CHAPTER 9
The End of Regulation: 1984 to 1996

"If You Want To Play In Our Revolution,
You Have To Live By Our Rules"

Newt Gingrich
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The Emergence of the Information Society

By the mid 1980s, the RBOCs found themselves dedling directly with the F. C. C., an
organization that had, previously, been solely the responsibility of the nationd A. T. & T.
headquarters. The MFJ  divestiture required that all the local loops had to be open for
interconnection to any long distance provider. The RBOCs were thus required to develop access
charges to their local exchanges outside the traditional A. T. & T. accounting and costing
procedures, and to submit the proposed chargesto the F. C. C. for their approval.

Beginning in 1983, the F. C. C. notified all the long distance providers that it was the agency's
intention to approve a gradual phase-in of residential access charges, starting with a modest $2.00
per residential line, which would eventualy rise to $7.00 per line (F. C. C., "ENFIA", 1983). The
F. C. C.'sannouncement of local access charges confirmed Congress's worse nightmare, namely
that local telephone rates would rise after divestiture.

While the approval for local access chargeswas pendingintheF. C. C., A. T. & T. filed, with
the F. C. C., arequest for a substantial increase in their long distance rates. The request for
increases in long distance rates further confirmed Congress's fears that telephone rates would
substantially increase after the MFJ divestiture ("Washington Post", 1983: A 27).

The other long distance providers objected to both increases, claiming that the local access charges
would be biased in favor of A. T. & T. Since A. T. & T. could negotiate greater discounts with the
local Bells duetoit's large volume of use, the proposed long distance charge increases for A. T.
& T. would be offset by alow access charge. The end result of the negotiation between A. T. & T.
and the local Bells, it was charged, would be aform of rate subsidy for long distance charges that
would only benefit A. T. & T.. The other long distance providers claimed that since they would be
unable to negotiate the same levels of local discounts, they would be left with higher local access
charges, which would be reflected in higher long distance chargesthan A. T. & T., or lower
profits. In the end, it was claimed, the benefits of true market competition would be denied the
average consumer (F. C. C., "Fowler":, 1983).

In order to stop the increase in rates, especialy in the local exchanges, Congress attempted to pass
two billsto deal with the issue.

In 1983, Representative Al Gore of Tennessee introduced a Bill targeted at capping residential
rates. Congress approved the Gore measure, which capped both residential and rural telephone
rates. But the Gore Bill did nothing in terms of addressing the necessity of developing full-costing
procedures for setting either local or long distance rates. Rather than resolving the issue of cross-
subsidy, the bill further complicated the process of deregulation by artificialy blocking the process
of rate increases in order to reflect true operating costs rather than the traditional methods of cross
subsidy support.

Two years later, in 1985, Representative John W. Bryant, Democrat from Texas, introduced a hill
in Congress that would have required that the RBOCs charge new long distance carriers lower
local access chargesthan A. T. & T. TheF. C. C. oppossed the bill, claiming that it favored one
commercial group over another, and, ultimately, would not lead to equal access. Bryant's Bill,
eventualy, failed.

Even before the introduction of the Gore and Bryant Bills, the F. C. C. had decided to try to clarify

the distinctions between separate monopoly services versus competitive services. Several years
before the MFJ, the F. C. C. had held a Computer Inquiry that examined the conditions under
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which A. T. & T. could enter the newly emerging data processing line of business. The MFJ, and
its subsequent separation of the Bell affiliates, made the older Inquiry rulingsirrelevant.

Starting in 1982, the F. C. C. began to examine the new telecommunications landscape, and
determined that A. T. & T. should be alowed to enter the computer services markets. The
reasoning behind the F. C. C.'s ruling was that the MFJ separation was hurting A. T. & T., and
its customers, by restricting access to advanced telecommunications services. Since the market was
now competitive, according to the F. C. C. reasoning, there were no structural reasonswhy A. T.
& T. should be prohibited from entry into advanced telecommunications services (F. C. C.,
"Brief", 1982: 29 - 52)..

The RBOCs, and the other long distance carriers, objected to the F. C. C. position. The other long
distance carriersfelt that A. T. & T.'s sheer size gave them an unfair advantage in competition with
these new types of services. The RBOCs objection, on the other hand, was based on the position
that the lifting of restrictionson A. T. & T. should only be allowed if the various restrictions on the
RBOCs services were a so relinquished (Telecommunications Report, 1985: 40).

While the F. C. C. did not give a great deal of credence to the other long distance carriers
positions, it did support the RBOCs position. The F. C. C. had filed an amicus curiae brief with
Judge Greene, arguing that since competition now existed within the long distance market, the
restrictions against the RBOCs entry into long distance should be removed.

Judge Greene refused to endorse the F. C. C. position, claiming that the RBOCs continued control
of local exchanges would result in areturn to the old monopoly if they were allowed entry into
long distance service. Thus the restrictions against the RBOCs entry into long distance remained in
place (Telecommunications Report, 1985: 40).

By 1986, Senator Bob Dole, Republican from Kansas, had grown weary of the amateur regulatory
process being exercised by both Judge Greene and the Justice Department. With the support of the
RBOCsand A. T. & T., Doleintroduced aBill into Congress that sought to incorporate the MFJ
provisionsinto the F. C. C. 'srules (Telecommunications Report, 1986: 1 - 3).

To Dole, and Congress's, surprise, the lobbyist for the American Newspaper Publishers
Association (ANPA) organized a massive campaign against the Dole Bill. ANPA had achieved its
primary goal under Judge Greene's MFJ, namely a prohibition on A. T. & T.'s entry into
electronic publishing. The previous F. C. C. position concerning lifting the prohibition on both A.
T. & T. and the RBOCs "line-of-business’ services, meant, to ANPA, that the prohibition against
electronic publishing would probably be rescinded by the F. C. C. if the agency had authority over
the MFJ conditions.

ANPA was not prepared to face competition in eectronic publishing from the telephone
companies, and argued, in Congress, that A. T. & T.'s size and national network would give it an
unfair advantage. ANPA was successful in killing the Dole Bill (Telecommunications Report,
1986: 2).

After 1986, Congress found itself unable to effectively mount an effort to reform the
telecommunications industry. The continuing oversight, and rulings, by Judge Greene's court,
coupled to the expanding network of commercia interest groups involved in the debate over
telecommunications reform, drove the debate into a confusing labyrinth of technical and economic
positions based upon different sets of values and lega principles, plus economic models that
seemed to have no relationship with each others findings.
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Trying to locate acommon ground for a new regulatory structure, Congress began the long
process of gathering information from the wide variety of groups interested in telecommunications
reform. Hearings were held, extensive analysis were conducted by O. T. A. and the Commerce
Department, and Bills were introduced that often failed to be passed out of committee. Every major
and minor group, with any level of interest in the policy area, had an opportunity to present their
views. In the end, though, there did not appear to exist a consensus as to what should be done, or
what values should undergird a new form of telecommunications policy. Telecommunications
appeared to be an area that contained no clear direction for the future.

But as a consequence of the failure to develop a new policy, telecommunications development In
the United States slowed, and the 580 million dollar trade surplus the United States had in 1981 in
the international telecommunications market, turned into a 2.6 billion dollar trade deficit (O. T. A.,
1990: 361 - 380).

The main area of contention in reaching a new policy continued to revolve around the restructuring
proposal enacted under Judge Greene's MFJ. Greene had opened al long distance service to
competition, but maintained local access monopolies under the seven RBOCs. This had resulted in
asituation where A. T. & T. found itself in conflict with the entities it formally controlled, the
local Bell divisions.

In essence, the RBOCs, regulated by the PUCs, controlled all call routing within their local areas.
Long distance carriers had to originate and terminate calls through the local telephone lines. At the
same time, the RBOCs were prohibited from offering any long distance service, and required to
allow their local business and residential customers a choice as to which long distance provider
they would use for long distance calls. Thus there was established a symbiotic relationship, similar
to the original arrangement established by Hubbard when the company was founded in the 1870s,
between local and long distance providers, each dependent on the other for what historically had
been seen as atotal telephone package (both local and long distance access). But while the network
relationship was still maintained, each of the network’'s members realized that in the near future the
very real possibility existed that they would become competitors in each other's respective market.
Each of the future competitors, realizing the potential that awaited them when, eventualy, the line-
of-business restrictions were lifted, used their respective positions to block each other's potential
openings.

To the long distance providers and the RBOCs, any concession to the other group might prove
harmful for their future position. Thus neither future competitor would agree to any concessions,
and rather attacked each other's proposals, as a general policy, rather than attempting to develop
future agreements between themselves. In generd, the conflict between the two opponents centered
on costs, and who should pay for the cost of access to each other's markets.

In the world of United States tel ephone regulation, the costing of services had always been based
on two levels. Business use of the system has always been priced at full cost plus, in other words
business service has aways been profitable since it has been allowed to be billed at the full cost of
the service plus an additional level of profit. Residential service, on the other hand, had always
been priced at below cost, in other words residential service in the United States has always been
priced at less than the actual cost of operation, and thus had no level of profit. The difference
between the two levels of costs was recaptured under the business rate, thus businesses subsidized
residential access. Greene’s decision insured that local residential and business access would be
maintained as atotal bundled package, thus maintaining the lower residential rate charge. It was
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exactly over this area where the tel ecommunications debate become mired down in conflict and
disagreement.

The Regional Bell companies believed that they should be allowed to offer both local and long
distance service, and, in essence, recreate the combined corporate structure in place before Judge
Greene’s MFJ. The long distance providerssuchasA. T. & T., M. C. I., and Sprint, argued that
this would give the RBOCs an unfair economic advantage since they already had all the loca
business and residential customers. The argument continued that since the local Bells had the local
customer base to begin with, allowing them to offer long distance service would mean that people
would drop the long distance providers, and stay with the single package offered by the Bell
companies, thus driving the long distance companies out of business. The long distance companies
believed the only way that deregulation could be accomplished was if they were also allowed to
offer local service, thusleveling the playing field.

The Bell companies countered this argument by claiming that al the long distance providers wanted
was access to their local business customers, since that was the only potential area of profit, and, if

the long distance companies were allowed into the local markets, the Bell companies would be |eft
with only the residential customers. The end result would be lower rates for business, higher rates
for residential, and the Bell companies would lose their only source of profit. In both cases, local

and long distance providers were reluctant to invest in amajor capital upgrade of the total system

until the issue of access was resolved (Stowe, 1995).

Compounding the problem was the fact that the avail able economic data tended to be inconclusive
and vaguein it' simplications.

Long term long distance rates had historically fallen rather than rising, and this was the case before
the MFJ, and since Judge Greene’ s ruling. Consumer use of the local systems, especially by low
income groups, did not decrease after the MFJ, and actualy increased. (Schroeder, 1994)
Additional studies showed that increases in local rates were offset by decreases in long distance
charges, resulting in atotal lower bill, and an increase in telephone use. ( Perl and Taylor, 1991;
Belifante and Tarcliff, 1993).

The end result was that policy makers were left with little or no guidance in determining the
potential impact that would occur if the local exchanges were open to competition. At the same
time, political lines had been drawn between those groups favoring the maintenance of low
residential rates plus universal access, and other groups favoring a free competitive market
approach which would accel erate the capitalization needed to upgrade the entire infrastructure and
lead to an advanced telecommunications network. Faced with inconclusive data, and a potentially
volatile political issue, the policy machinery of the federal government found itself also polarized,
and offering contradictory approaches to resolving the issue. 66

66 Adding to the Congressional frustration over the industry's contradictory messages concerning telecommunications
reform, was the generally negative experience of both |egislative and executive department's related to telecommunications
and automation, within their own bodies, during the 70s and 80s. Many of the Congressional leaders had personal
experience dealing with the entrenched computer and telecommunications specialists within the Federal government. Often
Congressional and Executive attempts at developing a new Federal telecommunications network had resulted in conflicting
and contradictory results. Their frustrations were voiced in 1984 with the release of the Grace Commissions
recommendations. Peter Grace, who had handled the Commissions work, emphasized the increasing reliance of government
on information technology.

"Over three quarters of the federal government's white-collar work force isinvolved in the processing of
information--from mailing Social Security payments to processing tax returns.... The federa
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While Congress was experiencing frustrations over developing a new telecommunications regime,
other proponents of an improved tel ecommunications society were advocating an upgrade and
expansion of telecommunications for a completely new agenda. Theinitial step in this new policy
direction originated on the Republican side of the policy debate.

The growth of transborder data flows and international trade in information services, had touched
politically sensitive nerves over the issues of national sovereignty and independence. As aresullt,
International institutions and agreements, like the International Telecommunications Union (ITU),
the Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), and the General Agreement
on Tariffsand Trade (GATT), were all being modified to deal with "aworld economy that is more
and more driven by flows of information.” (Feketekuty and Aronson, 1984: 63.)

The United States' response to these international developments seemed woefully inadequate.
While Europe was pursuing an extensive effort in the area of telecommunications development,
and the Japanese were beginning to create a nationwide broadband network, the United States
remained mired in court rulings, disputes between the Federal and State governments, and
Congressiona hearings that produced little consensus on the future.

While the telecommunication debate had been almost continuous since 1982, and full of futuristic
visions coupled to corporate accusations of unfair advantage, the modernization of the
telecommunications network within the United States continued at a very slow pace. It was
estimated, by the early 1990s, that at the then current rate of deployment, it would take between
forty and fifty years before the United States had a broadband fiber based network in place similar
to the European system which was to be completed by the end of 1997, and the Japanese system
scheduled to be operational by 2005 (Johnson, 1992).

government is the single largest user of data processing systemsin the world." (Grace, November 22,
1984: 1B)

But the findings of the Commission were that the Federal government's computer and telecommunications systems were
obsolete, incompatible, and duplications of other existing systems. As aresult. the Grace Commission concluded, Federal
managers were working with "woefully inadequate” systems, and often faulty information (Grace, January-March 1987: 70)
The Commission's lists of problem agencies included the Internal Revenue Service, the Social Security Administration, the
Census Bureau, the Immigration and Naturalization Service, the Patent Office, and officesin the Army and the Navy. Even
the General Accounting Office officials, testifying to Congress in 1989, concurred with the Commission's conclusions:

"The government spends about $20 billion each year on information technology and management, but |
would be hard-pressed to identify asingle ... systems development project that could be used as a model."
(Purnell, 1989: B-5)

Both the Executive and Legislative Branches of government had experienced the problems associated with
telecommunications. The Carter and Reagan White Houses had attempted to upgrade their systems, but the internal
engineering culture of improving routine office procedures, rather than developing information support systems, led both
Administrations to abandon their efforts (Hinckley, 1986:125-140). Congressional efforts were also not very effective,
and had resulted in both the House and Senate installing separate networks to provide access to electronic mail and
Congressional Research Services. (Heginbotham, 1987: 154). The end result was that the executive and legislative
branches networks were kept separate from each other, and could not share information. (Frantzich, 1982: 234). The
general Congressional perception that developed was that while high technology telecommunications systems were
possible, and of obvious value, the development of such systems was being impeded by an engineering and technical
culture more interested in protecting their own turf rather than improving access.
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United States Secretary of State George Schultz, in the mid 1980s, had begun to advocate a newer
understanding of the developing impact of technology on the emerging world order.

Shultz realized that the newly developing policies in Europe and Asiarepresented the potential for a
new type of power to develop within the world order. To Schultz, telecommunications married to
computer science was creating a smaller and more interconnected world. While this world might be
more interdependent, it also could prove to be more turbulent. The technological base of nations
and regions were beginning to change under the pressure of global economics, and these changes
would challenge national sovereignty, while affecting the very roles of government within society.
But to Schultz, this newly emerging world system offered an opportunity for the United States to
advance capitalism coupled to a new sense of a democratic society.

"The more they (the communists) try to stifle these technologies, the more they are
likely to fall behind in this movement from the industrial to the information age; but
the more they permit these new technologies, the more they risk their monopoly of
control over information and communication.” (Shultz, 1986: 28).

Schultz's position on the development of international telecommunications had an ally in the
Democratically controlled Congress. His name was Albert Gore. 67

After the Dole Bill defeat in 1986, Congress attempted to persuade the telecommunications industry
to upgrade the system by use of financial incentives. One of the first such efforts was a hill
introduced in 1988 by Senator Albert Gore of Tennessee, and Congressman Rick Boucher of
Virginia ("Roanoke Times", 1996: Al). The joint bill sought to encourage telephone company
efforts at rewiring the existing telecommunications grid. Under the terms of the Gore/Boucher hill,
telephone companies would have been allowed to offer cable televison services as a way of
encouraging the companies to install both fiber-optic and coaxial cables into the existing
telecommunications grid. While the bill itself did not pass, it was only a harbinger of what Gore
had in mind for the future.

While in the House, Gore had been a member of the House Committees on science and
technology, and on energy and commerce. In addition to his Committee appointments, he was also
chairman of the Congressional Clearinghouse of the Future. Gore also chaired the Investigations
and Oversight Subcommittee on the Science Committee, and led investigations into advance
technology, especially the devel opment of super-computer technology.

67 Al Gore was elected to represent Tennessee's Fourth Congressional District when he was twenty-eight years old. His
father, Albert Gore senior, had represented the Fourth District area for thirty-eight years, being first elected to serve in
Congress in 1938, and in 1952 elected to the United States Senate. While the senior Gore had a distinguished record, in
1970 he was defeated for his reelection bid by Republican Bill Brock, who accused the senior Gore of being "too liberal for
Tennessee". Deeply hurt by the election defeat, the Gores returned to their home in Smith County, Tennessee (Hillin, 1992:
11 - 23). Al Gore had grown up in Washington, D. C., and had been involved in politics since the earliest days of his youth.
In 1976, Gore announced his candidacy for the Fourth District Congressional seat. A Vietnam Veteran, and a graduate of
Harvard, he ran a successful race, and reclaimed the seat originally held by his father (Hillin, 1992: 100 - 103). Gore's
entrance into Congress was aided by his name and his father's close connections, and he was generally seen as one of the
Democratic Party's most promising young leaders. But Gore also had a personal agenda, and that related to his father. The
senior Gore had been involved in the development of the 1955 legislation that created the United States Interstate Highway
system. It was alandmark piece of national legislation, and the younger Gore sought to recreate the national impact that his
father's work had on the nation (Hillin, 1992: 173). Gore was a man in search of an issue.
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In 1984 he was el ected to the United States Senate, and took the seat formerly held by his father
for eighteen years. In the Senate he served on the Governmental Affairs Committee, the
Commerce, Science and Transportation Committee, and the Rules Committee (Hillin, 1992: 115 -
119).

Gore'sinterest in high technology, especialy communications technology, had led to several
investigations into satellite technology. In January, 1989, recognizing his expertise in high
technology, he was appointed as Chairman of the Senate's Science Space and Technology
Subcommittee of the Commerce, Science and Transportation Committee. Heimmediately stated his
intentions as Chairman:

"I plan to focus the sub-committee on new technologies that will benefit U. S.
competitors throughout the world" (Hillin, 1992: 159).

