late 1970’s, all communities with at least 25 permanent residents have had
telephone service, but broadband connectivity remains limited. The major mechanism for
extending Internet access to rural Alaska has been federal universal service funds, specifically
the E-rate program that subsidizes Internet access for schools and libraries, and the Rural Health
program that subsidizes connectivity for rural health clinics and hospitals. Under the federal
Stimulus program, Alaska has also recently received funding for infrastructure to extend
broadband in southwest Alaska, for improved connectivity for rural libraries, and for training and
support for rural public computer centers.

These initiatives primarily support improvements in Internet and broadband availability
for rural Alaska. However, this paper proposes a more rigorous framework including not only
availability, but more broadly access, and also adoption, and examines how these concepts apply
to Alaska natives. The paper also examines other elements of digital diversity, including
innovation in applications and content, ICT entrepreneurship, and participation in
telecommunications policy-m aking.

1. The Alaska Context: Indigenous Populations and Isolated Communities

Alaska is the largest state in the U.S. (571,951 square miles or more than twice the size of
Texas), but with the nation’s lowest population density, of only 1.2 persons per square mile.
Total population now exceeds 710,000, of which 14.8 percent are Alaska natives (nationwide,
indigenous Americans are only one percent of the total U.S. population).1 Alaska natives
include several cultural and linguistic groups including Inupiat, Yupik, Athabascan, Aleut,
Tlingit and Haida, comprising some 226 tribes. Approximately two-thirds of the indigenous
population lives in more than 200 rural villages, most of which are remote settlements with fewer
than 200 people and no road access.



All Alaska communities with at least 25 permanent residents have telephone service as a
result of a state regulatory mandate inthe 1970s. The State also provided $5 million to procure
satellite earth stations for communities that had no phone service.2 In the 1980s, the State
supported a program called LeamAlaska that transmitted a channel of educational film and video
programs to supplement instructional materials in village schools without science labs or
specialized teachers. Radio stations were established in several native communities; they became
part of a statewide public network that now includes 25 stations, sharing the costs and benefits of
a coordinated statewide news, public affairs and satellite distribution system. These initiatives
resulted in what might be called the era of analog diversity or analog inclusion.

In the 1990s, dial-up email and then Internet access to be offered in rural Alaska. With the
introduction of the E-rate subsidy program resulting from the 1996 Telecommunications Act (see
below), rural schools and libraries were able to lease bandwidth so that school students and other
community residents could use their facilities to go online. This was the first major step toward
digital inclusion for rural Alaska native communities.

2. Digital Diversity: Parameters for Alaska

Access and Adoption

Availability of telecommunications from the providers’ perspective can be defined in terms
of houses passed (for wireline technologies such as optical fiber, coaxial cable, and copper) and
coverage for wireless technologies. Availability from a users’ perspective requires a different
lens. FCC data are reported by household: percentage of households with telephones, with
broadband subscriptions, etc. However, availability at local sites such as libraries, community
centers, and schools is also an important indicator for Alaska, especially for broadband. And as
mobile phones and increasingly smartphones and portable devices proliferate, individual or
personal access should also be considered.

However, access involves more than availability. Therefore, an analytical framework for
rural Alaska should include availability, access, and adoption. Factors that could influence
native adoption at the household or personal level include price, availability of computer or other
device, availability of electricity, skills, and perceived relevance of content or services. Adoption
through shared usage at community locations could be influenced by skill levels, availability of
training and/or mentoring, schedule of availability, perceived relevance and value.

Several recent studies have examined broadband adoption and reasons cited for nonadoption
among U.S. residents, with some data disaggregated by various demographic and ethnic criteria
(age, education level, urban/rural, gender, ethnicity, etc.) The Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) carried out a study in 2009 to examine broadband adoption and use; the top
reason given by non-users for not using the Internet was affordability.3The 2010 report
Exploring the D igital Nation by the National Telecommunications and Information
Administration (NTIA), states that “persons with low incomes, seniors, minorities, the less-
educated, non-family households, and the nonemployed tend to lag behind other groups in home
broadband use.” It provides detailed analysis of broadband adoption gaps: for 26 percent of non-
broadband users, the main reason for non-adoption was that home broadband Internet was too



expensive. Among those who did not use the Internet at all, price and perceived relevance were
cited as key considerations.4,5While helpful in increasing our understanding of barriers to
adoption among various groups including minorities, these studies do not have samples of
Alaska natives large enough to provide any valid findings.

