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INTRODUCTION


There is no question that the new trend toward free or reduced-cost Wi-Fi is controversial. While the idea of reduced-price, city-wide Wi-Fi sounds appealing to the general public, there are many issues that must be dealt with when establishing the system for the city of Philadelphia. This memorandum will discuss the issues of the digital divide, internet security, and increasing community and business buy-in.
ISSUES

1.
The “digital divide” is an issue that has been plaguing the United States for years. According to Wireless Philadelphia, the “term digital divide is used to describe the gap between those who has access to computers and the internet, and those, who largely for economic reasons, did not (2005).” The argument made by critics of Wireless Philadelphia is that Wi-Fi is not a solution to the digital divide. Those of lower socioeconomic status are less likely to have access to a computer to begin with, especially one that is wireless-capable. They are also less likely to be computer-literate.
2.
Another primary issue is that of internet security. The use of wireless internet increases security risk for both personal and business internet use. In 2006, a Las Vegas computer security exposition revealed vulnerabilities related to Wireless Internet. When a computer is running on open wireless networks, hackers may be able to drop a root kit onto it. This would allow him/her to access sensitive information with the computer. Clearly, this is a large concern when linking an entire city to an open wireless network. (Anonymous, 2006).
3.
A third major issue that critics argue is that the idea that Wi-Fi was partially based on a faulty stakeholder analysis. As Lenard (2005) pointed out, “the focus-group methodology is not a scientific way of gauging stakeholder sentiment or estimating the value of this new service to the City’s citizens (4).” Before any city undertakes such a vast project, more should be done to develop community buy-in and to quell fears of imperfect competition for current businesses. Imperfect competition exists when certain interest groups compete with an advantage to the detriment of other companies (Miliband, 1969).
RECOMMENDATIONS

1.
The digital divide is an issue that must be confronted so that all Philadelphians can be provided with access to the internet. This, of course, requires money. Becca Vargo Daggett (2007) described the Anchor Tenant Model of Public-Private Partnerships as a method for the city to reduce tax-payer responsibility while opening new streams of revenue. This model exists when a privately owned company (e.g. EarthLink) allows a city to become an anchor tenant provided that the city agrees to buy a minimum annual amount of services. The city would also allow the company to use its private assets for which it would be compensated and would also obtain the right to regulate certain aspects of the service such as free-areas or discounted service for those within the city. The city it would not have to finance the development of the network, would not assume responsibility for upkeep and could even share a portion of the revenues accrued from clientele. The city would be able to guarantee a certain amount of users by surveying local businesses and residents to obtain a number of those who plan on using the network ahead of time. This Anchor Tenant Model is an example of Third-Party Government where the government can develop a relationship with a private firm in order “to deliver services and fulfill policy goals (Goldsmith & Eggers, 2004, p. 10).” A second source of revenue could be from advertising on the wireless networks. As clients log-on to the wireless network, it would bring up a homepage that would display help information as well as advertising space that various companies could purchase. (Daggett, 2007).

The revenues accumulated from the public-private partnership as well as the online advertising could then be used to bridge the digital divide. Revenues could be used to purchase more computers and pay for computer-literacy classes for community-centers and under-privileged schools. The revenues could also be used to subsidize the purchase of computers, or to develop a lease or loan program, for low-income households. (Daggett, 2007).
2.
Internet security is also an important issue to deal with when considering the development of a city-wide wireless internet network. There are a few simple solutions that can be used to ensure the safety of those logging on. Misiura (2006) suggests that wireless users take a few simple steps on their own. The first is to keep a clean preferred list, a list of the most recent wireless networks used and then disconnect from the network when leaving. Other recommendations are to enable security on the computer’s router, and enable web-mail security. (Misiura, 2006). Arnoauer (2007) also provided a couple recommendations on how to stay web-safe. One is to “Push a Wi-Fi enabling button on a laptop or any Wi-Fi Protected Setup ready product and then press the matching button on the network hub (Aronauer, 2007, 17).” This would allow your PC onto the network while blocking anyone else trying to hack into your computer. Another method would be to have a central computer as the gatekeeper and have all users signing on enter their computers Personal Identification Number, which would allow actions to be traced back to the user and unwanted guests can be prevented from entering. (Aronauer, 2007).
3.
The solution to the issue of community and business buy-in is to take the initial step to fund a cost-benefit analysis. This analysis would compare the costs to current internet providers to the benefits reaped from the new wireless initiative (i.e. increased tourism, closing the digital divide, increased computer/internet-literacy etc.). It is already known that there are very few costs if the above recommendations are followed but when the results come back showing that the benefits outweigh the costs the city will be better equipped to silence its critics and garner even more community support.
CONCLUSION

By following the three recommendation areas provided, the city of Philadelphia can proceed with its wireless initiative with greater confidence as well as greater community and business buy-in. While there is never a guarantee that a program will be successful this would allow EarthLink, the Philadelphia government, businesses and citizens to feel safer in embarking on the development of the city-wide wireless network.
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