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Wireless in Philadelphia
Summary
Philadelphia, like many other cities in the US, is planning to provide wireless internet access to its citizens, organizations, and businesses. Even though it will not be free of cost, the price for the consumers will be notably cheaper than market costs and there will be special prices for low-income families. The city hopes that with affordable internet, it will attract new businesses and boost the local economy. In addition, the city hopes to close the digital divide between the different economic groups. The city will initiate the project, but the installation, operation and ownership will be in the hand of a third-party provider. Philadelphia’s plan to go wireless has earned praise, but has also drawn a lot of criticism from internet providers, which argue that the government does not have the expertise and technology to succeed.
Government intervention 
Philadelphia sees a need to provide affordable broadband internet to all its citizens. The private market could only reach 45 % of the city’s citizens. Most people without a broadband internet connection came from low-income households. A major complaint is the high service fee the providers charge. Many American cities and areas have only limited options in choosing between different broadband providers. Often phone and broadband services are bundled and not offered as independently.  Wireless internet is not a pure public good since it is excludable and it is not perfectly non-rival in consumption. It is not completely non-rival because the internet connection slows or breaks down if too many people use the hotspot. According to Gruber (2008), most public goods are not completely fulfilling the requirements for being a pure public good. However, wireless internet is very clearly excludable and cannot be recognized as a public good. The question we need to raise is, even though it is not a public good, are there other reasons for the government to intervene? According to Theodolou & Kofinis (2004), the government has the right to intervene when social issues need to be addressed and the market fails to provide an equitable distribution of a resource. 

Recommendation: The city, the public and the politicians should address fast access to the internet under the equality of opportunity principle, which states that society needs to guarantee its citizens equal changes to success (Gruber, 2008). Access to the internet should not depend on income, location, or access to location. Nowadays, internet is crucial for most sectors of public life. Schools, universities, and the government use the internet to educate and inform its citizens. By excluding people from these opportunities, people will miss out enormously in becoming educated and participative citizens. In order to close the digital divide, the city should pursue its plan to provide wireless internet access. In order to make the wireless internet project a success, the city needs to provide computer literacy programs and technology. Since many households do not even own a computer, it is important for the city to establish donation and loan programs.
The city has two possibilities to intervene. It can provide the needed services with the help of network providers or, it could use policies and regulations to bring more options and choices to the internet market (Stivers, 2008).
Security, privacy and health issues

When providing citywide wireless connections, the city faces major security, privacy and possible health issues. Using open hotspots makes the sharing of sensitive information dangerous. Other people can easily log and look into other people’s computer and steal information and data. Even when hotspots are secured by passwords, security glitches can happen easily and become a big burden for the city. Especially, business will be very concerned about data and information theft and the reliability of the system. Another concern is the protection of privacy in wireless systems. Providers such as Earthlink might gather much information on the individual user. ACLU of Northern California addressed this issue when San Francisco was choosing a network partner. ACLU provided a report that revealed how the different providers handle privacy issues. Most broadband providers did not score well on privacy protection (EPIC). A controversial concern is the potential health hazard of wireless technology, or radiofrequency radiation in general. Critics argue that radiation triggers many health problems and even cancer in humans. Even though, there has not been a proof of adverse effects, it cannot be concluded that the technology is completely safe for humans.
Recommendation: The city needs to ensure that a provider is capable of handling a citywide wireless network and its security problems. The city should monitor the provider’s handling of security glitches and the performance of the network. The city needs also to educate users about the potential danger of using a wireless network. The city should establish privacy rights for citizens and create clear policies on privacy issues. Companies should not be allowed to share their user’s information. The users need full control about their stored privacy information. The government needs to monitor and control the provider’s handling of private data and implement privacy rights in the contract (Goldsmith &Eggers, 2004). The city needs to review its current health regulations to assure that they are strong enough, monitor the long time effects of wireless technology, and share the results with the public.
Finding the Right Network Partner

Even though the government is responsible for the project and its initiation, it needs a network partner to take over the installation, operation and ownership of the project. Network partners can provide the technical expertise and resources that the government does not possess (Goldsmith & Eggers, 2004). Choosing the right network partner is a difficult undertaking, especially when the goal congruence is not given. Whereas for the service provider the main goal is profit, the goal for the city is economical and social empowerment of small businesses and underserved citizens. 
Recommendation: Guidelines that proved useful for a partnership between the government and private companies are clear responsibilities, communication about problems and possible solutions, and a good contract that states the partner’s duties and rights. In addition, the city needs to monitor and control that the provider adheres to important policies such a privacy rights (Garson, 2006). It is crucial for a successful project that the provider is capable of handling all technical challenges. The provider needs to be accountable to the city; whereas the city is accountable to the public. The city should monitor if it achieves its goals of empowering small business and underserved citizens. An additional concern will be the economical sustainability and efficiency of the project over time. 
Conclusion 
Philadelphia’s plan to provide wireless internet connection to its citizens at an affordable price is a great idea to take action and lead the city into the future. People need access to the internet; without access, they will lose opportunities of education, information, and participation in society. If the current model of intervention is successful, or if regulations would be a better tactic to achieve, will be evident in the future. 
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