Innovation and Entrepreneurship

Yet digital diversity may involve more than use of available content or facilities - it may
include various forms of innovation, for example:
* In adapting content and applications to local conditions;
* In developing new content and applications (involving local languages, cultures,
development priorities, etc.);
* Entrepreneurship: in starting new commercial or public service activities taking
advantage of broadband.

Services Provided for Native Communities

Another element of Alaska digital diversity involves Alaska natives as beneficiaries of
telecommunications-delivered or -supported services, particularly health care and education.
Health care in remote communities is provided by native health aides who rely on
telecommunications for consultation with doctors are regional hospitals and for transmission of
patient data. The telemedicine facilities are also used for training and continuing education.

All Alaska communities with at least 10 students must have schools offering K-12
instruction. Teachers in small schools teach several grades, and teacher turnover is high. Internet
access plus other audiovisual instructional materials are important supplements to classroom
instruction; advanced placement and other courses such as languages are available only online.
Post secondary courses for college credit, training for jobs available in rural Alaska, and
continuing education are also offered online. Thus, these services should be considered as
components of digital diversity, as they are a means of providing services for remote indigenous
communities that would not otherwise be available, and education and training to enhance skills
of native residents.

Participation in the Communications Sector: Policy and Services

An analysis of digital diversity in Alaska should also include the role of Alaska natives in
developing policies for communications services for native populations, and in owning and/or
operating communications carriers and other service providers.

3. Extending Access: Broadband Stimulus Projects for Alaska

In 2009, the U.S. American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (Recovery Act or ARRA)
appropriated $7.2 billion “to begin the process of significantly expanding the reach and quality
of broadband services.” 6 The Recovery Act allocated $2.5 billion for rural infrastructure projects
to the Rural Utilities Service (RUS), which administers these funds through the Broadband
Infrastructure Program (BIP). Alaska received more than $117 million for BIP rural



infrastructure projects. The largest project, TERRA (Terrestrial for Every Region of Rural
Alaska), will provide terrestrial connectivity through an optical fiber hybrid optical fiber and
microwave network to 65 native Yupik villages in Bristol Bay and the Yukon-Kuskokwim
regions, an area the approximate size of North Dakota.

Another project, SABRE (Southwest Alaska Broadband Rural Expansion), is intended to
provide wireless 4th generation (4G) broadband service to southwest Alaska through a
partnership between a telecommunications company and a subsidiary of Sea Lion Corporation,
the Alaska Native Village Corporation for Hooper Bay. A third funded project offers free
satellite equipment and installation plus discounted service to residents who do not have other
options to access broadband.7

The Broadband Telecommunications Opportunities Program (BTOP), established by NTIA
to administer its $4.7 billion allocated under the Recovery Act, has funded two Alaska projects
(in addition to state broadband mapping). OWL (Online with Libraries) will upgrade
connectivity for 65 rural libraries, almost all of which are in indigenous communities. Facilities
will include videoconferencing and webconferencing, so that the libraries can serve as public
computing centers. It will also provide training and support in digital literacy to benefit
community residents without broadband at home such as school students and adults taking online
university and continuing education courses. Beneficiaries are intended to be remote library
users where computer home ownership and Internet subscriptions are lowest, K-12 students to
obtain homework help, adults undertaking university and vocational courses, and public service
agencies serving the rural communities.8

Another project, Bridging the e-Skills Gap in Alaska, will provide computer skills and
broadband awareness training to promote broadband adoption, particularly targeting Alaska
native villages. The project brings together 21 partner organizations throughout rural Alaska to
increase technology literacy. It intends to generate up to 88,000 new broadband users and
providing training to over 84,000 Alaskans, and to create 88 new jobs in isolated, primarily
indigenous, communities. It also plans to create a statewide Multi-Sector Digital Inclusion
Council “as a forum for the discussion and sharing of best practices and the elimination of
redundancy through sharing of partner-developed content.” 9