He translated his priorities into focusing on America's leadership in super computer technol ogy,
and developing a concept for marrying computer technology and telecommunications. He called his
new vision the "Information Superhighway".

The Information Superhighway that Gore envisioned was an open, seamless network, that
connected individuals, across the country, through an advanced, government subsidized system. It
was aform of public "common space”, that would encourage dialogue and research, and would be
open to everyone who had access to a telephone line.

In order to create the "Information Superhighway" Gore concentrated on the development of the
Internet. The Internet was the successor to ARPnet, a Department of Defense devel oped broadband
telecommunications network that linked both research centers and universities across the United
States, and was under the coordination of the National Science Foundation.

In 1991, Congress approved a bill, sponsored by Gore, called the High Performance Computing
Act of 1991. The Act was aimed at upgrading the Internet lines with fiber-optic capacity to 3
gigabits per second, a sixty fold increase in the systems existing capacity (Karraker, 1991: 4-9).
The act al'so sought to improve the usage of the network by creating the National Research and
Education Network (N. R. E. N.)

The following year, 1992, Gore introduced the "Information Infrastructure and Technology Act of
1992," which promoted the development of Internet accessin K-12 schools, libraries, health care
facilities, and industries - specifically manufacturing. But Gore'svision of a new information
society built around an el ectronic public commons, was not the only vision being advanced within
the telecommunications arena at the Federal level (Hillin, 1992: 157 - 175).

While the Internet had been originally designed for public, and non-commercial purposes,
increasing pressure from the telecommunications industry was directed toward it's commercia
possibilities. In 1990, I. B. M., M. C. |., and Merit Network formed ajoint venture to work with
the National Science Foundation in developing Internet use for commercial purposes. Under the
agreement, the new company, Advanced Network and Services, ANS, would instal new
upgraded lines in key target commercial areas, and provide upgrade connections to commercial
groups seeking to use the Internet. It was the first step toward creating a"Commercial Internet”.
The end goal of the effort was to construct an end-to-end Integrated Services Digital Network,
ISDN, based on worldwide standards and protocols.
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This commercial development of the Internet occurred while policy makers were beginning to hear
warnings on the possible problems that might arise from such commercial development of the
Internet and other advanced telecommunications systems. A particularly influential person in this
area was Harvard political economist Robert Reich, who advanced a vision of a growing gap
between the new information elites and the general masses.

"Of course, wedthier Americans have been withdrawing into their own
neighborhoods and clubs for generations. But the new secession is more dramatic
because the highest earners now inhabit a different economy from other Americans.
The new dliteislinked by jet, modem, fax, satellite and fiber-optic cable to the great
commercia and recreational centers of the world, but it is not particularly connected
to therest of the nation. That is because the work this group does is becoming less
tied to the activities of other Americans. Most of their jobs consist of analyzing and
manipulating symbols--words, numbers or visual images. Among the most
prominent of these "symbol analysts’ are management consultants, lawyers,
software and design engineers, research scientists, corporate executives, financial
advisers, dtrategic planners, advertisng executives, televison and movie
producers, and other workers whose jobs titles include terms like "strategy,”
"planning,” "consultant,” "policy," "resources’ or "engineer." (Reich, 1991: 42)

Under Reich's vision, there was a growing gap between the people involved in "Symbol
Analysis’, and the local service workers, whose jobs were dependent on the analysts. He saw this
segregation as presenting afundamental challenge to America.

"The stark political challenge in the decades ahead will be to reaffirm that, even
though Americais no longer a separate and distinct economy [from the rest of the
world, ] it is sill a society whose members have abiding obligations to one
another.” (Reich, 1991 45)

By the early 1990s, the telecommuni cations debate within Congress was beginning to shift away
from solely a discussion over competitive advantage between telecommunications companies. A
new perspective seemed to be developing, one focused on the economic possibilities that a high
technology society could achieve in the future, but also full of warnings about the creation of atwo
tiered society divided between the haves and the have nots.

This new focus offered Congress the opportunity of redirecting the issue into a new frame of
reference, and a possible new set of options for resolving the issue. But before the policy debatein

Congress could be brought to bear on this new vision, several problems in the domestic and
international communities would have to be resolved.

THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF THE INFORMATION SOCIETY
THE EXTERNAL POLITICAL FRAMEWORK
In 1992, William Jefferson Clinton, Democratic Governor of Arkansas, became the Democratic

Candidate for President of the United States. Clinton selected Senator Albert Gore of Tennessee to
be his Vice-Presidentia running mate, and appointed Robert Reich as his chief economic advisor.
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Almost immediately, the future "Information Superhighway" became a central part of Clinton's
€lection campaign themes. 68

The 1992 Clinton/Bush Presidential Campaign offered the American public atrue choice between
two very distinct visions of national leadership.

On the one hand, George Bush failed to recognize the changes that had occurred in the political
environment of the country during the four years that he had served as President. Standing on a
platform that emphasized his foreign policy successes in the Gulf War and Panama, plus cuts in the
nuclear arsenals of the United States and the defunct Soviet Union, Bush's domestic campaign
policies and economic development programs were woefully underdevel oped.

The 1981 tax cut, and the subsequent decisions to not reduce domestic spending while increasing
spending on national defense, had permanently unbalanced the national budget, leading to major
deficits. By 1992 the United States debt had reached four trillion dollars. In addition, by 1992, the
United States was in a recession, and unemployment, by April, had reached 7.5 percent - the
highest unemployment rate since August, 1984 (Hitchings, 1992: 423).

The amost continuous news stories and political speeches concerning the deficit, coupled with dire
predictions of future economic disaster for the United States because of the deficit, were
compounded by news stories of major corporations downsizing their workforce. Acerbating the
public perception of economic decline was the fact that many of the jobs that were being lost due to
downsizing where white collar jobs, and the white collar job loss was attributed to a major
structural change in the American economy. In general, the American public felt insecure about
their financial future, and saw the national economy asfailing (Gallup, 1992).

Bush's response to domestic issues was to concentrate on the moral values theme that had been so
successful for him in his 1988 campaign. But in 1992 Americans were not interested in moral
values, and they felt that Bush was failing in protecting their economic viability. In 1992,
American voters would vote their pocketbooks, not their Christian values (Toner, 1991: A1)

Clinton, on the other hand, recognized that the economy was the central issue of the campaign.
Focusing on Bush's weaknesses, Clinton criticized Bush's economic plans, and exploited general
fears about the rising deficit. But unlike Bush, Clinton presented a vision of a newly emerging
economic order for the United States.

Under the Clinton plan, the country's economic problems would be resolved as we developed a
high technology based economy staffed by a highly educated workforce. Lifting, almost verbatim,
from either the French or the Japanese technological development programs, Clinton proposed
solving the American economic problems by coupling deregulation and economic opportunity to
advanced science and technology. Where George Bush offered no solution for the citizen's
economic concerns other than "toughing-it-out”, Clinton offered a new country in the economic
sunshine built on the wonders of scientific development (Pomper, 1993).

Both the Reagan and Bush Administrations had recognized the need to strengthen the United States
position in international telecommunications competition, and had been encouraging this
development through their programs of deregulation and GATT negotiations. But both

68 Many of the issues related to information technology and the future American society were contained in Clinton's "New
Covenant" theme in which he linked economic opportunity to personal responsibility as a new form of social contract.
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Administrations were wary of the government intervening too much in this development, and in
essence, creating a national industrial policy.

The Clinton campaign, along with the Democratically controlled Congress, were more willing to
use the federa government to promote the domestic and international aspects of
telecommuni cations competition. Clinton's group, especially Al Gore, proposed advancing federal
funds for both the physical upgrade of the telecommunications network, and subsidized individual
access to the advanced capabilities of the new technology (Congressional Quarterly, 12/12/93).

For the next twelve months, the media airwaves were saturated with the Clinton/Gore vision of a
new information society, one in which the United States would gain an unprecedented position
within the global economy by relying on ahighly educated workforce interacting over an advanced
computerized telecommunications network. The network would eventually merge all forms of
communications into a single system, and would be accessible, through low rates, to every home
and business in the United States. While broad on vision, the new policy was very short on
details.

Eventually Clinton won the election, and after the election, and Clinton's ascendancy to the office
of President, the "Information Superhighway" program became one of the priorities within the
White House.

The Clinton administration’s policy initiative in the area of information technology outlined five
genera goals:

* Encourage private investment.

* Provide and protect competition.

* Provide open access to upgraded systems and networks.

* Take action to avoid creating a society of information “haves’ and “have nots’.
* Encourage flexible and responsive government action.”

(Gore, 1994)

In order to accomplish the above goals, the Administration proposed that Congress pass severa
laws that would strengthen both Presidential authority, and the authority of the F. C. C. to regulate
the telecommunications industry.

At the Presidentia level, there would be created in the Executive Office of the President an Office
of Telecommunication Policy. This office would not only advise the President on future policy, but
also would be the designated arbitrator between the F. C. C. and the State PUCs, plus the various
commercia groups.

Interms of the F. C. C., their authority would be substantially increased. The F. C. C. would be
charged with reducing both federal and state regulations affecting long distance carrier's entry into
the local exchanges. In order to ensure competition within the local exchanges, though, the F. C.
C. could bar both the RBOCs and the long distance companies from any acquisition of alocal
cable television company, if, in the estimate of the F. C. C. staff, that acquisition would lead to the
creation of alocal exchange monopoly. In addition, the F. C. C. would set the technical standards
for the interstate and intrastate systems, and all interconnections to the systems, plus police the
required local system upgrades.

323



All the telecommunications companies would be offered a choice of continuing to operate within a
split system of regulation controlled by both the Federal government and the PUCs, or a new
regulatory framework called Title VII.

Under Title VII, the telecommunication providers would operate in both long distance and local
exchanges under the exclusive control of the F. C. C. . The authority of the State PUCs, for
companies choosing to operate under Title VII, would be nullified, and federal control would
dominate. In return for being free of State control, the telecommunications providers operating
under Title VII would be required to offer guaranteed access to all users on a non-discriminatory
basis, and rate subsidization for local residential users. In addition, under Title VI, the restriction
on foreign ownership of telecommunications systems would be repealed, and all public utility
companies would be allowed entry into the telecommunications sector. (Digital Media, 1994)

The Title VII Program sought to balance traditional elements of public service liberalism in the
telecommunications industry, such asresidential rate subsidies and non-discriminatory access,
against free market principles of reduced government regulation and organic industry competition.
In essence, the Title VII proposal was a compromise between traditional consumer protection and
public interest/safety concepts, and the promotion of traditional laissez faire capitalism concepts of
industrial development.

Previous to the unveiling of the Clinton/Gore Title VII program, in 1994, both the House and
Senate, during the 1993 Congressional session, held hearings to examine the issue of the RBOCs
entry restrictions into the long distance markets, and the potential for cross-ownership of both
telephone and local cable television companies. The various hearings led to the drafting of several
pieces of |egidation which were targeted for the 1994 Congressional session.

In the House, John Dingell, Chairman of the Energy and Commerce Committee, and Jack Brooks,
Chairman of the Judiciary Committee, developed a bill that would gradually ease the long distance
and manufacturing restrictions on the RBOCs (HR 3626). Under the Dingell/Brooks bill, the F. C.
C. and the Justice Department would review the RBOCs requests for long distance service entry,
and were given final, and exclusive, authority over certifying the RBOCs access to the long
distance exchanges.

Also, in the House, Edward Markey of Massachusetts and Rick Boucher of Virginia, introduced a
bill that would have repealed the cross-ownership restrictions on telephone and cable television
companies, but would have placed restrictions on such ownership to prevent the RBOCs from
becoming the sole providers of combined servicesin alocal service area (HR 3636).

In the Senate, Danid Inouye of Hawaii, and John Danforth, Chairman of the Energy and
Commerce Committee, introduced legislation that would have required the RBOCsto provide the
long distance companies with equal accessto al local exchanges, and, at the same time, remove the
prohibition against cross-ownership of cable television and telephone companies (S. 1086).

The Dingells/Brooks bill favored the RBOCs by allowing them into the long distance exchanges,
while the Inouye/Danforth bill favored the long distance companies by allowing them into the local
exchanges. The Markey/Boucher bill further complicated the issue by setting-up a series of
checklist requirements, controlled by the F. C. C. and the Justice Department, which would have
allowed for cross-ownership of telephone and cable televison companies, while the
Dingells/Brooks bill was less restrictive on allowing cross-ownership. Both the House and Senate
bills, also, seemed to imply adirect reduction in the rights of State PUCs to regulate the industry
within their home states.
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While the various Committees were at work developing bills to deal with issues of local access and
cross-ownership, Vice President Gore was advancing the Administration's Information
Superhighway program in both Houses.

Under Gore's influence, the House introduced, and passed, abill (HR 1757) that authorized one
billion dollars, from 1994 to 1998, to be spent on completing the devel opment of anational grid of
broadband data networks. In addition, the bill approved funds for advanced research and
development efforts, and subsidized costs for linking schools, libraries, health care facilities, and
government agencies into the network. The House also passed another bill, HR 820, that
authorized grants and loans from the Commerce Department and the National Science Foundation,
to help small and medium-sized businesses to develop Internet access, thus encouraging
competition in the global telecommunications markets.

In the Senate, the Senate began to draft abill, S. 4, that combined the information access programs
developed in the two House bills, into a single bill. The Senate Bill, caled the "Nationa
Competitiveness Act”, only authorized $380 million dollars over two years for upgrading the
communications grid, and limited the low cost business |loan program to two billion dollars over
two years

While Vice-President Gore was given the Administration's charge of overseeing the proposed
legidative creation of the information Initative, the key point man on the telecommunications bills
was actually Senator Fritz Hollings, Democrat from South Carolina.

Senator Hollings had been appointed, in 1993, Chairman of the Senate Commerce Committee, the
Committee in which the differences in both the House and Senate initiatives would, eventually,
have to be reconciled. Hollings, almost immediately after assuming the Chairmanship, expanded
the scope of the information initative, and opened hearings on a complete rewrite of the 1934
Communications Act.

For the next two years, the Hollings' effort led to a series of hearings in which both the vision of a
new information society struggled for attention against the pragmatic problems of working under
the existing MFJ limitations.

In what can only be considered a major managerial blunder, the Hollings hearings, under public
interest principles, were opened to any group wishing to present their views on
telecommunications reform. Immediately the Committee heard from not only the telephone
interests, but also media giants, newspapers, cable companies, consumer groups, electronic
visionaries, educators, public librarians, and awide range of groups both formally and informally
organized.

The Hearings expanded the nature of issues under consideration. What had previously been an area
focused on the issues of the telephone industry and the development of an information access
network, now became splintered. Groups, which previously had a marginal interest in the various
proposals, now saw an opportunity to deal with both industrial issues of government regulation
affecting other areas of telecommunications, and social welfare issues grounded on principles of
economic equity and access. Foreign ownership of television stations, relaxation of cable television
rate caps, limits on television and radio station ownership, mergers of different media formats and
companies, were just afew of the issues that were raised in the hearings. In addition, the issue of
Federal preemption over State's rights, in terms of regulation, came into play, and was coupled to
consumer fears over the loss of rate subsidizes and caps for both telephone and cable television
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rates, and the consolidation of the telecommunications industry into a handful of dominant
companies.

During the hearings it became obvious that Hollings, and the Democratic majority of the Senate
Committee, were stressing concepts of universal access and equitable service over free market
competition and commercialization. The Hollings position was further supported by the public
interest groups and consumer groups, who argued that the need for an extensive broadband
network into each home, subsidized for universal access, was the only way to avoid developing
the two tiered information society outlined by Robert Reich (U. S. News and World Report, 1994)

"The Alliance for Public Technology urges you to include two new elementsin
telecommunications legislation: a goal and a checkpoint . . . The goal should be
switched broadband to the home .. . The full benefits of the NIl cannot be
achieved if some people only have access in institutions while others have it in their
homes. Our nation stands, with Robert Frost, at a diverging path. Down one road
lies anation divided by education, income, and social contact-that is, a nation
divided according to who has and who does not have access to the NIl in the home.
Down the other lies a nation of greater equality and continuing economic growth.
Establishing the right goal takes us one step down the second, more desirable
road.".
(Hadden, 1994)

Hollings indicated that it was his intention to use the Danforth/Inouye Bill as the vehicle for a
complete rewrite of the 1934 Communications Act, and merging the provisions of both the
Dingell/Brooks hill, and the Markey/Boucher bill into the rewrite.

The Hollings Committee majority tended to reduce the role of the State PUCs in order to curtail
blocking of loca exchange access by the RBOCs, and vested exclusive authority over
telecommunications within the F. C. C.., especially in determining the conditions for providing
universal service and local access. While the Committee's recommendations tended to support the
position of the long distance carriersin terms of setting strict requirements for the RBOCs entry
into long distance exchanges, the recommendations did not directly address the underlying conflict
between the RBOCs and the long distance carriers in terms of establishing the costing formulas for
gaining access to the local exchanges. Rather, the Hollings recommendations tended to leave the
ultimate decision over costs for access, and the traditional role of the State PUCs setting rate
subsidies for local residential access, withthe F. C. C. (Digital Media, 1994).

The Hollings Committee recommendations, in many ways, presented a smilar baance to the
deregulation process found in the Clinton/Gore Title VII proposal. The Committee's
recommendations concerning universal access and service, plusits restrictions on the RBOCs entry
into other lines of business, and the continuation of rate subsidies, mirrored the Administration's
general policy philosophy in terms of telecommunications devel opment. While the final authority
over both rate caps and market entry restrictions were placed in the F. C. C., the restricting of State
government influence ensured that the emerging market would follow a national process of
transition in which equity of access would be maintained.

Thefinal draft bill (S 1822) submitted for the Committee consideration, was over 350 pages long,
and covered every aspect of the telecommunications industry. The Bill was heavily weighted
toward the continuation of the concepts of universal service and access instead of free market
competition.
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The Bill received lukewarm support from the telecommunications industry. The cable television
companies were concerned that the RBOCs would eventually control the local cable industry, while
still being able to maintain their local exchange monopoly access. The RBOCs, on the other hand,
felt that the Bill did not go far enough in opening competition for them into the long distance
markets. The long distance providers welcomed the local exchange access, but wanted stricter
restrictions on the RBOCs entry into long distance service, especialy stiffer Department of Justice
oversight on anti-trust issues.

While the telecommunications industry had its concerns, the consumer groups also expressed
reservations over the media and cable television industry being consolidated into a handful of
media giants, and reservations over increasing costs for both cable services and tel ephone access.
(Digita Media, 1994).

The State PUCs and NARUC vehemently oppossed the removal of their authority to oversee entry
and rates in the local exchanges, and threatened to challenge the Bill, if it was passed into law, in
the Federal Courts as a violation of their Tenth Amendment Rights. Inside the Senate, Bob
Packwood, Republican from Oregon, and John McCain, Republican from Arizona, persuaded the
Minority Leader, Bob Dole of Kansas, that the Bill was not encouraging competition, and placed
too many restrictions on the RBOCs ability to enter the long distance markets. Dole informed the
Committee that the Republican minority would oppose the Bill if it came to afloor vote in the
Senate (Lightwave, April, 1995).