Additional broadband funding for rural Alaska has been provided by the Rural Utilities
Service (RUS) through the state regulator, the Regulatory Commission of Alaska. RCA’s Rural
Alaska Broadband Internet Access Grant Program is intended to facilitate long-term affordable
broadband Internet services in rural Alaska communities where these services do not currently
exist. Eligible communities must have a population of less than 20,000, a “not-employed rate” of
more than 19.5 percent. Broadband speed is defined as 768 kbps (the old FCC definition) and the
access refers to individual households. Funding is available to telecommunications carriers,
which can receive up to 75 percent of construction costs, and must commit to keeping rates
comparable to those in Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Juneau for at least 2 years.10

All of these projects are intended to increase broadband access and adoption in rural Alaska,
and particularly among Alaska natives. It will be important to evaluate their impact, in terms of



number and demographics of new users, types of usage, and resulting benefits for individuals

and their communities.
4. Universal Service Policies: Increasing Access for Indigenous Populations

Sustainability for providers and affordability for users are typically addressed through
universal service policies. In Alaska, they may be considered two sides of the same coin.
Without federal subsidies, Alaska’s vastness and low population density would make
telecommunications prohibitively costly for rural communities and unattractive for private sector
investment, thus severely limiting the potential for digital diversity.

Alaska has been a major beneficiary ofthe FCC’s universal service programs, both in
absolute funding and in funding per capita:

- Voice Services: From the High Cost Fund, Alaska telecommunications carriers serving
rural areas received $168m in 2009;

- Internetfor Schools and Libraries (E-Rate): Alaska received $25.5m in 2009; $155m
from 1998 through 2009, the highest per capita of any state;

- Rural Telemedicine: Alaska receives the largest amount of any state: $29m in 2009;

. Low Income Subscribers: Lifeline and Linkup: Alaska low income subscribers received
subsidies totaling $24.5m in 2009.11

The FCC has begun the process of reviewing universal service support programs as a key
strategy to implementing the National Broadband Plan, and intends to replace some existing
support funds with a Connect America Fund.12 3The first steps are underway through a series of
FCC Notices of Inquiry (NOIs) and Notices of Proposed Rule-Making (NPRMs)¥on universal
service topics including:

m  High cost operator support mechanisms

m Low income customer support mechanisms (Lifeline and Link-Up programs)

m  Subsidies for schools and libraries (the E-Rate program)

m  Rural Health Care connectivity.

All ofthese are critical to provision of affordable communications, including broadband, to
indigenous residents of rural Alaska.

The E-rate support for schools and libraries was retained in the FCC’s Sixth Report and
Order on Schools and Libraries Universal Service Support Mechanism in September 2010.15
The High Cost Fund component of universal service is currently under review.16 The $168m in
high cost subsidies for Alaska carriers in 2009 has helped to keep prices for telecommunications
services for rural indigenous residents “reasonably comparable” to urban rates, as mandated by
the Telecommunications Act of 1996. Alaska telecommunications carriers, ranging from
statewide operators to small cooperatives and “mom and pop” companies, are strong proponents
of retaining most elements of the existing High Cost Fund, which they perceive as threatened by
the transition to the Connect America Fund. They argue that their customers, many of whom are
native residents of small, isolated communities, would be severely disadvantaged if subsidies for
rural services disappeared.



However, the Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service states that it “supports
deployment and maintenance of broadband services in areas that are now unserved or
underserved, although it remains important to continue support for existing voice networks.” It
also recommends consideration of the extension of universal service support to broadband as part
ofthe broader universal service reform.17

The E-Rate: Support for Community Access in Rural Alaska

The E-rate (short for “education rate™) created by the Telecommunications Act of 1996
provides discounts on a wide variety of telecommunications, Internet access and internal
connections for schools and libraries. The applicable discount rate is based on a school’s
economic need and whether it is located in an urban or rural area. Rural Alaska qualifies for a 90
percent discount; i.e. only 10 percent of connectivity costs must be provided from local or state
sources.1B Approved schools and libraries post their requirements online, where they are open for
competitive bids.

In Alaska, the E-Rate subsidy had brought Internet access to most indigenous village
schools. The schools also have become “anchor tenants,” major long-term customers that can
help to justify infrastructure investments that can be used to serve other village customers.
Despite the small size and isolation of many of the schools and libraries, carriers have competed
in many rural areas of the state for the E-rate support. One of the competitive providers
determined that the school subsidy was critical to its business case to bring broadband to the
villages (primarily by satellite), and subsequently installed broadband wireless to cover the
villages, with price for individual access not to exceed the price in Anchorage, the largest city.19

All Alaska communities with at least 10 students must have schools offering K-12
instruction. Teachers typically cover several grades, and lab facilities are very limited. Students
use the Internet for coursework; they may also take advanced placement classes and foreign
languages online. Community residents use connected library computers to search forjobs and to
participate in training programs and continuing education classes.