With consumer groups and the industry expressing reservations about the Bill, coupled to
Republican Senate opposition and athreat of a Constitutional lawsuit from the States, Hollings was
only able to obtain an 18 to 2 bipartisan vote in favor of opening telecommunications markets to
competition. In the end, he was unable to gain enough support to have the proposed bill voted out
of Committee and be considered by the whole Senate.

The failure to gain support for a Senate floor vote forced the Senate Democratic leadership to
decideto table all further work on the Bill until after the 1994 Congressional elections, and to try to
draft more acceptable |egidation the next Congressional term, starting in January, 1995.

By the end of the 1994 Congressional session, the RBOCs realized that competition was going to
eventually occur in the local exchanges, and that a continuing direct battle with the long distance
providers would only make the final resolution more unacceptable. Taking alesson from Theodore
Vail, the RBOCs opted for flexibility in their position.

"As| seeit, there are four unavoidable facts that will define the future of our
industry:

-Fact: Public policy makers -- both state and federal -- are intent on opening the
local loop for competition as fast as possible.

-Fact: Customer requirements don't fit neatly in today's industry definitions.
Rather, customers are clamoring for the benefits that only an openly competitive
marketplace can bring -- not just in telecommunications, but also in video.

-Fact: We have to remake our companies from the inside out to develop the

qualities of speed, innovation, customer orientation, and a focus on growth that will
be required in a competitive environment.
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-Fact: Thisisa"rising tide" industry -- but only if we agree to work for a public
policy framework that gives us access to new market opportunities and incentives
for investing in the information superhighway.

It is now beyond dispute that policy makers -- from Congress to the federa
regulatory agenciesto the state commissions -- have concluded that the public
interest will best be served by competition in every aspect of communications,
including local exchange . . . Despite the superb value and quality of the service we
provide our customers -- or maybe | should say because of it -- Americans do not
understand the risks that industry restructuring poses to the pricing structures and
universal service obligations that we operate by . . . But thefact is, "monopoly"” isa
word that Americans simply do not like -- and they don't have much patience with
complicated explanations about "cream skimming” and "bypass.” . . . I'm not
suggesting we stop making these explanations just because they're hard. But | am
suggesting that we as an industry accept the fact that the intent of public policy will
not be satisfied until the average American can choose between two or more
providers of local telephone service. . . If we are perceived to be standing in the
way of competition just to maintain our monopoly franchises, we will be dismissed
as obstructionist and forced to open our markets under the most disadvantageous
conditions possible. But if we accept the inevitability of competition and act as
responsible spokespersons for the American consumer, then we can establish
conditions that will allow usto compete on alevel playing field and have a shot at
the new and emerging market opportunities that are absolutely essential to our
future.

That said, let me offer afew principles as a starting point for 1995: . . . Therefore,
barriersto entry in local telephone, long distance, and cable markets should be lifted
simultaneously and competitors should operate on more or less equal terms and
conditions. . . . We need a new definition of universal service that spreads the costs
of providing subsidies across the whole spectrum of service providers. ... New
business opportunities must be codified by removing the constraints of the MFJ and
the cable cross-ownership ban. . .. Regulation should be a competitively neutral
framework that provides a safety net on such vital public issues as interoperability,
quality, and universal service." (Smith, 1994)

The RBOCs were prepared "to deal”, in the next Congress, and accept less if necessary. But the
1994 Congressional elections were developing into a complete surprise for both political parties,
and the telecommunications industry.

Clinton's successful defeat of George Bush in the 1992 Presidential election was seen, inside the
Republican Party, as amajor political setback. 69

The Republican Party had been able to gain control of the White House, since the end of World
War 11, seven times, and from 1968 on they controlled the Executive Branch of government
continuously except for one term under President Jimmy Carter. But in spite of their domination of
the Executive Branch, the Republican Party had failed to control Congress - only in the first term

69 The following section is based on personal interviews, which were conducted over 1996, with current and past
Republican Party leadersin North Carolina, South Carolina, lowa, Florida, and Louisiana.
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of Reagan's Administration had they been able to gain control of the Senate. The eection of
Clinton to the office of President, once again, placed them in a minority position at both the
Executive and Legidative levels of the Federal government. In addition to the loss of control of the
White House, Republican control of State Governor's offices had dropped to 19, and the national
Republican Party was severa million dollarsin debt.

During the 1980s, the Republican Party had experienced a major increase in its membership from
groups aligned with the far right of American politics. These new groups exhibited qualities of
being both religiously oriented, and firm believersin principles of free market competition. This
newly emerging faction exhibited traits similar to libertarianism rather than the fiscal conservative
traditions generally associated with the Party, and saw the problems of American society directly
linked to the expansion of the authority of the Federal government.

While, historicaly, traditional Republican economic positions had viewed Federal government
involvement in the society directed toward the promotion of free market business as potentially
positive, the new faction's position saw any government involvement in society and business as a
negative influence. In the new paradigm, the government was the problem, and if the reach and
power of government authority was eliminated, then society would naturally improve.

But the new faction's view of an emerging conservative politica order in the United States,
coupled to their sense of almost messianic religious invulnerability, were dashed in 1992 when the
Democrat, Bill Clinton, defeated the Republican, George Bush. This was especially galling to the
new faction as the Bush strategy of relying on a moral values based campaign, which the faction
supported, failed in the face of traditional economic issue voting.

The Republican defeat was quickly turned into a blaming game inside the party where moderates
were accused of causing the defeat by their unwillingness to adopt both the new party philosophy,
and their failure to directly challenge the old process of politics. From 1992 to 1994, the party
functions were increasingly taken over by the newly charged activists, and the moderates were
forced out of the party or relegated to minor positions.

A new political strategy, targeted at gaining control of Congress, began to develop after the 1992
election defeat. Leading the new strategy was a Republican Congressman from Georgiawho had a
long standing record as being a "back bencher” harassing the Democratic liberals, and a visionary
for anewly emerging Republican Party. His name was Newt Gingrich.

The Campaign that Gingrich developed was called "The Contract With America’, and advanced a
conservative, anti-government platform coupled to a high technology economic development
program.

The concept of a Congressional Contract, within the Republican Party, had been advanced as early
as 1980 by Republican National Chairman Bill Brock, and Charles McWhorter, a Vice President of
A.T.& T. and along standing Republican activists. Brock and McWhorter had proposed that all
the Republican Federal candidates for office should gather on the Capital steps, and pledge to
support a common platform. In October 1980, the entire Republican Congressional ticket
assembled on the Capital steps, and pledged to support the Kemp-Roth proposed tax cuts. The
tactic worked, and in the 1980 el ections the Republicans picked-up thirty-three House Seats, and
won majority control of the Senate. 70

70 The 1980 pledge, eventually, created a situation in which the Republican members of Congress, committed to a major
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After the bruising 1992 election defeat of George Bush for President, and the subsequent control
of both Houses of Congress by Democrats, Republican strategists began to reassess their tactics to
be used in the 1994 Congressional races. By 1993, the Clinton Administration had run into major
difficulty over its health reform proposal, and Republican strategists, sensing a weakness in the
public support for Clinton, began to formulate a campaign based on reviving the 1980 " Contract"
method.

Two special elections, held in May, 1994, also singled that the Clinton and Democratic positions
on social programs were in further trouble. Ron Lewis, a Republican candidate from Kentucky
who was backed by the "religious right”, won a Congressional seat that had not been held by a
Republican since 1865. In Oklahoma, Frank Lucas, the Republican candidate, won an
overwhelming 56 to 44 victory for a Congressional seat by attacking the Clinton Administration's
health reform program. The Special Election results bolstered the Republican strategists.

At this time, May, 1994, Congressmen Dick Armey of Texas, Tom DelLay of Texas, John
Boehner of Ohio, John Kasich of Ohio, Robert Walker of Pennsylvania, Bill Paxon of New Y ork,
and Newt Gingrich of Georgia, began to develop a national Congressional platform that was
centered on conservative positions. Meeting with other House Republicans, they began to draft a
"Contract” targeted at a major reduction in the power of the Federal government, and a return of
legidlative authority to the States. The plan also called for term limits, the line-item veto, litigation
reform, regulatory reduction, tax cuts, prohibitions against pornography, and a balanced budget.

While the "Contract" was being developed, the Christian Coalition, which had gained increasing
influence over loca Republican party offices during the 1980s and 1990s, began to recruit
candidatesto run for the 1994 election under the Republican banner. The Coalition was able to turn
out alarge percentage of candidates committed to a strong anti-government position, and advancing
the libertarian concepts of afree society unrestrained by the institutions of government. These new
candidates quickly adopted the positions being developed by the "Contract” strategists.

Eventually, on September 27, the new Republican candidates gathered on the Capital steps, and
pledged to support the "Contract With America’ if they were elected to office. The November
elections produced a landslide for the Republicans, and the end result was that a new, very
conservative, Republican magjority took control of both the House and the Senate, with an
extremely conservative House group committed to a unified national platform. (Gingrich, 1995:
111 - 120).

The Congressional faction that controlled the House was far more radical than the Republican
Senate majority, and, in addition, the mgjority of the newly elected House Republicans had also
pledged to limit their terms in Congress. The new House majority felt that they needed to act
quickly to pass legislation in order to change the Federal government. Newt Gingrich, chief
architect for the Contract With America, was elected Speaker of the House by the new
Republicans, and charged with quickly advancing the new revolutionary platform.

tax decrease, faced a Democratic majority in the House committed to maintaining the social welfare net. Since neither side
could advance their positions without the support of members from the opposite coalitions, the end result was that a policy
developed which cut taxes, but did not reduce spending on social programs. The increase in military spending under the
Reagan Administration exacerbated the financial problem, and eventually led to a massive Federal deficit that continued to
balloon during the 1980s.
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While Gingrich was an excellent political strategists, he was also a self-styled "visionary”, and he
felt that America's future was linked to the development of a new information society.

Asearly as 1983, Gingrich had formed a Congressional discussion group called the "Conservative
Opportunity Society”. Advocating a break from traditiona conservative views of economic
development, the "Society" advocated removing government from the business sector by ending all
regulations and tax breaks to industry. While only a general discussion group, the "Society" played
amajor rolein developing Gingrich's future agenda (Drew, 1996: 26).

Several years before his election to the House Speaker's position, 1986, Gingrich had established
GOPAC. While not registered as a political action committee until 1991, GOPAC was used by
Gingrich to raise funds for his election campaigns in the late 1980s (New Y ork Time, 12/18/94).

In 1991, after GOPAC registered as a political action committee, Gingrich established a front non-
profit foundation, The Progress and Freedom Foundation, that raised funds to support various
Gingrich causes. The primary use of the Foundation was to fund a course Gingrich taught in
American history at Reinhardt College in Waleska, Georgia, and to sell videotapes of Gingrich's
course to interested persons. Heading the Progress Foundation was Jeffrey Eisenach, former head
of GOPAC.

Attached to the Progress Foundation, was a project called " Cyberspace and the American Dream”.
The "Cyberspace” project advocated deregulation of the telecommunications industry, and
proposed an agenda for a futuristic American economic order. The "Cyberspace” project, and its
platform, became the basis for Gingrich's view of the new economic order for American Society,
and also a conduit for telecommunications contributions to Gingrich's foundation. 7* (Drew, 1996:
46 - 55).

Shortly after he assumed the position of Speaker of the House, Gingrich issued the "House
Republican Plan For A Better American Future", (Gingrich, 1995).

"We are proposing the most significant change in American government since
1933. This change involves $11.7 trillion in federal spending, the fundamental
direction of American Society, and the lives of 260 million Americans. The
significance of this opportunity requires an investment of time in order to
understand what we're trying to do."

Couching hisrhetoric in terms of anational revival, Gingrich proposed that the new Republican
majority's charge was designed to revive America's future by doing what the average person
considered to be "the Right Thing", and thus create "the potential for prosperity, safety, and a
better life for virtually every American." The key to the Republican's success, according to
Gingrich, was through the devel opment of five strategic improvements:

"1. Being truly compassionate by replacing the Welfare State with an Opportunity
Society

71 A key telecommunications company that was directly linked to GOPAC was the Madison, Wisconsin based TDS
Telecom. One of the partners in the firm, Donald Jones, would play a major role in drafting Gingrich's position on various
elements within the House version of the telecommunications bill that was eventually passed.
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2. Restoring freedom by ending centralized bureaucratic micromanagement

3. Promoting prosperity, economic growth, and take home pay by reducing taxes,
litigation and regulation

4. Creating opportunity for every American by leading the transformation to a Third
Wave, Information Age Society

5. Creating a safe future for our children and our retirement years by balancing the
budget and solving the financial crisesin funding Medicare and Socia Security.”

Echoing the past reform movements, Gingrich proposed developing a"planning model” which
relied heavily on the popular management strategy of "Visioning". The new vision of the 21st
century Americawould lead the country to:

"Every American safe from violence and drugs

Every willing person will be integrated into the world of work, property, and achievement

A health environment will be managed through sound science and a commonsense,
effective and economical approach

New technologies and new approaches will extend opportunitiesin learning, health and
jobs to the poorest rural and inner-city neighborhoods

Government will be lean, customer-responsive and effective

A renewed American civilization, with arenewed understanding of "Our Creator," our
traditions and our ingtitutions, will have created a renaissance in civic responsibility and in
voluntary and non-profit charities and activities

The best system of health in the world

Effective lifetime learning

New technologies and approaches to create the fullest possible participation of every
American with disabilities

A pro-entrepreneur, pro-science, and technology, pro-savings and investment America that
isinventing the best products with the highest valuesin the world

Job opportunities for every American with the greatest value added, highest productivity,
largest incomes, and best job security in the world as the best exporting country that creates
American jobs through world sales.

Low taxes so incomes trand ate into take-home pay and the family budget has precedence
over the government budget

A regularly balanced budget with declining national debt so  money will maintain honest

value without inflation, taxes to pay interest will be declining and interest rates will be
low."
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And how would America achieve this new vision of life in the 21st century? The answer,
according to Gingrich, was in the traditional American faith in the beneficent hand of the Free
Market, and the unending cornucopia of benefits always available to the nation through scientific
knowledge.

"We have living proof America can succeed in the 21st Century. All around us
scientists and entrepreneurs are inventing a better future. All around us corporations
are re-thinking and re-engineering to produce more, better and faster, with fewer
resources. All around us the private sector and private citizens are changing,
adapting and improving.”

To Gingrich, and his libertarian supporters, the American Welfare State was a major factor in the
decline of Americas international economic competitiveness.

"The non-working, non-productive part of our society is afactor in the deficit and
declining American competitiveness in the world market."

The new social order that needed to be created, according to the House Republican majority, . . .
begins with replacing the welfare state with an opportunity society.” To achieve this new
"opportunity society”, decentralization of government was needed, and authority returned to the
State and Local governments rather than residing in the Federal government. The United States
would return to the Jeffersonian model of limited government.

We would create "Four Zones of a Free Society" in which culture and society would set the rules
we live by, not legislatures, and we would thus return to the America society of mutuaism
presented by Tocqueville in the 1830s. This new social order would protect private property rights,
free markets, and unfettered entrepreneurship, and, as classically defined by Locke, would thus
define our economic order. Further reinforcing this new economic order, we would rely on
Hume's and Madison's concepts of limited government, and thus mitigate the effects of interests
groups on the development of our nation. In essence, we would return to the philosophy of
government manifested in an earlier age of our country, the 1830s, before industrialization.

But in classical American political rhetoric, Gingrich also sought to achieve the economic benefits
of industrialization, while still returning the society to the spirit of the Federalist's values of
mutualism. This, according to the new prophet, would be achieved by "Leading the
Transformation to a Third Wave, Information Age Society”.

Basing his economic development policy on pop-culture icons Alvin and Heidi Toffler, Gingrich
laid out a questionable chronology of human development in which society first moved through a
period of hunting and gathering, the first wave, into an agricultural and industrial society, second
wave, and now was entering a period were we moved from an industrial society to an information
society, the third wave.

According to the new blueprint, if America led the world into the emerging "Third Wave
Information Revolution” wewould". . . create opportunities in awide range of areas. Computers,
Worldwide Electronics, Molecular Medicine, Breakthroughs in Material Technology, Exploring
and Manufacturing in Space, Microminiaturization, Virtual Redlity".

"In the Third Wave Information Age, we can do far more with less. The advance
from the vacuum tube to the transistor to the computer chip has resulted in a one-
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million-fold improvement in productivity over 40 years. The power of computer
chips will multiply one-million-fold over a ten-year period. This means a one-
trillion-fold increase in productivity after the year 2000."

Gingrich and the new Republican majority promised the people of the United States that their fears
concerning unemployment, and areduced quality of future life, could be avoided if we just adopted
the new vision of their "Third Wave Information Society”. But in order to accomplish this new
age, we needed to abandon the concepts of public management that had developed in the twentieth
century United States. Instead, new ideas, and prophets, needed to be heard.

"New breakthroughs require bold thinking based on the principles of Peter
Drucker, Edward Deming, and others. We must apply these new breakthroughs as
part of replacing the welfare state with an opportunity society.”

A "Brave New World", full of biblical promises of prosperity , awaited the American nation if we
would only turn away from our idolatrous belief in the "Mammon" 72 of the Federal government
and public administration, and instead embraced the "Holy Grail” of new age decentralization of
government, coupled to Christen values that were linked to a belief in the salvation of science.
(Gingrich, 1995).

The Country was now presented with two visions of the future. The Clinton/Gore "New
Covenant" vision's emphasis on government guided industrial development policy reaching for a
new and equitable society, was now counter-weighted by the Gingrich "Opportunity Society"
vision of amutualistic society created through the freedom of unfettered capitalism. But in both
visions, the avenue to the future was routed down the telephone lines of the United States.

THE EXTERNAL ECONOMIC FRAMEWORK

Somewhere on the floor, and in the air above, the middle of the Atlantic and Pacific Oceansis a
territorial boundary between the United States and the rest of the nations of the world. Y ou will not
find this boundary on any map or globe, but it is as real a boundary as any border between two
countries.

At this point on the surface of the earth telecommunications traffic between nationsis passed from
the national jurisdiction of one nation to the national jurisdiction of another nation. Up to the mid-
point, a sender, and their message, is under the jurisdiction of the laws and regulations of their
home country. After the message passes the mid-point, though, the sender, and their message, are
under the jurisdiction of the receiving nation's laws and regulations.

The entire structure of trans-national communication has been held together for over 130 years by
an international group known as the International Telecommunications Union (1. T. U.). 7® The .
T. U. has been aremarkably stable organization over the 130 years of it's existence. In spite of
intense periods of international economic competition, imperialistic moves toward colonialism,

72 Mammon: a personification of riches as an evil spirit or entity. See: Matthew 6:24 and Luke 16: 9, 11, 13.

73 The International Telecommunications Union (I. T. U.) was founded in 1865 as the International Telegraph Union, and
became the International Telecommunications Union in 1934.
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major world wars, and intense regional armed conflicts, the I. T. U. has remained, ensuring that
the communi cations traffic between nations continues to be provided.

A great deal of the explanation asto why thel. T. U. has remained so stable is due to the fact that
thel. T. U. has aways recognized the interna rights of nations to regulate communications within
their national boundaries. Rather than functioning as a policy arm of various nations, thel. T. U.
has concentrated on the functional requirements of communications systems, and has done this
within an atmosphere of cooperation that ignores various levels of power and self-interest that are
manifested in its member nation's foreign policies. This has been accomplished by focusing on
standardization of interconnections between various communications systems, and regulating only
the cross-border traffic between nations (Aronson and Cowhey, 1988: 8 - 9).

I. T. U. was aided in their efforts by the member nations. Since al of the member nations, except
for the United States, had publicly owned communications systems, and since none of the member
nations, including the United States, wanted foreign competition within either their nationa
borders or equipment manufacturing sectors, the I. T. U. offered an effective mechanism to
promote international communication, but at the same time protect the internal monopolies within
each country (Cowhey, 1990: 180).

Thus the policy regime that was established within thel. T. U. limited itself strictly to international
telecommunications, and did not interfere with the organization of domestic telecommunications. In
many ways, |. T. U. 's operational level was similar to A. T. & T.'s board-to-board method of
cost calculation, with the international long distance board strictly segregated from the national
domestic board.

As a consequence, though, of this method of protecting domestic telecommunications, there did
not develop an international set of telecommunications principles within the industry. Rather each
nation's domestic telecommunications system was based on differing national values, cultures, and
objectives. In itself this presented no major problem. Methods and costs for international
communications were segregated from domestic costs, and each nation controlled both the access
to its domestic network, and the costs charged for access to the domestic networks.

But the unintended consequence of this segregation was that while each nation had created a
telecommunications network that could be interfaced with other networks, thus forming a global
system of communications, the underlying purpose and use of each communications network
varied from nation to nation. Over time, as each domestic network's use became integrated within
the fabric of each nation's public and private life, there developed a patchwork quilt of differing
concepts of telecommunications use and purposes, and the network's pragmatic utility to each
nation's domestic and foreign policy.

Again, the differing levels of uses, in themselves, presented no problem, as long as the boundaries
between the various systems could be maintained. But if a need developed to open access to the
domestic networks from foreign nations, then the differing levels of values and concepts between
the nations could possibly come into conflict, depending on the degree of difference that existed
between the nations and their differing overall goals.

In the 1980s this breaching of domestic telecommunications boundaries came to the forefront of
international trade, and threatened not only the stability of thel. T. U., but also the economic
competitive policies of various nations. To understand this development it is necessary that we
examine two examples of how such conflict developed, and the implications it presented to policy
makers within the United States. While these issues, and responses, affected all nations, for
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purposes of illustration we will limit our examination to two key international competitor nations,
France and Japan.

France

The development of the telegraph in France wasiinitially limited to government communications,
especialy communications to the various arms of the French military - it was not until 1850 that the
system was actually opened to public use. From the very beginning of the telegraph in France, the
network was always considered to be part of the national defense arm, and thus was strictly owned
and operated by the government rather than the private sector. In addition, to the French, written
communications, whether by correspondence or electrical means, was basically the same, and thus
was under the control of the public side of society through the government operated postal service.
The French telephone system, on the other hand, had its foundations in partisan politics.

The defeat of France by Prussiain 1870 had caused the downfall of the French Second Empire.
Napoleon 111 had fled the country, leaving no government in place to negotiate a peace. A hurriedly
created government, the Third Republic, oversaw the signing of the treaty and the national defeat.

Questions over the government's legitimacy plagued its first years of existence. Forces supporting
areturn of the monarchy were soon in conflict with forces supporting a Republican system of
government. Eventually, though, in 1879, the Republicans won the national elections, and gained
control of both the Presidency and the National Assembly.

But the Republican majority was also divided into two groups. Radicals, seeking to support the
original revolutionary ideals of thefirst French revolution, where oppossed by the Opportunists,
who were seeking to placate the middle class by the devel opment of a strong economic expansion
policy. The Opportunists, initially, were able to gain control, and began to encourage a form of
laissez faire capitalism. They sought to create this new system by relying on the private sector to
share in the burden of investment and risk in new industries. The telephone was one of the
industries marked for this new type of government sponsored economic development (Noam,
1992: 135).

In 1879 the government announced that it was planning on having the telephone system devel oped
by the private sector, and licenses were granted to Edison, Gower, and Blake-Bell. Before the
construction of lines began the three companies merged into a single company called Societe
Generalede Telephone (S. G. T.).

The elimination of competition by the forming of asingle cartel sped the deployment of theinitial
lines, and, by 1881, the first exchange was opened in Paris. But expansion outside Paris, in the
more marginal areas of potential profit, was slow. In addition, exchangesin the individual cities
were not linked over long distance lines. In 1884 the government renewed S. G. T. 'slicense, but
against strong opposition from business users, small towns, and leftist republicans, who felt
government ownership of the system was required in order to achieve equity of access across the
entire country.

While S. G. T. moved to build long distance lines between Paris and the other cities, the forces for
nationalization were becoming stronger. The press's perception of a morass helped drive public
sentiment away from private ownership. Finally, in 1889, a coalition of Radicals, small town
representatives, and large business supporters, convinced the National Assembly to approve the
nationalization of the telephone system. S. G. T. refused to surrender its equipment, and the
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French police seized their offices and lines. At this time there were only 8500 telephone
subscribersin all of France, with only 2000 subscribers outside of Paris (Noam, 1992: 135 - 137).

After the nationalization, the new system was placed under the Ministere des Postes, Telegraph, et
Telephone (P. T. T.). The Ministry saw the telephone as a minor supplement to the mail and
telegraph, and gave telephone development alow priority within the Ministry's budgeting process.
In addition to the low priority within P. T. T., the French government had a high debt burden from
the Prussian War, and was reluctant to increase the burden by expanding the tel ephone system.

A system of telephone expansion was devel oped where by municipalities and subscribers extended
interest free loans to the government to build the local systems. In addition, the subscribers and
municipalities had to purchase their own equipment from the state owned manufacturers. Long
distance lines were built using a method of cooperatives where by the subscribers paid for the
construction of the network in advance of actually receiving the service.

By the early 1900s, France's telephone system was congested, unreliable, and expensive. Only
30,000 telephones were active on the network, and over 200 interruptions of service, lasting for an
average of 14 hours, occurred annually between Paris and Marseilles. Even local callstook up to
two minutes to make a connection. World War | set development of the network back even further.
Large segments of the long distance system were destroyed in the fighting, and the loca
exchanges, in the cities under attack, were completely destroyed.

After the First World War, France began to rebuild the system, but the cost of the rebuilding
sparked a national debate over the ownership of the system. In 1921 a bill was passed to study the
possibility of denationalizing the system. The study hill resulted in amajor labor movement against
privatization led by the P. T. T. employee's unions and associations. The opposition was so great
that in 1923 the study bill was rescinded, and the P. T. T. was directed to operate as a government
owned industry covering its total costs of operations through subscriber charges (Noam, 1992:
138 - 140).

In the years between the two World Wars France gradually expanded the telephone system, but it
was still given avery low priority by the national government and the P. T. T. Thislow priority
led to a situation where France was ranked one of the poorer telephone service countriesin the
Western world. Just previous to World War 11 telephone penetration in the United States had
reached 15.1 persons per 100, and in Germany it was 15 per 100, but France's penetration rate
was only 3.7 telephones per 100 persons (Noam, 1992: 140).

The Second World War, again, exacerbated France's telephone problems. Large segments of the
system were, once again, destroyed, and by the end The War France was operating a marginal
telephone system over obsolete equipment.

After the Second World War France's economy began to expand, but the telecommunications
industry was still relegated to a minor status. Telecommunications was not considered by the
government ministries as a key industry, and thus was not included in the government planning
activities that marked the era of Le Plan. The postal service still dominated the P. T. T., and the
telephone continued to be seen as only a supplement to the mail (Thimm, 1992: 87 - 89)

Telecommunications issues in France came to the forefront as the impact of computers began to be
felt in France in the 1960s. In the mid-1960s the French government sought to purchase alarge
mainframe computer from I. B. M. United States law required that a permit be issued before
exportation of one of the mainframe systems to aforeign country. The United States Congress

337



interceded and blocked the export permit. This was a direct reflection of the deteriorating
international relations between France and the United States caused by De Gaull€'s decision to
withdraw from N. A. T. O.

For the French the export restriction was a blow not only to their plans for devel oping advanced
military applications, but was also seen as an example of the growing threat of American
technologica and cultura influence. Commentators began to voice opposition to American
domination of internationa culture and technology, viewing it as a threat to both France's
economic independence and cultural purity.

It was also becoming evident that in order for France to develop a technologicaly advanced
society, a modern telecommunications systems was needed that could handle advanced digital
transmissions. France's telecommunications system, at thistime - late 1960s early 1970s - was the
brunt of humor around the world. The nation of 47 million people had only 7 million telephone
lines, equivalent to the penetration rate in communist controlled Czechoslovakia, and the average
wait time for a new telephone line was four years. Average long distance calls had to be placed
three times before a clear circuit was found, and only one out of every four local cals was
completed on afirst try. In addition, a caller could wait from 30 minutes to an hour and half for a
dial tone, and be prepared to try for two days before along distance telephone call actually made
connection with the person being dialed. The bitter joke was that half the country was waiting for a
telephone to beinstalled, and the other half was waiting for adia tone (Thimm, 1992: 124).

It was at this critical point that one individual played a crucial role in moving France forward in
terms of telecommunications; Vaery Giscard dEstaing.

Giscard d'Estaing had always shown an interest in telephone issues. As early as 1967, when he
was a deputy in the National Assembly, he had introduced legislation that would have established
the telephone administration as a separate entity from the P. T. T. Asthe years passed, he became
convinced that telecommunications was critical for France's future. In 1974, when he ran for
President of the French Republic, he advanced a major campaign platform based on the
development of telecommunications within anew high technology industrial policy. After he won
the election he moved to implement the new policy (France, 1991: 5)

For the first timein the history of France telecommunications became a major goal, and thiswas
reflected in the VIIth five year plan developed in 1975. The plan established the following
telecommunications goals:

To reach parity in density with West Germany and the United Kingdom by 1982.

Reduction of the wait time for telephone installation from 16.4 monthsin 1974 to
0.5 months by 1982.

Acceleration of the conversion from analog to packet switching networks, with a complete
conversion by the year 2000.

Development of an export base for French telecommunications services and products.
Promotion of computer literacy within the entire French population.

Replacement of the out-dated paper telephone directory with an on-line system of access.
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Assurance that the quality of service would be uniform across al provinces of France.

This ambitious plan was billed as"Le Telephone Pour Tous® - "A Telephone For Everyone” (Hall
and Terren, 1987: 23) 74

The transformation results were startling. From 1976 to 1980 D. G. T. was the largest investor in
France, averaging four percent of the total investment in the country, and annually spending over
120 hillion francs. An average of 2.5 million new lines annually were added to the
telecommunications grid of the country. By the late 1980s France had achieved over a 95 percent
penetration rate for telephone service, one of the highest penetration rates in the industrial world,
and equal to the United States.

In 1979/1980 the paper telephone directory was replaced by a videotext system, and computer
terminals, called Minitels, were distributed free-of -charge across the country. The world's largest
packet-switched network, Transpac, was installed in 1978, and by 1992 70 percent of all services
in the country were being handled by digital switches. Cellular and mobile communications were
introduced in the early 1980s, and satellite communications, covering al of Europe, was
introduced in 1984 with the launch of Telecom-1. (Thimm, 1992: 125 - 146).

By the late 1980s France was considered to have the most advanced tel ecommunications network
intheworld. D. G. T., now renamed France Telecom, had over 155,000 employees, and annual
revenues in excess of 166.6 billion United States dollars. D. G. T. owned over 27 million access
lines, with an average of 45 main lines per 100 persons. It had also established internationa
partnerships with Germany, Spain, Italy, the United Kingdom, Japan, and Singapore. A 600
million dollar fiber optic cable ran from France, through the Middle East to Singapore, and
connected to a Pacific cable covering the Pacific Rim region (Noam, 1992: 162).

As impressive as the transformation plan was, and its eventual success, D. G. T. '
metamorphoses was not complete. One final step was needed to complete the process.

S

Whileinitialy areformist, over the years Giscard d'Estaing had gradually become isolated in the
Elysees. His technocratic proposals, and cool public image, aggravated the general public mood of
frustration and anger over France's increasing unemployment, and the state-owned industries
failure to experience growth in the increasingly important international market sector. It wasin this
atmosphere of economic decline that Francois Mitterand, leader of the Socialist, advanced a
platform of reform and economic expansion based on job creation through increased government

74 While the devel opment of a national priority was a major factor in the eventual improvement of telecommunications
within France, an equaly important factor was the support that the technocratic Giscard d' Estaing gave to
telecommunications engineers. Traditionally the director of the ministry controlling the P. T. T. was a graduate of the
prestigious Ecole Nationale d' Administration (E. N. A.). Graduates of the E. N. A. represent a social and administrative
elite within French society. The graduates are generalists in terms of public administration, and during their careers may
head several different ministries or departments. Within the Direction Generales des Telecommunications (D. G. T.), which
actually operated the telecommunications services of France, the majority of the next level of management and
administration were graduates of the Centre National d' Etudes des Telecommunications (C. N. E. T.), an advanced institute
covering all technical aspects of telecommunications engineering. The E. N. A. graduates and C. N. E. T. graduates
constantly disagreed on the direction and scope of telecommunications development. Giscard d'Estaing appointed Gerald
Thery as director of D. G. T., and Thery placed responsibility for the implementation of the plan into the hands of the C. N.
E. T. engineers. The C. N. E. T. engineers seized the opportunity to be free of the E. N. A. directors, and focused all their
technical powers and innovations on the project (Thimm, 1992: 125).
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spending. The Presidential elections of May, 1981 saw Mitterand elected President, and the end of
twenty-three years of political control by the right in France.

Shortly after Mitterand became President, he instructed the General Commissariat of Planning to
examine the effects of D. G. T. 's nationd investment on employment, interna trade, and
economic growth. The Commissariat's report was favorable to D. G. T. 's plan for
telecommunications upgrades and international competition, and recommended no major changes
in the approach or management of the transformation. (Noam, 1992: 162).

Mitterand's ambitious government spending program, though, ran counter to the restrictive fiscal
and monetary policiesin therest of the E. C. nations. The central government began to experience
major deficits at the same time that the consumer credit market experienced an excessive expansion.
The net result was a major deterioration in the balance of payments, which, eventually, in June,
1982, resulted in a 5.7 percent devaluation of the French franc.

The government responded by instituting a major austerity package. While effective in stopping the
economic hemorrhage, the austerity program created an economic drag that lowed GDP growth to
1.3 percent annually, and increased unemployment to 4.5 percent (Noam, 1992: 135).

The cumulative effect of the expansion program, and economic failure, reached a peak in the 1986
elections. In the March, 1986 Nationa Assembly elections, the Sociadist lost their majority.
Mitterand turned to the old Gaullist party, now renamed the Rassemblement pour la Republique
(R. P.R.), and itsleader Jacque Chirac. Mitterand offered a coalition government based on the
concept of himself as a Socialist President, and Chirac as a Conservative Prime Minister. Chirac
accepted the agreement, and the period of "Cohabitation” was established (France, 1991 8).

Chirac immediately introduced |egidlation to privatize more than sixty state-owned companies. On
thelist of companieswasD. G. T..

Chirac appointed Marcel Roulet, aP. T. T. veteran and E. N. A. graduate, as Director of D. G. T..
Roulet recommended that D. G. T. be transformed from a state administration into a state-owned
enterprise. The proposal would have allowed D. G. T. to continue to receive a state subsidy, but
free it to enter joint ventures with private companies. The proposal also allowed D. G. T. to
purchase equipment from any source rather than its past practice of only purchasing French
manufactured equipment. Labor union opposition to the proposal, especially the possible loss of
government employment status, coupled to C. N. E. T. technical objections, slowed consideration
of the proposal (Noam, 1992: 165).

During this time of discussion, a new round of Presidential elections were scheduled. Mitterand,
sensing an opportunity to end the "Cohabitation™", mounted a campaign based on a commitment to
the integration of all internal markets within the E. C. nations by 1992. Mitterand's move to the
center was successful, and the Socialist, minus Chirac, gained back control of the Nationa
Assembly and the Elysees. (France, 1991: 8 - 9).

In spite of the return of the Socialist to power, the movement toward the privatization of D. G. T.
continued. Mitterand's commitment to E. C. integration by 1992 required that privatization of the
telecommunications field be maintained in order to comply with the E. C. 's "Green Paper”
standards. In particular, France, under the agreement, was required, by 1992, to meet two specific
requirements:
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Complete separation of regulation and operation functions of all telecommunications
services.

Total open competition for al E. C. membersin offering computer terminal access over
value-added services.

Neither standard could be met under the existing D. G. T. structure. In 1988 D. G. T. was split
into two separate entities. The Direction de la Reglementation Generale (D. R. G.) was created to
oversee approval of all value-added digital services, and the allocation of wave lengths on the
€l ectromagnetic spectrum. The remaining operational functions were retained by D. G. T., which
was renamed France Telecom.

For the next two years a privatization plan was developed in cooperation with the national labor
unions, members of the National Assembly and Senate, representatives of the telecommunications
industry, and representatives from both the C. N. E. T. core of technical administrators and the E.
N. A. core of general administrators. The plan was finally submitted, and approved, by the
National Assembly in May, 1990. From May to December 1990 a series of additional decrees were
passed to clarify final portions of the plan. On January 1, 1991 the newly reorganized France
Telecom came into existence (Noam, 1992: 165).

The new organizational structure of France Telecom reflected a mix of politica compromise,
adherenceto E. C. technical standards, and traditional French state control.