Rural Telemedicine

Alaska’s rural health care delivery problems are similar to those faced in many
developing countries. Alaska ranks 48thamong the states in “doctors to residents” ratio, and 65
percent of Alaska physicians are located in Anchorage. There is also an ongoing shortage of
medical specialists. Some 59 percent of Alaskans live in “medically underserved areas,” and
many ofthese are indigenous residents.2 Physicians serving rural indigenous communities are
located at regional hospitals. Health care in native villages is provided by health aides,
community residents with high school or less formal education and six weeks of training in
primary medical care.

Telecommunications has been an integral component of health care delivery for Alaska
natives since the days of HF radio. In the 1970’s, NASA’s ATS-1 experimental satellite showed
that reliable voice communications between village health aides and regional doctors (as opposed
to the often unreliable links via HF) could improve diagnosis and treatment of Alaska natives in



isolated villages, and could also be used for continuing education.2l Today, AFHCAN (the
Alaska Federal Health Care Access Network) connects about 250 sites including links between
more than 150 village clinics and regional hospitals. AFHCAN handles about 22,000 cases per
year, and has documented significant benefits in terms of reduced wait times for consultations,
patient travel savings, and high provider and patient satisfaction.22

The viability of AFHCAN is highly dependent on the FCC’s Rural Health Care fund,
which subsidizes the difference between the price of connectivity in urban vs. rural areas. In
Alaska, because ofthe isolation and dependence on satellite circuits, the subsidy can amount to
90 percent of charges from telecommunications providers.23 As part of its universal service
policies reform, it appears that the FCC intends to retain this subsidy program.24

5. Innovation and Entrepreneurship

Some Alaska entrepreneurial activities that benefit the indigenous economy such as
ecotourism and the Iditarod2 dogsled race from Anchorage to Nome use websites to attract
visitors. Others that offer native handicrafts have used a web presence to extend their reach
beyond tourists who visit their shops in Anchorage or Juneau. For example, Oomingmak Musk
Ox Producers' Co-operative whose members knit clothing from muskox wool (much warmer
than sheep’s wool) states that they have generated significant sales from their website.26

Native Alaskans are also using the Internet to preserve their culture and history. A native
language map first produced at the University of Alaska Fairbanks in the 1970s has now been
updated to included traditional and modem place names, with links to a GIS database. The map
data will be available online so that others may add demographic, scientific, or historical
information about locations on the map. A group of native leaders and volunteers is using the
web to preserve and share materials about the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA)
during the 40thanniversary year of its signing in 2001.27 The Alaska Native Cultural Center also
provides historical and cultural materials on its website.2 The Inuit Circumpolar Conference
includes Inuit in Alaska, the Canadian Arctic, and Siberia, and uses a variety of media to share
cultural materials and to organize its membership to address shared issues such as climate
change, ocean resources, and natural resource exploitation.2

Alaska natives in the far North have also been entrepreneurial in providing
telecommunications services. OTZ, the first native telephone cooperative in the U.S., provides
fixed and wireless voice and data services to the Inupiat regional hub of Kotzebue and ten
Inupiat villages plus the native-owned Red Dog mine in northwest Alaska on the Bering Sea.
The Arctic Slope Telephone Cooperative serves Barrow and seven Inupiat villages on the North
Slope and in the Brooks Range plus the oil pipeline service center of Deadhorse/Prudhoe Bay.
Both received funding to install and upgrade their networks from the Rural Utilities Service. An
RUS-funded stimulus project to provide wireless 4G services in southwest Alaska involves a
partnership between a telecommunications company and a subsidiary of Sea Lion Corporation,
the Alaska Native Village Corporation for Hooper Bay.