The position of labor was protected by the recognition of civil service status for all employees of
France Telecom. In addition to civil service status, the communist, socialist, and social democratic
unions each had representation on the Conseil d' Administration which oversaw the operation of
France Telecom.. 75 (Thimm, 1992: 125 - 146)

Thetraditional P. T. T. administration was also afactor in the transformation compromise. Within
the newly established Ministry of Post, Telecommunications, and Space, a Supervisory Directorate
(D. S. P.) was edtablished to monitor France Telecom's operations, and to report to the
government on France Telecom's efforts to meet both approved objectives and schedules of
implementation. It was, in essence, awatchdog agency over France Telecom, and a recognition of
the historical power and influence of the postal tradition within the national structure of French
government. 76

5 without the support of the left-wing trade unions, the transformation of D. G. T. into France Telecom would never have
been accomplished. Trade Union objections played a major role in maintaining the original state monopoly, and was a
critical factor in the defeat of previous attempts at privatization

76 Whileit has never been publicly advanced that the postal tradition played arole in the sorrow state of telephone
development within France, an examination of the history of the telephone does show a consistent pattern of postal
domination, and a refusal to promote either telephone or telegraph technology. One can only conclude that the postal
administrators blocked any development which would undermine their position within the P. T. T. structure, and were a
major factor in France's failure to create advanced tel ecommunications systems. Only when the postal tradition was finally
broken under Giscard d'Estaing, where the technical engineers able to gain the support and prominence within the French
bureaucracy to advance the necessary upgrades to the system infrastructure. D. S. P. 's position is a recognition of this past
tradition, but it is also arecognition of past failures on the part of the old P. T. T.. While it can report to the national
government on its perceptions of the operation of France Telecom, it has no authority to interfere in any aspects of the
operation of France Telecom.
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The traditional conflicts between the E. N. A. and the C. N. E. T. graduates was also recognized
within the new France Telecom structure. The Conseil d° Administration was composed of 21
members. 7 of the members were senior civil servants (Representants de Etat), all E. N. A.
graduates. 7 other members were telecommunications experts and engineers (Personalite's
Qualifees), all C. N. E. T. graduates. The inclusion of both E. N. A. and C. N. E. T. on the
Council was arecognition that this highly critical area of national development required a blending
of both public administrative skills and advanced engineering knowledge. At the same time,
though, it is also a public recognition of the long and proud traditions and foundations of these two
distinct cultura views of the world. 77

In order to ensure that gridlock would not develop, the other 7 members of the Conseil were the
representatives of the left-wing trade unions. 3 from the communist C. G. T., 3 from the socialist
F.D., and 1 from the social democratic Force Ouviere. The President of the Conseil was
nominated by the Conseill members, and appointed by the French President. (Thimm, 1992: 126 -
146).

To use a bit of metaphor, the French created a prison, within the Conseil d° Administration, in
which the potential internal forces of dissent were collectively interned; the labor unions, E. N. A.,
and C. N. E. T.. Their ever watchful guard dog was the old enemy, the Postal administration. The
inmates would have to learn to work together for the betterment of France, and if they did not, the
guard would inform the warden, the President of the French Republic. It istruly aclassical French
solution to a bureaucratic problem.

Asfor "privatization" of the French telephone system, we once again face a very unigue French
definition of the concept.

As stated earlier, in 1988 D. G. T. was split into two entities: D. R. G. and France Telecom. D. R.
G. was created in order to comply with E. C. "Green Book" standards for European
telecommunications.  Under the new standard, a state monopoly could not regulate and operate, at
the same time, telecommunications within the same country. D. R. G. became aregulatory body
similar to the American F. C. C.. It oversees the licensing and use of the public airwaves, and the
allocation of spectrums for use by various companies. Thisincludes radio communications, cable
broadcasting, and data transmission services. All of these areas are open to competition by any
company within the E. U. group.

On the other hand, the actua delivery of domestic telephone services within France, and
international service from France to the outside world, was left under the exclusive monopoly of
France Telecom. France Telecom was designated as a Service Public Enterprise, a profit seeking
organization, but operating within broad government policy objectives.

In general it can be said that the policy pursued by the French government seeksto open the
telecommunications market to competition and investment by private groups, but at the same time
maintains quality of public access and traditional economies of scale within loca and nationa
exchanges. France Telecom is thus able to enter into the internationa market, and form

T The concept of a"Hybrid Manager", an individual possessing both administrative and scientific technical knowledge,
has been advanced, for the last twenty years, in European countries, as the next step in the evolution of administration. The
balancing of the two cultures within the Conseil provides a mechanism for France to move toward this new direction within
administrative science, and balances, at the same time, potentially explosive political forces within the French bureaucracy
that could undermine France's efforts to achieve dominance in world telecommunications.
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partnerships with other telephone systems, while maintaining a close relationship to the National
Government and its economic development policies (Thimm, 1992: 126 - 146).

While, in their own unique way, the French may have changed the way that they handle the
telecommunications business, underneath the change remains the spirit of French nationalism and
cultural pride that have always been the cornerstone of French life. The decision to move into the
advanced telecommunications market is not simply amatter of a nation seeking a competitive edge,
but also contains the hope and determination to maintain France as an international power. Itisa
commitment to both the past and the future; to the future of a greater and more glorious nation, and
to the nation's long and proud history.

Japan

On July 8, 1853, four black ships, belching clouds of white smoke and running against the wind,
rounded the tip of the Izu Peninsula and entered Edo Bay in Japan. The ships furled their sails, and
then trained the largest cannons that had ever been seen in Japan on the Japanese shore batteries. At
the same time, amost as an omen for the future, the Summer rain clouds broke, and the
snowcapped peak of Mount Fuji appeared in the sunlight. United States Commodore Matthew
Calbraith Perry had arrived, along with the rest of the Western world, unwelcome, to Japan.

Within three years of Perry'sinitial landing in Japan, Japan had been forced to sign treaties with
the United States, Britain, Russia, and Holland, and had opened their ports to internationa
commerce, thus abruptly ending over two hundred and fifty years of self-imposed isolation from
the Western nations.

The opening of Japan to the West was facilitated by the arrival of Perry's, and the Russian's, ships
and guns, but it was not the exclusive, or primary, reason for Japan's decision.

The 250 year reign of the Tokugawa regime had seen the quality of life within Japan disintegrate.
The failure of the Regime to deal with the social changesin the society had led to a situation were
peasants were bitterly discontented with their life, the proud samurai warriors were unemployed
and wandering aimlessly, sometimes brutally, across the nation, the upper elites of the regime
were hopelessly in debt to the rich merchants, and the merchants, because of the flaunting of their
wealth, violated the traditional class structure of the society. 78 Perry's arrival signaled that it was
time for asocia change within Japan.

Also facilitating this change was the death, at the same time as the arrival of Perry, of the twelfth
Tokugawa Shogun. The ensuing struggle over the accession to the throne saw an emperor
appointed who, while unable to directly oppose the West, advanced a campaign of assassination of
foreigners. The internal power factions that devel oped between closing Japan to the West versus
opening Japan to the World, coupled to Western reactions against the assassinations, led to a
period of intermittent civil wars, and foreign occupation and attacks against Japanese cities.

Eventually, in 1866, the factions aligned against the sitting emperor forced his abdication, thus
ending the Tokugawa regime. A new emperor was installed which supported the faction seeking to
open Japan, and the Melji dynasty assumed control of the nation. 7°

78 Merchants were considered the lowest form of class within the soci ety, and were ranked even below the peasants.

9 In Japanese, Meiji means "Enlightened Rule".
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The new group that ascended to power realized that it would be impossible to expel the foreigners
from Japan by the use of force - the foreigners had more weapons and men - and thus a strategy
developed to modernize Japan. Japan would tolerate the West, and learn from it, but would
ultimately control its own destiny (Busch, 1972: 101 - 108).

In order to man the new industrialization of Japan, the unemployed samurai, the educated warrior
elites of the society, were recruited to serve in the newly created centralized government
bureaucracy. The newly created warrior bureaucrats became servants of the Emperor, and in order
to raise their prestige within the society, the Japanese reinstated the ancient Confucian moral order -
which they had imported from China - that assigned the highest status in society to public
administrators serving the state. These new government leaders thus achieved the status of being
both politically and socially superior to all other members of the society other than the Emperor
(Ward, 1978: 163).

The new government leaders were sent out into the Western world to study both the political and
economic institutions of the Western nations. This new knowledge was then brought back to
Japan, were it was adopted and placed within both public and private institutions within the
society. During this time the operational motto was "Eastern ethics and Western Science" (Akira,
1981: 53).

Quickly, the new governmental elite were held in awe and respect within the society, and they were
seen as manifesting both the highest levels of intellectual knowledge, coupled with the pragmatic
skills to implement the state's wishes. All of this occurred before Japan had developed political
parties, constitutions, or parliaments.

In 1881 the Mdiji oligarchy established the Ministry of Agriculture and Commerce, and placed
oversight on agriculture, commerce, and the postal service within the Ministry. Four years later, in
1885, Japan reorganized its government into a cabinet form of government, and created the
Ministry of Communications: and gave it authority over both the postal service and the telegraph

system. so

But the Ministry was not limited to just mail and telegraph, and by 1909 it controlled the mail,
telegraph, telephone, maritime shipping, lighthouses, railroads, and hydroelectric power
generation. Its reach did not stop, though, in 1909. In 1916 was added postal life insurance, 1925
civil aviation and aircraft manufacturing, and in 1926 the postal annuity plan. By the 1930s, the
Ministry of Communications was one of Japan's superministries of development, and also a home
for the growing ultranationalism and militarism that fed Japan's ambitions for War.

During the 1920s, the Ministry also forged close ties with various Japanese manufacturers of
telecommunications equipment, in particular the NEC Corporation (Nippon Electric formed in
1899 as ajoint venture with Western Electric), the Fujitsu, (which was formed in 1916 from the
Furukawa Electric Company which was a joint venture with the Siemens Company of Germany),
the Oki Electric Company, (a company formed in 1912 with British Electric), and Hitachi, (which

80 The new term for the Ministry of Communication, teishin, explained the nature of this new agency. Tei came from the
wordejitei meaning postal service, and shin came from the word denshin, meaning telegraph.
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was founded in 1910, and was compl etely independent of foreign investors) (Johnson, 1989: 187
- 188).

While the Ministry of Communications exceeded in its national efforts of developing
communications, the Second World War virtually destroyed the telecommunications system within
Japan. After the War, the alied occupation, recognizing the Ministry's involvement in the
nationalism movement of the 1930s, forced a dismemberment of the Ministry. Two Ministries
were created. The Ministry of Postal Affairs was placed in charge of mail and postal savings. A
new Ministry of Telecommunications was created which was charged with rebuilding the telegraph
and telephone systems that had been destroyed during the War.

Three years | ater the Telecommunications Ministry was transformed into a wholly-government
owned public corporation and renamed Nippon Telephone and Telegraph, N. T. T.. N. T. T. was
placed under the supervision of the Ministry of Postal Affairs (M. P. T.), and given an absolute
monopoly over all telephone and telegraph communications within Japan. The Japanese
Parliament, Diet, was given authority over both N. T. T.'s budget, and the setting of telephone
rates (Johnson, 1989: 188).

The relationship between N. T. T. and M. P. T. was based on two very different organizational
cultures. When N. T. T. was created from the old Ministry of Communications, the staff within
the old Ministry were divided based on the type of service they were engaged in. The M. P. T.
became the largest agency of the central government, employing over 310,000 persons, but the
majority of these workers were all engaged in postal service. On the other hand, N. T. T. took all
the engineers and highly trained technicians, plus the mgjority of the advanced technical knowledge
held collectively within the organization. While M. P. T., in theory, supervised N. T. T., in fact
the M. P. T.'s supervision was limited, and the agency actually only served as a liaison between
N. T. T.and theDiet. N. T. T. had virtually out-classed M. P. T. inside the hierarchy of Japanese
government.

N. T. T. also strengthened its position by building on the old corporate relations that had existed
between the Ministry of Communications and the equipment manufacturers. N. T. T. provided
research and development funds for these various manufacturing firms, and also established
equipment standards that weighted sales to these domestic firms. Considering the fact that N. T. T.
was engaged in a complete rebuilding of the Japanese Communications system, the volume of
saleswas highly lucrative (Kawakita, 1985)

But while N. T. T. had more status within the bureaucracy, M. P. T. was not without its own
levels of political and business support. The M. P. T. was aways a favorite agency with
Japanese politicians. The reasons why are three fold. First, the M. P. T. controls alarge number of
votes in terms of the number of employees that work for the Ministry. Two, the M. P. T. places
large annual orders for equipment, such as uniforms and bicycles, all of which are manufactured
by alarge, and wide range, of medium to small size business. And the third reason is that the M.
P. T. controls the postal savings systems, the world's largest financial ingtitution which pays
higher rates of interest than any other bank in Japan.

In addition to the above matters, directly controlled by M. P. T., thereis afourth indirect factor. Of
the 23,000 post offices in Japan, 17,980 are considered "special post offices, which means that
they are locally owned, family businesses operating in rural areas. These postal franchises are
passed on from one generation to the next. M. P. T. pays these private postmasters a commission
on their sales of stamps, and a bounty on savings accounts that exceed a set annual quota. The
Special Post Offices represent, thus, a powerful financial and political force which can be used to
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mobilize rural voters, and thus puts an average of 80,000 votes under the influence of each rural
postmaster. The end result isthat M. P. T. has many friends in both high and low places within
Japanese society.

Until the 1980s, M. P. T., while "beloved" by the Diet politicians, was generally seen as a
somewhat old fashioned organization, behind the times, and not "with it" in terms of Japan's
developing technological society. While politically influential, M. P. T. badly needed a new, more
modern public image to fit into Japan's high-technology society of the coming 21st century. But
just as political scandalsin the United States can change the status and image of a government
agency, so also, in Japan, can the same thing happen (Kawakita, 1985).

Kokusai Denshin Denwa Company, K. D. D., is Japan's overseas equivalent of N. T. T. It was
established in 1953 as another wholly government-owned public corporation, and placed under the
supervision of M. P. T. It's primary purpose is to staff overseas offices, and supply international
operatorsfor N. T. T.'s overseas circuits.

In 1979, two K. D. D. employees were arrested while trying to smuggle jewelry and other luxury
items into Japan. In the subsequent investigation it was discovered that the President of K. D. D.,
Itano Manabu, had, for four years, been smuggling such items into the country to be used as
corporate gifts to K. D. D. board members and Southeast Asian clients. The subsequent
investigation alerted the Diet to the possibility of corruption in the public corporations. M. P. T.
argued that it needed more direct authority over these affiliated public corporationsif it was going
to be effective in stopping such corruption.

At the same time that the investigation was occurring, N. T. T. created an international incident
with the United States. Japan and the United States had been involved in negotiations over balance
of trade agreements. One of the areas that the United States sought liberdization in was the
opportunity to bid on N. T. T.'srequests for the purchase of telecommunications equipment. The
United States argued that Japan's public equipment bid access should be at the same level aswas
allowed in the United States. While the negotiations were going on, N. T. T. President Akikusa
was quoted in the pressas saying ". . . theonly thing N. T. T. would buy from the United States
was mops and buckets." The comment immediately hurt the negotiating process, and many
members of the Japanese Diet concluded that while N. T. T.'s engineers might be effective at
creating a modern telecommunications network, they had no skillsin handling international trade
negotiations. Once again, M. P. T. took advantage of the problem, and requested greater authority
over the public corporations.

Thefinal aid to M. P. T.'srise was the creation, in 1981, of the Second Provisional Commission
for Administrative Reform, abbreviated as Rincho. 81 The first reform commission had been
established in 1960, but had failed to stem the tide in the growth of government, or increase the
levels of efficiency within government.

The second reform effort was the result of several problems that were developing with the
Japanese bureaucracy. The first was the almost bankrupt status of the Japanese railroad system,
another public corporation. The second was that the growing number of special corporations were
fast becoming retirement havens for government bureaucrats. Corruption was also becoming a
problem not only with the revelations about K. D. D., but also within the Railroad Construction

81 The Japanese spelling of Second Provisional Commission for Administrative Reform is Rinji Gyosei Chosa Kai,
which, when abbreviated is Rin for Rinji Gyosei, and cho for Chosa Kai, or Rincho.
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Public Corporation. Also, Japan was facing an increasing debt load in terms of government bond
sales, which by 1980 accounted for one third of Japan's governmental expenditures (Johnson,
1989).

The net result of all of thisaction, for M. P. T., wasthat in 1984 M. P. T. was reorganized, and
charged with developing both policy and implementation of areas related to new media, an
advanced information society, research and development for telecommunications, space
communications, and international technical exchanges and cooperation. But M. P. T.'s move into
aleadership role within advanced telecommunications brought it into direct conflict with the most
prestigious and powerful of all the Japanese Ministries, the Ministry of International Trade and
Industry, M. I. T. 1.

After the Second World War, the Allied Occupation forces intended to reform Japanese
government and society, and create a true Democratic form of government. In the process of
rebuilding Japan, the Occupation reestablished the Parliament, Diet, made the cabinet responsible
to the Diet, and made cabinet appointments subject to approval by the Diet. Ironically, though, very
few changes were made in the actua structure of the Japanese government bureaucracy.

The Occupation was highly dependent on the Japanese bureaucracy to rebuild the country, and
with adeveloping, and weak, political leadership in place, fell back on the Ministries to implement
the newly emerging programs. The bureaucracy also faced amajor need to rebuild Japan's physica
infrastructure, and fell back on the use of scientific management principles and engineering
methods to organize the national effort. The net result was that the bureaucracy emerged, at the end
of the Occupation, as the strongest and most technically advanced group within the Japanese
governmental and political order, and thus perpetuated the pre-World War 11 order of government
administration with its strong centralized Ministries.

In addition, the Ministries, because of their direct involvement with Japanese industries, developed
asymbiotic relationship between the Ministries and the powerful business interests of the country.
Since the political system was weak in terms of leadership, and grounded in a Parliamentary
system with aweak Executive level of government, the policy development for the nation fell to the
Ministries. The end result was that the Ministries, in consultation with Japanese industry,
developed and initiated policy, and forwarded such policies to the Diet for their perfunctory
approval (Vogel, 1975)

One of the premier agencies that developed from this process of reindudtridization was the
Ministry of International Trade and Industry, M. I. T. I.. In 1949 industrial development and trade
administration were united under the control of M. I. T.1.. M. I. T.l.'scharge wasto use
government sponsorship and coordination to promote high speed economic growth in industries
that had the greatest potential for Japan to compete in international markets. National economic
growth was given the highest level of priority within the Japanese society and government, and M.
I. T. I. was charged with fulfilling this priority. M. I. T. I. 'sreach was extended to cover trade
policy, resources, manufacturing, commercial technology, small businesses, and even aspects of
research and development. Intheend, M. I. T. I. was given the total responsibility of nurturing
and protecting Japan's developing industries, and assuring their viability until they could
effectively compete in international markets.

M. 1. T. I. 's success became almost legendary, and M. I. T. I. was known as cho-ichiryu
kancho, "ultra-first class bureaucracy”. The best and the brightest of Japan’'s government officials
worked for M. 1. T. |., and it was viewed as Japan's elite. In addition, M. I. T. I. 's strong links
to the business community, coupled to its centrd position in Japan's economic development
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policy, gave it agreat deal of autonomy and freedom from political pressure. It's position as
overall coordinator of Japan's economic policy gaveit afreedom of action unrivaled in the Western
World's governmental structures.

M. 1. T.I. 'soverall strategy for economic development was unusual in terms of traditiona
economic development policy followed ether in Europe or the United States. The primary
emphasis was on supporting critical business sectors to be competitive, and at the same time
adapting to changing economic circumstances. It accomplished thistask by first aiding industries to
be competitive, and thus facilitating the growth of the economy. It was future oriented in the sense
that it sought to anticipate future market and trade demands. It did not discriminate against specific
businesses, but rather against specific industrial sectors, selecting those sectors which had the
greatest future potential for development.

In the process of promotion, though, it did not completely abandon its older less competitive
industries. Rather, M. I. T. |. intervened to help declining industries make an orderly transition to
newer products and services, and adapt its output to new market demands that were rising in the
national and international markets. While its primary support was directed toward emerging
markets and industries, its support for transitions helped older declining industries to change, and
ultimately remain viable, but on areduced scale, within the older market areas. If a market, though,
appeared to be completely in decline, then M. |. T. |. attempted to help the older industry re-
platform its capacity to meet newer emerging markets, thus abandoning completely the older
industrial paradigm.

During the 1950s and 1960s M. I. T. I. used awide range of tools to promote its policy charge.
During the 50s and 60s M. I. T. I. used such devices as the foreign exchange rates and tariffs to
protect industry. It also selectively influenced the use of capital for retooling and industrial
devel opment.

In the late 1960s, international trade liberalization treatiesforced M. |. T. |. to resort to the use of
personal persuasion and the issuance of regulations to guide development. M. |. T. |. also began to
be more directed on future technology development. Planning and analysis based on future growth
in economics were used to target new industries and products, thus promotion of research and
development became a major effort. As part of this process, M. I. T. I. resorted to the use of
standards to protect itsindustries, and to block entry into Japanese markets of competing products
in these newly emerging industries.

Tax incentives, credits, and loans were also used to promote the emerging industries. Public
procurement of domestic products also was used to support the emerging domestic industries. The
end result of this process was the development of a strategy within M. I. T. |. that sought to
"push” high technology development into the society and the industrial base of Japan, while
blocking the importation of foreign competitive products through closed purchase policies and
restrictive technical standards (Okimoto, 1989)

By the early 1980s M. I. T. I. had fulfilled its original charge given to it in 1949. Japanese
industry was competing in every market within the world, and the majority of Western nations
were sending delegations to Japan to study and learn from the "M. I. T. I. Miracle". But Japan also
faced anew problem in terms of economic strategies.

The older methods of protecting home markets, preferential use of capital investment for domestic

firms, development of domestic technology, and the use of cartelization to form domestic industrial
capacity, were no longer effective. The oil embargo of the 1970s had slowed domestic economic
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growth, and Japan needed to expand its share of international economic marketsif it wanted to
sustain a growing and expanding economy. M. I. T. |. thus needed to rethink its future role in
Japanese economic development - which up to that point had been focused on domestic protection
coupled to internationa exportation.

M. 1. T. I.'s economists and theorists began to examine the nature of postindustrial society, and
specifically the way that organizations would be structured, in the future, to create new products
and services. The most obvious point that quickly became evident was that there was a
disconnection between manufacturing and the supply of raw materials and |abor.

The newly emerging products, primarily based on computer technology, were composed of raw
materials that had virtually no value. The raw material of modern technology was sand and oil,
both of which were transformed into silicon and plastic by the use of human knowledge. In
addition, rather than a horizontal and vertical integration of an industry, industries tended to farm
out component production across the globe, utilizing cheap labor in developing countries, and then
bringing the components together in a series of assembly operations at different geographical
locations. The end result was that the old distinction between a resource rich versus a resource
poor nation no longer was valid. Any nation, no matter how resource poor it was, such as Japan,
could be competitive if it had the human knowledge within its society to utilize the newly emerging
organizational and manufacturing system - and got there first.

The new concept was termed joho-ka shakai, or the "informationized society”. This new society
was highly dependent on awell educated and skilled work force who would be able to package and
communicate information. Under the new theory, knowledge niche specialization, especialy at it
related to the early stages of technological development, created an economic advantage for a
society.

Older free market trade concepts of economics saw production specialization in one country offset
by other production specialization in another country. Thus if England made machinery, and
Portugal made wine, they would export to each other their products, and neither would be less
well-off under the process of free trade.

But the new economic theory took a somewhat dimmer view of economic free trade. Under the
newly emerging economic theory it was not production speciaization that fueled internationa
trade, but rather knowledge specialization. Emerging, and potentially valuable technologies, were
the result of human collective knowledge. Countries that were able to gain a foothold in the
knowledge of a new technology had along term economic advantage over other countries. Because
of their "monopoly” on the newly developing technological knowledge, these countries tended to
draw more technical knowledge, in the area of development, toward themselves. In the end, the
nation that gained the initial level of knowledge in an emerging technological area tended to
ultimately control both the knowledge and the economic base in that technology, and thus
dominated the future industry and economy based on the technol ogy.

When M. I. T. I. 's economists examined the possible growth in newly emerging technological
areas it found that the potential for the fastest growing industries, anywhere on the earth, was
telecommunications. The models that were developed showed that telecommunications had a
virtually unlimited growth potential for at least the next two decades, and also offered the single
most critical factor for increasing productivity in any areaof industrial development.

The key was, to M. |. T. I., the combination of computers and telephones. By itself the computer
islimited to what ever functions may be programmed at the local level, but once a computer was
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merged with atelephone line it was transformed into a telecommunications network which could
oversee this newly emerging industrial order. To M. I. T. I., telecommunications was the future
not only for Japanese society, but also for itself (Shumpei, 1984: 143 - 165).

The only problem, though, was that telecommunications, in Japan, was controlled by the M. P. T.
Thus, if M. 1. T. |. wanted to stay in the forefront of Japan's economic development it needed to
wrestle control of telecommunications out of the hands of the M. P. T. The ensuing struggle
between M. 1. T. I. and M. P. T. became known as the "Telecom Wars. 8

The Telecom Wars actually started with a small scrimmage between M. 1. T.l.and M. P. T. in
1981 when M. I. T. I. successfully blocked an M. P. T. bill that would have given M. P. T.
regulatory authority over computer-connected telecommunications circuits. In 1982 and 1983 two
other scrimmages were encountered over the issue of value added networks (VANS), and
copyright protection for computer programs. But the real war came to the forefront in 1984 and
1985. Thefirst full conflict was over value added networks (VANS). 83

By 1981, M. P. T. realized that it did not have enough capacity in its telephone lines to handle the
increasing demand for VAN services. It introduced a bill in the Diet that would alow it to enhance
its capacity, and at the same time impose strict licensing and standard requirements that would limit
the ability of foreign firmsto either offer such domestic services, or use foreign computers.

M. I. T. I. opposed M. P. T.'s hill because, it clamed, regulation of computer based
communications was under its jurisdiction, as well as the regulation of foreign commerce. M. P.
T. countered M. I. T. I. 'sargument by claiming that if it, M. P. T., was not given authority, both
I.B.M.and A. T. & T. would invade Japan's domestic markets, taking over Japan's computer
industry and destroying Japan's telecommunications network. M. |. T. |. countered M. P. T.'s
argument by stating that all VAN business should be liberalized and open to competition. It argued
that foreign markets for Japan's devel oping telecommunications industry would remain closed to
Japan unless Japan opened up its markets.

The American government, which had been negotiating with Japan since December of 1980 over
the issue of opening Japanese markets to American telecommunications, saw the M. P. T. bill as
another attempt by Japan to restrict Japanese markets to American competition, and a clear violation
of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) code. It protested M. P.
T.'sbill, and publicly supported M. I. T. I. 's position. M. P. T. quickly seized on the American
endorsement, and accused M. |. T. I. of selling out to the Americans, and, in essence, accusing M.
I. T. I. of being the agents of Kokujoku mono, "Nationa Dishonor".

In the end, the Diet settled the issue by opening VANSs to foreign companies, but only VANS that
were to be used by large businesses operating over special leased lines made available from N. T.

82 The section on the "Telecom Wars" relays on the extensive analysis conducted by Chalmers Johnson in Politics and
Productivity: How Japan's Development Strateqy Works. New Y ork: Ballinger. 1989.

83 A VAN is anetwork in which information from one computer is sent to another computer. In the process of sending
data, the information that is transmitted between the computers is processed, and thus the value of the information that has
been transmitted has experienced an additional value over its original format. An example of a VAN would be a travel
agency computer connected to several different types of computers, such as hotel reservations and train and airline
reservation systems. Until 1982, it was illegal in Japan to connect any computer to a telephone line without the
permission of N. T. T.
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T. Total accessto the local telephone network was prohibited. M. P. T. was given authority over
the licensing, but restrictions on foreign access were liberali zed.

The next war developed over the "privatization™ of N. T. T. American trade negotiators had been
advancing the position that Japan needed to privatize its telephone system in order to promote
competition, and to allow Americans the opportunity to sell both telecommunications products and
services to Japan's domestic market. Once again, M. I. T. |. supported the American position,
claiming that an open market in Japan was the only way to ensure Japanese industries of access to
the American market.

M. P. T. rather than objecting to the privatization proposal, saw in the proposal away to expand its
authority. M. P. T. felt that a new law could be written in such away that N. T. T. would still be
under itsjurisdiction, and at the same time it could increase its authority over any new telephone
companies that might arise. It also felt that the new law could be developed in such away that M.
P. T. would gain control of setting telephone rates, determine the standards for equipment, and
oversee al research in telecommunications.

The bill advanced by M. P. T. would have made N. T. T. a private company effective April 1,
1985, but with two thirds of the stock in the company owned by Japanese residents. The
remaining one third of the stock sale would be set aside in aresearch fund for telecommunications
that would be under the direct control of M. P. T. In December, 1984 the law was passed, but the
research and development fund set the next stage for the conflict with M. 1. T. 1.

The new law required that M. P. T. set up a not-for-profit foundation that would certify and
approve all equipment utilized in the telephone system. In order to ensure that Japan still had
control over foreign equipment, M. P. T. set-up, in collaboration with NEC, Fujitsu, Hitachi, and
Oki, the Telecommunications Terminal Equipment Inspection Association, and designated it asthe
approval agency for all equipment. The American trade negotiators immediately objected to what
was obviously an attempt to indirectly block American imports into Japan, and charged that Japan
was violating the GATT code on standards which states:

". .. parties shall ensure that technical regulations and standards are not prepared,
adopted or applied with aview to creating obstaclesto internationa trade.”

M. 1. T. I., seeing an opportunity to embarrass M. P. T., also objected to the new standards
board, once again claiming it would hurt Japan's export of telecommunications services.

Faced with a possible trade sanctions being imposed by the Americans, and M. I. T. I. 's public
criticism, M. P. T. relented, and allowed two foreign representatives, with business connections to
Japan, to be appointed to the foundation.

Thefina battle of the Telecom War involved computer software. Until 1986, Japan did not protect
computer software. Foreign computer programs were generally pirated, and either rented or sold to
computer users. In early 1983 the Copyright Deliberation Council proposed that Japan protect
computer software through the use of copyright laws, and that the copyright be awarded for afifty
year period. In general, the Council was recommending the same approach that was used in the
United States and Europe for the protection of computer programs.

M. I. T. I., which had always seen computers as part of its area of authority, responded to the

Council's recommendation by recommending that computer software be covered by patent law
rather than copyright law. The difference between the two approachesis very distinct. Copyright
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protects the specific work, but a patent not only protects the work, but also the form and concepts
within the work. Under patent rights, not only isthe work itself proprietary, but also the format in
which it is created, and any of the underlying computer codes that are part of itsinner workings.
Patents thus are more comprehensive in nature, and more restrictive in terms of others utilizing the
product and the knowledge within the item.

In addition to the patent suggestion, M. I. T. |. also proposed that anyone could use a computer
program as long as a fee for use was paid, rather than an out-right purchase. In the case that the
software developer would not assign afee, M. |. T. |. would have been given authority to arbitrate
and set a binding fee schedule.

The United States government, and I. B. M., objected to M. I. T. | 's proposal, and backed the
Copyright Council's recommendation. M. P. T., seeing an opportunity to weaken M. 1. T. |., also
backed the copyright recommendation. To back up Americas position, the United States Congress
passed a bill that would have stopped the sale in the American markets of any products from a
country that failed to protect American intellectual property rights.

Faced with the opposition from Copyright Council and M. P. T., plus the possibility of atrade war
with the United States, the Diet rgected M. |. T. I|. 's plans, and adopted the copyright
requirement.

The end result of the Tdecom Wars was that by the mid to late 1980s telecommunications
development within Japan had moved to the forefront of Japan's future economic devel opment.
But while telecommunications had become a national economic priority, the area of development
was split between two centers of power within the Japanese bureaucracies, both with a deep and
personal animosity toward each other. While aform of stalemate existed between the two agencies,
the overall plan of reaching into the new "informationized Society" remained at the forefront of
devel opment.

Over the next six yearsboth M. I. T. 1. and M. P. T. tried to advance their own prestige within the
government by pursuing two very different approaches to telecommuni cations competition.

M. I. T. |. 's approach emphasized reliance on private sector development, and the opening of
Japanese telecommunications markets to foreignersin return for an opening of foreign markets to
Japanese companies.

"The driving forces behind the advanced information infrastructure will be users
and suppliers of products and services. The government's role should be to
supplement and reinforce initiatives by introducing information systems in the
public sector, and by creating an environment which vitalizes the private sector.”
("Program", M. 1. T. I., 1994)

The M. I. T. I. program recommended liberalization of standards for equipment to allow foreign
equipment to enter Japanese markets, but at the same time provide for Japanese equipment entry
into American, European, and Asian markets.

M. 1. T. |. also advanced the concept of upgrading the Japanese telecommunications network grid

in order to develop high speed networks that would allow the Japanese manufacturing industry to
evolveinto adistributed system.
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"Utilizing the networks described above, the entire manufacturing system ranging
from order processing, product development and design to production and
distribution will be integrated into an intelligent manufacturing system (IMS). As
production lines and process equipment are integrated under a single system, a
flexible manufacturing system capable of responding to changesin demand and
other factors will be established, and the global sharing of development and
production resources will be attained. Thiswill enable efficient manufacturing and
management for the entire company.” ("Program™, M. 1. T. |., 1994)

In order to create this new telecommunications infrastructure, M. I. T. |. proposed a complete
rewiring of the Japanese telecommunications grid to handle high speed and broadband capacity,
especialy in terms of developing multimedia technology that merged tel ephones, computers, and
television into asingle format. Rather than relying, though, on the government to develop the new
communications grid, M. . T. |. suggested that it be developed by the private sector which would
rely on market demand to determine the rate that the various services would be introduced into
Japanese society and business.

"Future development of telecommunications infrastructures In the areas mentioned
above, it is necessary to build telecommunications infrastructures which can handle
the two-way transmission of high- volume data at high speeds, and which allow
data of various speeds (image data, text data, etc.) to be transmitted. At present,
broadband ISDN using the subscriber optical fiber network and ATM switching
devices is the most feasible technology in terms of providing both the features of
broadband and scalability of transmission volume. However, private leased line
services can also take advantage of such an infrastructure depending on the scale of
transmission and user charges. Therefore, private operators should take the
initiative in the competitive development of broadband ISDN on the basis of awide
range of considerations, such as changes in demand, technical advancements, and
competition with other telecommunications infrastructures.” ("Program”, M. |. T.
1., 1994)

Overadl, thethrust of M. I. T. I. 's program relied on the use of the market to determine the level of
telecommunications development, and the deregulation of all aspects of telecommunications
development in order to encourage the highest levels of competition both domestically and
internationally.

As mentioned earlier, it is desrable that a compound telecommunications
infrastructure environment be materialized where a variety of telecommunications
infrastructures making maximum use of the fruits of technica innovation are
provided to users, in a situation of constant competition over functions and costs in
response to diverse needs in each area of the industrial and household sectors. For
this purposg, it is considered to be of the greatest importance that the government,
through deregulation in telecommunications, broadcasting, and other areas, create
an environment in which private enterprises improve telecommunications
infrastructures in a competitive situation. ("Program”, M. I. T. I., 1994)

M. P. T., reflecting somewhat its organizational history as a centralized coordinating and direct

service agency, plusits nationalistic pre-World War 11 heritage, advanced a more cautious and
conservative program.
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"Japan confronts arange of problems as it stands on the verge of the 21st century.
To resolve these problems and build an intellectually creative society based on info-
communications leading to the next century, it isimperative that Japan now take an
approach that emphasizes new trends toward the growing role of info-
communications and incorporates past experience.”" ("Transition”, M. P. T., 1994)

To the M. P. T., the development of international competition offered Japan opportunities for
expansion, but also threatened basic core industries within the country.

"The international competitive environment is changing in step with the progress of
yen appreciation and the growth of the newly industrializing countries, and Japan is
increasingly shifting its production facilities overseas, especidly in the
manufacturing industries where competitiveness has been declining.
Nonetheless, the shift of production overseas is continuing at a fast pace, giving
rise to fears of a hollowing-out of industry. For this reason too, it isimperative that
Japan switch to a new highly productive framework for industry and employment,
aframework centered on areas with high intellectual added value." (Transition”, M.
P. T., 1994)

M. P. T. also saw the devel oping competitive environment as affecting the quality of life in Japan.
The opening of Japanese markets to foreign goods threatened domestic industries because of the
price difference in goods. Japanese products, which for years had been protected by standards and
tariffs walls, now would be forced to compete domestically based on a competitive price with
outside goods. In such an environment, M. P. T. felt, Japanese goods would |ose.

"According to a study by the OECD (Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development), if consumer price levelsin the U.S. as of 1990 are indexed at 100,
then consumer pricesin Japan are at 143, clearly underscoring the fact that a great
difference in price levels exists. It is thus necessary to bring about structural
changes in industries, especially the distribution industry, in order to correct such
differentials between domestic and overseas price levels and to enhance the living
standard of the Japanese people.” ("Transition”, M. P. T., 1994)

But even M. P. T. was willing to admit that the old methods of tariffs, capitalization and
cartelization would no longer protect Japanese society from international competition within its
domestic markets.

"Japan has up to the present sought to obtain materia fulfillment by means of
tailoring industrialization based on large-volume consumption of goods and energy.
However, in the face of the wide range of intensifying problems described above,
conventional methods, from which these problems are derived, are likely to be of
no avail." ("transition”, M. P. T., 1994)

M. P. T. concluded, like M. I. T. I., that Japan needed to develop an "informationized society".

"The approach of capitalizing on info-communications means a change from the
20th century's dependence on goods and energy to the 21st century's focus on
creativity born of information and knowledge. In the intellectually creative society
based on high-performance info-communications expected in the 21st century,
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information and knowledge will necessarily become the most important social and
economic resources, and the free creation, circulation, and sharing of these will
become the very cornerstones of society.” ("Transition”, M. P. T., 1994)

While M. P. T. agreed that Japan needed to develop a new information industry based on
telecommunications, it felt that the transition to this new society required that many of the older
models of industry protection needed to be exercised during the transition period.

"Level 1. .. (Theactual rewiring of the communications grid, and its use by
outside common carriers). . . which comprises physical transmission media, is the
basic underlying socia infrastructure that enables the social utilization of info-
communications capabilities. Thislevel is subject to certain socia requirements
such as stable supply, fair use, and affordable tariffs.” ("Transition", M. P. T.,
1994).