6. Involvement in Communications Policy-M aking

The Federal Communications Commission recently established a Native Nations
Broadband Task Force, as part of its implementation process for the National Broadband Plan.
Ofthe nineteen appointed members, two are Alaska natives, from Kawerak, the native
association serving Bering Straits Inupiat communities based in Nome, and from the Tanana
Chiefs Conference based in Fairbanks.3 The FCC has also issued two notices in 2011 on
broadband matters specifically related to native populations and native lands.3L These notices
provide an opportunity for native Alaskans to comment on requirements for broadband and
demographic and geographical conditions that need to be addressed in implementing the Connect
America Fund and other FCC initiatives or rule-makings. However, to take advantage ofthese
opportunities, native representatives will likely require training and mentoring about both the
specific issues and procedures to participate in FCC proceedings.

Funding from NTIA for broadband planning and mapping should also include both
participation and employment opportunities. A recently-established state broadband task force
with members appointed by the governor includes one Alaska native, but more should be added.
The FCC native task force members could be asked to join to provide a bridge between federal
and state activities, as well as more knowledge of native concerns and communications issues.
Alaska native organizations with expertise in field research and community relations should be
involved in the data collection and outreach required for the NTIA projects.

7. Steps to Enhance Digital Diversity in Rural Alaska

The framework proposed in this paper to analyze digital diversity among indigenous
populations in rural Alaska includes several parameters:

e Access: availability and affordability

» Adoption

» Innovation: in applications and content; in providing ICT services

» Beneficiaries: of ICT-delivered or -facilitated services

« Policies that affect access and adoption: e.g. universal service support, broadband
planning

» Participation in policy making.

From Access to Adoption

Several initiatives are underway to extend availability of broadband to Alaska native
villages. Next steps should include verifying broadband map data for rural Alaska and
identifying communities that still do not have broadband available. The current draft map
appears to have inaccuracies for several rural regions. Also, data reported from a telephone
survey conducted by Connected Nation appear to overrepresent computer ownership and
broadband usage in rural Alaska.® A follow-up survey with a larger sample and pretested
questions specifically designed for rural Alaska is required.

Concerning adoption, national data for the US show lower levels of broadband adoption
among lower income, rural, and some minority populations. Among non-adopters, lack of



relevance is cited as main reason for not having broadband at home.33 However, as noted above,
the Alaska samples are not large enough to identify barriers for rural Alaskans or Alaska Natives.
Research is needed in Alaska to increase understanding of reasons for nonadoption, to develop
strategies to encourage adoption, and to identify or develop relevant applications for users with
limited ICT or language skills.

Evaluation

Government investments in infrastructure and support for broadband services are based
on the premise that use of broadband can contribute to goals such as social, cultural, and
economic development, improved or extended delivery of public services, and support for
various sectors and other priorities. Broadband initiatives should therefore be evaluated not only
to determine whether the funds resulted in the intended broadband deployment, but to assess
impacts of increased access on availability and effectiveness of health services, education and
training, government programs and services, and new or increased economic activities.

More than $140 million in Stimulus funds has been awarded to projects intended to
extend broadband and increase Internet and broadband usage in Alaska, primarily in rural
indigenous communities. Stimulus projects are typically intended to create jobs quickly - and to
support projects that are “shovel ready.” Yet these may be no more than short term construction
and installation jobs. Long term employment and economic impact requires more time, an
understanding of the economic needs and goals of the region, and training to impart necessary
ICT skills.

The infrastructure projects, which are in Yupik regions of southwest Alaska, are intended
to increase broadband availability. However, as noted above, adoption by native Alaskans may
depend on additional factors such as price, computer ownership and skills, and perceived
relevance of content. Given the lack of data on barriers to adoption in rural Alaska, a pre-
installation study should be carried out to determine the extent of current Internet use, and
perceived demand as well as concerns that might impact adoption. A strategy could then be
developed to integrate the infrastructure investments from RUS with the skills training and
applications development projects supported by NTIA.

Further, evaluation of these projects would be useful to determine increase in usage,
barriers to usage, and to identify social and economic impacts. These results would be useful for
further broadband planning and analysis for rural Alaska.

Innovation and Participation in Policy-M aking

Alaska natives have begun to use broadband and online tools for cultural preservation, access to
health and education services, and economic development. However, additional training could
help them to develop more applications and content, and to obtain the skills needed for IT jobs in
their communities.

Also, as outlined above, there are also new opportunities for Alaska natives to participate
in broadband and other communications policy and planning activities for Alaska. Proposed
universal service reforms could significantly affect the availability and affordability of



communications services including broadband in rural Alaska. Again, training and mentoring
will be needed to enable a new generation of native leaders to help shape Alaska’s
communications future.
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