Under M. P. T.'s plan, the opening of Japanese markets should be carefully monitored, and only
allowed after extensve agreements were reached that respected not only Japan's cultura
differences, but also its existing business/government relationships.

"It is imperative that individuals, companies, and other organizations should
conduct activities and achieve a balance between competition and coexistence in
Japan as well as on the international stage.” ("transition”, M. P. T., 1994)

In order to ensure that this occurred, M. P. T. recommended that Japan maintain its existing set of
both legal and cultural principles, and rather than conforming to Western standards, have the West
accept Japanese standards as both afair and sound basis for trade with Japan.

"Level 4, where technologicaly feasible applications and services will be
introduced to play essentia roles in society, embraces persona vaues and an
adequate legal framework, as well as an efficient and effective socio-economic
system that decisively influences human activities." ("Transition”, M. P. T., 1994)

M. P. T. supported its argument, by stating that such a position was necessary to ensure that each
Japanese citizen's continued quality of life, and cultural identity, would be maintained.

"Anyone, regardless of where she/he isin Japan, should be able to enjoy their life,
be able to secure employment, and have access to culture and cultural events at the
same exceptional high level as anywhere elsein theworld" ("Transition™, M. P. T.,
1994)

M. P. T. felt that the use of strong government policies and regulations would eventually lead to
the development of the new "informationized Society", but without the loss of Japan's unique
cultural and socia structure.

"Although the development of info-communications infrastructure would generate
new markets, it would also affect existing jobs and industries, reducing their scale
or forcing them to change or endangering their existence. These potentially adverse
effects imply a shift to higher productivity in industry and changesin the structure
of employment, which will help to invigorate the economy as a whole. However,
policies formulated to ensure smooth transitions will be essential.” ("Transition”,
M. P. T., 1994)
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To M. P. T., the best method to select to achieve both the new informationized society and the
retention of existing socia values and structures, was the use of the traditional methods of standard
setting, especialy in terms of access and use of the new telecommunications network grid.

"The widespread application of info-communications functions will lead to a more
streamlined, open economic system. However, if steps are not taken to ensure the
openness of the network infrastructure and the application system, this could
essentially generate new barriers to participation and have the effect of impeding the
streamlining of industry at large." ("Transition”, M. P. T., 1994)

M. P. T., thus, recommended the continuation of regulation, and implied that such continued
regulation and oversight should be maintained within the M. P. T. offices.

M. P. T. aso offered a highly ambitious plan to rewire the entire telecommunications grid, and
push technological development into Japanese society.

The basic goal of the M. P. T. plan was to create a fiber-optic network for broadband, interactive
communications that would be available nationwide by 2005. M. P. T.'s analysis promised that
such a network would have an immense economic impact on Japan, and lead to the creation of new
businesses and industries. It estimated that such a network would lead to over 56 trillion yenin
new markets for Japanese services and goods, and also expanded existing markets by over 67
trillion yen. In addition, by focusing on the multimedia market, Japan could create an additional
123 trillion yen in new services and products by 2005 - this was in addition to the 56 trillion in
other new markets, and 67 trillion in existing markets. The net result of the economic expansion
would be the creation of 2.43 million new jobs in Japan, and mean that by 2010
telecommunications would surpass automobiles and electronics as the major industry in Japan. All
of this, M. P. T. promised, would be possible if the nation followed its advice. ("Transition", M.
P. T., 1994)

While Japan had been debating its future in telecommunications, other nations and international
groups had also been examining the same issue. In June, 1994 the United States Council of
Economic Advisors had issued a report estimating that an upgrade of the United States
telecommunications grid would lead to an additional 1.4 million new jobsin the country, and fuel a
shift from older industries to the new communications industries (" Task Force", 1994).

In October, 1994 France issued its "Information Highway" Report (Thery Report), which
concluded that France's new fiber-optic network would lead to the creation of 300,000 new jobs
by 2005 ("Task Force", 1994)

Both of these reports had followed areport issued by the G-7 Jobs Conference held in Detroit in
March, 1994, which concluded that the future development of jobsin the G-7 nations was directly
linked to the development of advanced tel ecommunications systems.

Adding to Japan's concerns was the aggressive development policy being pursued by the Clinton
Administration. The National Information Infrastructure (N. I. 1.) had shifted its emphasis toward
devel oping policies that advanced awide range of socio-economic benefits directly linked to high-
performance telecommunications. Thiswas especialy evident in N. I. I. 's emphasis on the
advantages that such a system would have in international trade.
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The development of the Internet in the United States also concerned Japan. By 1994, the Internet
had linked over 100 countries, including Japan, and was advancing a wide range of applications
including research information, e-mail, database access, and shared computer resources.

The National Research and Education Network (N. R. E. N.) was also engaged in linking a broad
range of research and educational institutions together to promote advanced research, especialy in
the areas of applied research directed at product devel opment.

Such strong international developments made it imperative that Japan develop a coordinated
national response, but rather than coming together the policy arenain Japan was fragmenting even
more (" Task Force", 1994).

In May, 1994, M. |. T. I. announced its program for an advanced information infrastructure. That
same month, the Ministry of Health and Welfare established an information promotion
headquarters. In June, M. P. T. released its program for the establishment of a high-performance
information and communications infrastructure. In July, the Ministry of Education, Culture and
Science formed a Multimedia Policy Planning Office. And finally, in August, the Ministry of
Construction announced plansto lay a nationwide fiber-optic cable system ("Task Force, 1994).

With so much at stake, and an obvious scrambling for bureaucratic prestige and turf, the Japanese
President and Cabinet took the unusual step of actually intervening between the various Ministries.
On August 2, 1994 the Headquarters for Promotion of Advanced Information and
Communications Society was crested in the cabinet, and given the charge to promote
comprehensive information and communications measures, and to cooperate with the related global
projects. The headquarters consists of all of the cabinet members, and is headed by the prime
minister and sub-headed by the chief cabinet secretary and M. P. T. and M. |. T. |. ministers.

But rather than devel oping a coordinated policy, the new Headquartersis actually aforum in which
the various competing Ministries discuss the issues they face, and seek to negotiate settlements
between themselves. Nothing within the structure of the Headquarters prevents any of the
Ministries from pursuing their individual goals, and thus Japan's telecommunications policy
remains fragmented and uncoordinated (" Task Force, 1994).

In spite of this fragmentation, Japan isin the process of trying to develop a high-speed, multimedia
network across the nation, and attempting at the same time to enter into international negotiations
over access to foreign markets. But of the three major actorsin the new area of international
telecommuni cations competition, the United States, the European Union, and Japan, Japan remains
the weakest in terms of developing a comprehensive approach to international access. At this point
in time, Japan remains a competitor in the newly emerging field, but it is still upintheair asto
how successful it will be against the economic and technological strength of both the United States
and the European Union.

International Telecommunications Competition

If the world of international telecommunications competition were simply a matter of the United
States versus another country, such as France or Japan, the United States, by the sheer size of our
market, would ultimately win. But international trade competition is no longer a battle of individual
nations. Rather it is now a battle of trade aress.

There are three dominant trade areas now in existence: The North American area composed of the
United States, Mexico, and Canada; the European trade area composed of the E. U. nations; and
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the Japanese/Pacific Trade area which is dominated by Japan, but which Chinais beginning to
emerge as a major competitor. The rest of the world trade market, for all practical purposes, is
open, for the present, to penetration by the Northern Hemisphere nations - how long this will
remain so is a matter of speculation as third world nations are beginning the process of forming
their own trading blocs.

The basic economic principle at work in each trade area are as old as Mercantilism, namely
maximize your exports and minimize your imports; keep your trade balance to your favor at the
expense of your competition. To compete in this international market, a trade area must have a
large enough base to not only provide for its own internal demands, but also produce a surplus
which isavailable for export. Thisisthe world of international telecommunications markets.

Statistics should aways be viewed cautiously, often they present a case that may be only partially
correct. In this case, though, afew statistics can measure rough equivaency of the three trade areas
in terms of their capacities to produce export services. Main line penetration rate is often used to
measure coverage and availability of telephone service within adefined market area. As of the early
1990s, the penetration rates for the three trade areas was.

MAIN LINE PENETRATION RATE PER 100 INHABITANTS

E. U. 39.85
usS 49.33
JAPAN 40.73

OECD. Communications
Outlook. 1992.

While the United States has the highest penetration rate, E. U. and Japan are equivalent, and when
the three E. U. nations which compose the technological core of E. U. 's system, England, France
and Germany, are measured, the penetration rate rises to 43.6; competitive proximity to the United
States penetration rate.

In terms of market revenues, OECD figures show that the United States market, in 1992, still
remained the largest single market with the highest revenue base, and thus the continuing main
target for international competition:

TELECOMMUNICATIONS REVENUE MARKETS 1992

usS $861 BILLION
E. U. $609 BILLION
JAPAN $44 BILLION

OECD. Communications
Outlook. 1992

While revenues for service markets remained dominated by the United States, OECD figures paint
ableaker picture in terms of equipment sales, which in 1992 exceeded $77 billion internationally.
By 1992, E. U. had gained the largest single sales share in the international equipment market:

TELECOMMUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT SALES REVENUES
INTERNATIONAL MARKETS, 1992
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Trade Area Sales Percentage

E. U. $22 Billion 28
us $17 Billion 22
Japan $8 Billion 11

OECD. Communications
Outlook. 1992

The MFJ requirement of open interconnection of all equipment to AT&T linesis the main reason
why the United States international telecommunications equipment surplus of $500 million dollars
in 1981, turned into a $2.6 Billion trade deficit by 1988. It allowed for the immediate penetration
of United States markets by foreign firms.

The MFJ aso had an effect on the levels of capital investmentsin the telephone infrastructure in the
United States. Again, OECD figures give a clear picture of what has occurred:

TELECOMMUNICATIONS CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, 1992

E. U. $30 Billion
us $21 Billion
Japan $9 Billion

OECD. Communications Outlook.
1992

The capitalization of upgraded digital switching systems and fiber optics within the E. U., has

caused the per kilometer penetration rate in Europe to exceed by 100 percent the level in the United
States:

MAIN LINE PER KILOMETER PENETRATION RATE, 1992

E. U. 51.31
usS 25.60
JAPAN 7.56

OECD. Communications
Outlook. 1992

This means that the availability of upgraded lines and systems for potential digitally service based
companiesis higher within the E. U. group than any of the other two competing trade areas.

When you compare the above figures, what you see emerging is a picture of competitive advantage
or disadvantage. The most obvious conclusion is that only the United States and E. U., at the
present time, have a sufficiently large enough internal market structure and capacity of production,
combined with an advanced communications grid, to effectively dominate the world's
telecommunications arena. While Japan has the capacity to produce the equipment, but not the
advanced services, its 1994 decision to completely rewire its communications grid to a broadband

base by 2005 could quickly place it in the number two position. But, currently we face Europe,
and that means examining the French strategy.
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The French, by themselves, would never be able to dominate the international telecommunications
market. France would face the same structural problem as Japan, namely too small of arevenue
and capacity base to take on the monoalithic United States. But France, as a critical member of an E.
U. coalition, could become a mgjor influence in an E. U. cartel which does have enough revenue
and capacity base to challenge the United States position. And thisis exactly what is occurring.

France is pursuing its policy within the structure of the E. U. "Green Book" standards. The
purpose of the standards are very clear:

"The development in the Community (E. U.) of a strong telecommunications
infrastructure and of efficient services: providing the European user with a broad
variety of telecommunications services on the most favorable terms, ensuring
coherence of development between member states, and creating an open competitive
environment, taking full account of the dynamic technological developments under
way.("Green Book", 1987, Chapter X, Section 3.)

In order to implement the "Green Book" standards, which were mandatory for all member nations,
including France, the E. U. community created two research and devel opment programs to guide
the transformation. RACE, Research and Development in Advanced Communications
Technologies for Europe, and ESPRIT, European Strategic Program for Research and
Development on Information Technology. Twelve speciaization subunits were created to deal with
technical specifications and administrative interface. The subunits are:

EIES Esprit Information Exchange System

INSIS Ingtitutiona Information Systems

BRITE Basic Research in Industrial Technology in Europe

CREST Committee for Research in Science and Technology

COSsT European Cooperative for Excellencein Science and
Technology Research

FAST Forecasting and A ssessment on Science and
Technology

APOLLO Article Procurement with Online Local Ordering

CEPT Conference of European Post and
Telecommunication Administrators

TDCC Trangportation Data Coordinating Committee

EDI Electronic Data | nterchange Standards

SPAG Standards Promotion and Application Group

ITSTC Steering Committee for Information Technology

The goal of this massive Research and Development program was to have in place, across Europe,
what is known as Integrated Broadband Communications (IBC). The process for achieving this
goal was formulated into a strategic development plan which has remained on schedule sinceits
inception in 1986.

IBC isthe next step in the development of telecommunications and computer science. It isactualy
the technical convergence of the two fieldsinto a single system. IBC is the process of digitalization
of computer networks, telecommunications networks, television and radio networks, and satellite
linkages into a single al embracing interactive communications medium that handles voice, video,
and data simultaneously. In 1995, the E. U. nations started the final two year processin itsten
year plan that will see IBC available across Europe by the end of 1997. A key component in this
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advanced telecommunications system is the transformed France Telecom. Giscard d' Estaing's
industrial policy is about to blossom.

While the United States continued to maneuver around the issue of profit and rates of return in
loca and long distance telephone exchanges, the European Union advanced a policy of
telecommunications linked to economic competition.

“This sector... (telecommunications)... isin rapid evolution. The market will drive,
it will decide winners and losers. Given the power and pervasiveness of the
technology, this market is global. The prime task of government is to safeguard
competitive forces and ensure a strong and lasting political welcome for the
information society, so that demand-pull can finance growth, here as el sewhere. By
sharing our vision, and appreciating its urgency, Europe's decision-makers can
make the prospects for our renewed economic and social development infinitely
brighter.” ("Bangemann”, 1994)

In 1993 France Telecom and Germany’s D. B. P. Telekon signed an agreement for a strategic
alliance between the two telecommunications companies. The alliance was aimed a creating a global
business employing over 4,000 people, and aimed at expanding services into international markets.
The following year the aliance paid four billion dollars to acquire a fifteen percent operating share
of U.S. Sprint, thus penetrating the United States long distance market (and potentially the local
exchanges in the near future). This move had been preceded by a move on the part of British
Telecommunications, in 1993, in which it also acquired a fifteen percent share of MCI. Thus by
the end of 1994, the three largest telephone systemsin Europe had established themselves into the
United States long distance markets.

The response from the United States operators was negative:

“It’ s another example where there' s going to be a major player going to the U.S.
market and we at Bell Atlantic and regional companies are shut out.” ("Sprint",
1994)

Eunetcom, the name of the company formed between France Telecom and Deutsche Telekom, has
become a major competitor in the global communications service sector. By the end of 1994 it had
signed up thirty multinational companies, and generated over one hundred million dollarsin sales
during its first year of operation. At stake is the twelve hillion dollars spent each year for
telecommunications by the five hundred largest multinational corporations.

“QOur goal isto be the main player and position Deutsche Telekom and France
Telecom as the number onein the market” ("Olier", 1994)

Behind this aggressive market strategy of the European telephone operators is a coordinated
government system that recognizes the vested interests that the entire European Union hasin the
international telecommunications market. The major investment in the telecommunications upgrade,
started in Europe in the 1970s and 1980s, continues, and is scheduled to reach full capacity by the
year 2015. What is startling about the European development is the fact that just twenty-five years
ago every telecommunications grid in Europe was publicly owned, and the level of penetration and
sophistication of serviceswas considered to be afull generation behind the United States system.

The movements by both Europe and Japan to physically build a new form of telecommunications
economics by the construction of advanced networks, began to have an impact on the policy
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making machinery of the United States. What drove the change in the regulatory attitude was the
recognition that a new type of economic competition was emerging in the world, competition based
on information. In order to be a competitor, the United States needed a modern and advanced
telecommuni cations structure.

But in order for this new economic order to emerge, another issue had to be settled first, and that
issue involved our old friend, the International Telecommunications Union.

The New International Telecommunications Order

Thel. T. U. not only set the standards for equipment interfaces, it supported the position,
commonly held among thel. T. U. members, that telecommunication services were not aform of
trade.. Rather, thel. T. U. norm saw international telecommunications as ajoint investment on the
part of various countries seeking to create a common infrastructure to promote communications.

Under thel. T. U. view of the world, telephone service everywhere was a " natural monopoly",
and the interconnection efforts were only attempts to exercise economy of scale while extending the
reach of the domestic networks to the international sector, thus the entire effort was grounded in
the concept of extending "universal service" (Aronson and Cowhey, 1988: 8 - 9). As such, what
was charged by an individual nation was anational concern, not an international issue.

Rates were established between countries to handle and process calls, but revenues exchanged
between countries were based on a set formula, while charges to the customers were left to the
individual countries. Asaresult, the cost of an international call included not only the actual costs
associated with the call, but also the set fee for handling the cal between nations - and any
additional charges placed by the national telephone system receiving and sending the calls. The
final result was that international costs for telephone services were highly profitable, and the profits
were often used to subsidize other services, such as loca access charges for each country's
citizens.

Asthe process of liberalization, which started in the United States, began to enter international
negotiations, the I. T. U. charge for overseeing rates and the standards for interconnection were
challenged by the United States efforts to include telecommunications access into the General
Agreement on Tariffsand Trade (G. A. T. T.) trade rules.

The break-up of A. T. & T., and the opening of the telecommunications equipment market in the
United States, drove the United States interest in redefining the nature of internationa
telecommunications. Fueling United States concerns was the increasing trade deficit the United
States faced in the telecommunications equipment markets. By the early 1990s, the United States
faced a 2.5 billion dollar trade deficit in this area. What was alarming, to the United States, was
that in the late 1970s and early 1980s this area of market competition had seen the United States
holding a 1.5 billion dollar trade surplus (Cowhey, 1990: 191 - 192).

Starting in the late 1970s, the United States had been arguing that international service exchanges,
such as telephone service, did have trade like properties, and thus were eligible for inclusion under
the GATT agreements. Where, previously, the international position had been that
telecommunications did not exhibit trade properties, and actually were devices for extending
universal service and aform of natural monopoly, now this position was suddenly under attack by
the United States (NTIA, 1983).

362



At first, starting in 1983, most GATT and ITU members were hostile to the United States position.
While United States trade del egates gave long, and impassioned, speeches about the "magic of the
marketplace”, they also accused their foreign counterparts of unfair trade practices, and even
threatened to leave the |. T. U. The foreign trade representatives, though, viewed the United States
move as an attempt to destroy the concept of a natural monopoly, and to assert undue influence
over their sovereign rights to establish their own domestic policies. To the rest of the World, the
United States position was only an attempt on the part of amajor trading partner to use their might
to the advantage of their own domestic industries (Drake, 1994: 170 - 171).

Thethreat tothel. T. U. and the international telecommunications sector was critical. If the United
States, because of domestic policies, reduced its involvement in and compliance with thel. T. U.
process, then it would increase the difficulty in developing new standards and systems required to
produce the new platform for global telecommunications. Without a standardized platform, the goal
of economic expansion within telecommunications would be sidetracked, and eventually would be
thwarted because of the development of different, and possibly incompatible, systems.

On the other hand, though, if the international community ascended to the United States position,
then the flood gates of competition within both the equipment and services markets would force
open their domestic markets and industries to foreign companies, and possibly result in domestic
reductionsin their national businesses (Witt, 1987: 353 - 372).

For the next four years the issue of international deregulation was discussed and examined. But in
the process of analyzing the issue, the E. U. nations discovered that America was not as great a
threat as they had previously imagined. In fact, the reports that were issued tended to show that the
E. U. nations could fare quite well in an internationally open market, provided that everyone had
egual access to everyone else's networks. In addition, in 1986 the E. U. launched its program of
market unification across Europe, which meant that eventually the national networks of Europe
would be required to be open to all the E. U. countries anyway (Drake, 1994: 175 - 177).

While Japan objected to the change, the financial power of the United States and the E. U. forced
the matter along. The eventual agreements that were established under the General Agreement for
Trade and Services (GATS) set-up a bilateral relationship within international telecommunications.
Access to one countries network is matched by equal access to another countries network. Thus an
open border is maintained between the systems, and the concept of a"natural monopoly", whether
in the international or domestic market, is rejected.

Asfor the costs of such services and the standards for interconnection, the United States pressure
for open markets, coupled to the E. U 's position in support of the United States position,
completely undermined the basisfor thel. T. U. 'slegitimacy. Over the 1980s and early 1990s the
I. T. U. wasforced to relinquish its technical control over the international system. While the
United States position split the I. T. U. membership, in the end power won, and the world of
international telecommunications regulation moved away from . T. U., and into the world of
GATT and the bilateral trade agreements between the United States and the other nations of the
world.

Intheend, thel. T. U. 's position that network interconnection and services was the domain of the
domestic telecommunications companies and their national governments, was replaced by a new
set of standards which encouraged corporate competition and control within the international
network. The I. T. U. had been forced to accept the concept of American competition and
privatization of the telecommunications industry (Drake, 1994: 197 - 198).
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By the early to mid 1990s the United States had achieved what it wanted, the beginning of the
opening of international telecommunications markets. But the United States still had one issue it
had to resolve before the new world of international telecommunications competition could actually
emerge within the United States..

In the majority of the world, a domestic network means a national network. Since telephones and
telegraphs were nationally owned and nationally supported, the only distinction made between a
loca versus a long distance network was administrative. When a telephone network was
designated a natura monopoly, the designation covered both the long distance and the local
networks. When the Europeans agreed to open up their networks, they included in their definition
both the long distance and the local networks.

But in the United States, sincethe A. T. & T. corporate structure had created two levels of private
ownership, the definition of anatural monopoly had two meanings. The first level, interstate, had
been rejected by Judge Greene's MFJ, and thus was open to the newly emerging international
competition. But the second meaning, the local level, had been defined by Judge Greene's MFJ as
"natural monopolies’.

If the United States wanted access to the Paris market, it was going to have to let the French have
access to the Omaha's market, and that meant that the United States was going to have to deal with
the very politically difficult issue of local natural monopolies, and the 10th amendment rights of the
States to regulate the local and intrastate industry through their PUCs.

THE INTERNAL POLITICAL FRAMEWORK

The post-1983/1984 structure of telecommunication regulation in the United States, was a
combination of federal laws, state laws, court rulings, and regulatory reviews. It was a confused
and evolving situation which contained no clear policy direction or purpose. Contributing to the
policy confusion was the fact that the 1982 MFJ ruling by Judge Greene, which ordered the
breakup of A. T. & T./ Bell, had been flawed in its perception of the mechanisms used to maintain
the telephone monopoly.

By 1972, through the work of the F. C. C. staff and Commissioners, alternative systems for long
distance telephone service had been approved and were being offered to the public. The
combination of microwave and satellite transmission, plus previous court rulings concerning the
Carterfone case, had broken the telephone monopoly at the Federal level of government authority
over interstate communications. The remaining issues, which dealt with the interconnection of long
distance services and equipment to the local exchanges, were regulated by the State PUCs.

Greene's Tunney Act hearings, which were held in the Spring and Summer of 1982, opened the
settlement process to a wide range of interests and groups not previously part of the origina
lawsuit. Not only would A. T. & T. and the Justice Department present information concerning the
effect of the break-up, but also newly emerging competitors, the Regiona Bell Operating
Companies (RBOCs), State regulators, labor unions, and consumer groups (Stone, 1989: 329).

The soon to be divested Bell Operating Companies advanced the case that the revenues that would
be generated from the new local services would not be enough to cover their costs of operation. To
the newly developing Bell companies, the antitrust settlement wasasell-out by A. T. & T., and left
them in avery poor position. The local Bells felt that just as new high-technology services and
products were being developed, A. T. & T. was leaving them and taking all the future potential
withit. Tothe Bells, all A. T. & T. was leaving them were the old copper wire lines and telephone
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poles, plus the outdated and failing switching and transmissions systems. The Bells thus saw
themselves straddled with the local exchange upgrade problems and costs, while A. T. & T.
deserted them to pursue the highly profitable future (Faulhaber, 1987: 93).

The State Public Utility Commissions, supporting the local Bell companies, also saw the settlement
as an abandoning of the local exchanges. The loss of the separations and settlements dollars that
had been used to keep local costs down, coupled to the need for capitol to improve and upgrade the
local exchanges, caused them to turn against A. T. & T. Within days of the settlement
announcement, the PUCs were stating that local telephone charges would have to increase by
three-fold. The PUCswere joined in their fear of local rate increases by the consumer groups,
who also oppossed any changes that would undermine the long-standing rate subsidies, and thus
poise athreat to increasing local telephone rates (Faulhaber, 1989: 93).

The newspaper and media industry sided with the RBOCs, PUCs and the consumer groups,
pointing out that while A. T. & T. would keep only one third of the assets of the company, they
would actually control two-thirds of the revenue. In the end, according to the media, the RBOCs
would be left with al the costs and out-dated technology, while A. T. & T. retained the majority of
the telephone revenue. (Faulhaber, 1989: 93).

The original settlement, which dealt with exclusively isolating those aspects of the industry that
were considered to be monopoly markets, fell apart under Greene's direction. Greene, stepping
beyond the original charge of the case, began a process of divestiture that had no relation to the
actual economic structure of the industry. While, in theory, both A. T. & T. and the Justice
Department could have appealed Greene's "suggestions”, since the Consent Decree was between
those two parties to the suit, they declined to exercise that option. Greene's ability to exercise the
Tunney Act's provision concerning "the public interest”, meant that if the two parties did not agree
with Greene's suggestion, he could order the litigation to proceed. If that occurred, both A. T. &
T. and the Justice Department would be forced to present their cases in front of a Judge who would
have felt that his sense of equity and judicia authority had been undermined, and likely would have
resulted in an even more unappealing decisions. Thus, both A. T. & T. and the Justice Department
proceeded to accept Greene's "suggestions” (Coll, 1986: 357 - 364).

Greene's inability to understand the nature of the industry resulted in a process whereby the
national monopoly was broken-up, and was replaced by seven regional monopolies. Greene's
initid step was to transform the twenty Bell companies into seven regiona bell operating
companies (RBOCs). Thiswas done by Greene in order to ensure that each Regional Bell would
have sufficient market size to guarantee continuing financial viability.

He then negated the entire case over long distance service being a competitive enterprise, by
awarding to each RBOC the right to provide long-distance service within their local access and
transport area (LATA). The LATA's that were created were larger than the local exchange areas,
and sometimes, such as the case of the Wyoming, covered an entire state. In addition, many of the
LATA's crossed state-lines, especially in the high density areas of the Northeast and Mid-West,
and thus were totally within the historical authority of interstate transmission. In essence, he took
away from A. T. & T. alarge portion of its most profitable long distance service area, and gave it
back to the RBOCs as local monopolies.

Greene then proceeded to take something that had never been claimed as a monopoly service,
namely the Y ellow Pages, and declared that Y ellow Pages were a part of alocal natura monopoly,
and thus should be exclusively in the hands of the RBOCs. He next undermined the equipment
monopoly argument by allowing the RBOCs to provide equipment. While the RBOCs could not be
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directly involved in the manufacturing of equipment, they could arrange with manufacturers to
provide equipment to their customers.

To further strengthen the RBOCs economic position, Judge Greene provided that any of the
RBOCs could petition the Court for awaiver from the "Line-of-business’ restriction if they could
show that competition in those types of markets would not be harmed, and that offering such
business would not amount to more than ten percent of the RBOCs net annual revenue.

Intwo final blowsto A. T. & T., Judge Greene required that the Bell copyright logo was the sole
and exclusive property of the RBOCs, not A. T. & T.,and A. T. & T. was forbidden to enter the
electronic publishing market for seven years.

Then, to ensure that his suggestions would be followed, Judge Greene took the unusual step of
informing everyone that he would indefinitely maintain jurisdiction over the enforcement of the
decree. In essence, from now on whenever A. T. & T. and the RBOCs wished to develop new
services or change the nature of their industry, they would have three bodies to deal with, the F. C.
C., the PUCs, and Judge Greene's court ("Order”, U.S.vs. A. T. & T., 1983).

Greene'sruling only required that AT& T's charges for long distance service would not include any
cost factors relevant to service charges within the intrastate levels. The divestiture of the state and
Regional Bell Operating Companies (RBOCs) from AT& T did not address the historical problem,
though, of the PUCs restricting competition at the state or local levels.

AT&T, asoriginally envisioned by Forbesin the 1880s, and continued by the corporation through
its one hundred plus years of existence, was actually a holding company for a series of state
chartered monopolies, which, when aggregated together, formed a national monopoly. Greene's
divestiture order broke the nationa monopoly, but could not address the issue of the state
monopolies which were under the authority of the PUCs.

The net result of the Greene rulings was not only the break-up of AT&T/Bell, but also the
shattering of the regulatory balance that had been in place between the states and the national
government. In its wake, the ruling left the nationa regulatory structure balkanized with a
fragmented national/state regulatory system competing against seven regional monopolies.

Historically, the PUCs had opposed F. C. C. restrictions on their authority. It had been a
consistent policy of the PUCs to seek rate averaging across the entire national market in order to
keep local service rates low and extend service into high costs areas, such as rural areas. The
policy was successful in achieving both of these objectives, and did allow for the expansion of
local telephone service across the country. The method used to achieve this level of penetration was
restriction of the number of service providers within the communications market, and limiting
consumer options for service. By consolidating the potential consumer market, and then offering
the entire potential market to a handful of providers, capitalization costs and operating expenses
could be averaged across a wide base. This allowed high cost/low revenue areas to be subsided by
low cost/high revenue areas.

The F. C. C. decisions to open the public airwaves to alternative telephone services, and the
subsequent breakup of A. T. & T./ Bell, presented the PUCs with a major challenge to their
historical policy of rate averaging. It was now possible to offer telephone service without the use
of wired lines. Voice, video, and data traffic could be handled through the public airwaves
regulated by the F. C. C., not the PUCs. In addition, such services could be targeted at high
profit/low cost markets while bypassing low profit/high cost markets, especially within the
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business community. Thus the potential existed to reduce the total number of consumers forming
the base for rate averaging at the intrastate and interstate levels. Faced with this potential threat to
the rate base, after the Greene settlement was approved in 1984, thirty-six state PUCs passed
regulations prohibiting the licensing of new services, and blocking interconnection of new services
to business groups (Noam, 1992: 136 - 137) Judge Greene's ruling in no way affected the
intrastate war over maintaining the historical monopoly rate averaging policy.

The "Telephone Wars' between the State Public Utility Commissions and the Federal
Communications Commission actually had its beginning almost ten years before Greene's final
1984 divestiture decision. The initial salvo originated in the State of North Carolina, and was a
consequence of the Caterfone decision.

After the Caterfone decision, a debate developed between the PUCs and the F. C. C. over the issue
of who should provide equipment to subscribers. In essence, the PUCs argued that equipment
connected to the network should be provided by the line carrier, the telephone companies, and not
by the subscriber. The PUCs position was that the attachment of non-carrier provided equipment to
the intrastate network could be prohibited by the State's under their Tenth Amendment rights. The
F. C. C., on the other hand, argued that subscriber connected equipment should be allowed since
the entire network was national in nature. Finally the F. C. C. decided that equipment attachment
was completely under the discretion of the subscribers ("Memorandum™, 13 F. C. C. 2d 571:
1968).

In 1974 the North Carolina Public Utilities Commission (NCUC) announced that it was
prohibiting the attachment of any subscriber equipment to the State network, unless the equipment
was used exclusively for interstate calls. In addition, NCUC required that if subscriber equipment
was attached for interstate purposes, the subscriber had to |ease a separate line for that purpose.
The F. C. C. immediately issued an order preempting the state's interconnection prohibition.
("Telerent", 45 F. C. C. 2d 204: 1974).

NCUC challenged the F. C. C. order in the Fourth Federal District Court, and argued that under
the 1934 Communications Act the F. C. C. was specifically prohibited from jurisdiction over
intrastate communications services or facilities.

The Fourth District Court did not agree with NCUC. Initsruling, the Court stated "... usualy itis
not feasible, as a matter of economics and practicaity of operation, to limit the use of such
equipment to either interstate or intrastate transmission.” (NCUC I, 537 F. 2d, 791: 1976). In the
Court's view, the intrastate prohibition against equipment attachment would prevent the subscriber
from exercising their federal right to interstate interconnection. Since this was the case, the Court
ruled, the F. C. C. had the authority to preempt the state regulation in order to "... exercise...
plenary jurisdiction over the rendition of interstate and foreign communications services that the
Act had conferred upon it." (NCUC I, 537 F. 2d, 793: 1976)

The initid North Carolina decision was followed by a series of Court rulings that further
strengthened the F. C. C.'s authority to preempt State regulations.84 The cumulative effect of the
Court rulings between 1976 and 1984 seemed to affirm the F. C. C.'sright to preempt any state
regulation related to the intrastate exchange if the state regulation affected, in anyway, even one
telephone call over the exchange that became interstate in nature.

84 californiav. F. C. C., 567 F. 2d 84 (D.C. Cir. 1977); New York Tel. Co. v. F. C. C., 631 F. 2d 1059 (2d Cir. 1980);
National Ass'n of Regulatory Util. Comm'rs, 746 F. 2d (D.C. Cir. 1984).
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Emboldened by the Court rulings, the F. C. C. began to attack state regulatory authority, and
specificaly attacked equipment depreciation rates, inside wiring, and the emerging enhanced
services.

From 1980 to 1983 the F. C.C. issued a series of orders that preempted the state regulations
required to depreciate the intrastate el ements of the equipment within the network. Under the F. C.
C. rulings, the Federal schedule of depreciation was required for both interstate and intrastate
equipment, and the level of depreciation was accelerated.8>

In 1986 the F. C.C. attacked the state's authority over inside wiring for telephone service.
Historically, the inside wiring of local residences and businesses had been exclusively under the
authority of the local exchanges, and thus under the State PUCs discretion. But the F. C. C., inits
1986 order, required that all inside wiring had to be unbundled from the common carriers other
services, and the maintenance of such wiring had to be done under a private contract arrangement
between the subscriber and an outside provider.8¢ The F. C. C. stated that since inside wiring was
not "common carriage", namely part of the actual system of transmission overseen by the telephone
company, the 1934 prohibition against the F.C.C. being involved with intrastate "common
carriage” did not apply to inside wiring. Thus, the F.C.C., according to the reasoning presented,
could preempt state authority in this area.

Probably the F.C.C.'s most ambitious attempt to preempt state authority was centered around the
development of "enhanced services'. Under the MFJ Divestiture Order, the RBOCS were
required, if they wanted to offer interstate enhanced services such as data transmission, to make
such offerings available through "structurally" separate corporate affiliates. Greene'sruling in this
matter was that separation would prevent the RBOCS from using their monopoly control over the
local exchanges from obtaining a competitive advantage in these newly devel oping markets.

In 1986, the F.C.C. opened its "Third Computer Inquiry". The conclusion of the Inquiry was that
the F.C.C. felt that the structural separation process limited the RBOCS ability to develop such
services quickly. Since the benefits of such services were potentially high, the F.C.C. ruled, the
separation process should be modified. While the potential risk of anti-competitive conduct was
still possible, the benefits to customers in developing such services far outweighed the competitive
issue. Thusthe F.C.C. replaced the structural separation process with a non-structural process.

Under the new process, the RBOCS could offer enhanced services provided they gave six months
notice to other competitors of their intentions, and fully disclosed all technica information
necessary to interconnect to their networks for such service offerings. In the process of issuing its
new rulings, the F.C.C. nullified all state structural and non-structural separation requirements,
and all state tariffs that applied to enhanced services.8’

85 First Report and Order, 85 F. C. C. 2d 818 (1981); Memorandum Opinion and Order, 89 F. C. C. 2d 1094 (1982);
Memorandum Opinion and Order, 92 F.C.C. ed 864 (1983).

86 “Detariffing the Installation and Maintenance of Inside Wiring", Final Rule 51 Fed. Rg. 8498, 59 Rad. Reg. 2d, 1
F.C.C. Red. 1190 (1986).

87 Report and Order, 104 F.C.C. 2d 958 (1986); Reconsideration, 3 F.C.C. Rcd. 1150 (1988).
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But Federal preemption was not the only telephone war being waged in the telecommunications
systems of the United States at this time. Another war, and potentially more damaging war, was
being waged over economic development.

Telecommunicationsis big business in the United States. By 1993 the United States was spending
over $500 billion annually in the telecommunications systems. It is estimated that by the year 1997
total United States telecommunications expenditures will exceed a Trillion dollars annually.

In response to this developing market, all 50 States developed some form of high technology
economic development policy which was dependent upon advanced telecommunications
infrastructures. As a consequence by the early 1990s there was developing a fragmented, and
competitive, bidding situation at the state levels (OTA, 1995).

Compounding the developing competitive market between States, was that the MFJ divestiture had
also, initially, thrown the PUCs into a near total level of panic (Power, 1984: 190 - 191)

The State PUCs "mission” varied from state to state. In addition to telephones, State PUCs
regulated railroads, electricity, natural gas, industrial wastes, and a wide range of other public
service areas that were selected dependent on each state's individual history and culture. But while
the mandate of the PUCs was broad, their resources and power were limited. In terms of staffs,
the State PUCs averaged only 168 personnel at the time of the 1982 Divestiture Agreement
(NARUC, 1982)

In addition to its low staff support, the State PUCs were generally limited in their authority, with
either State L egislatures or Governors exercising agreat deal of direct influence over the agency's
priorities and decisions. The concept of an "independent” agency, such asthe F. C. C., was not an
operational factor in the magjority of State levels of regulation (Stalon, 1984: 232).

While market competition was the position being taken by the F. C. C. and the Justice Department,
the position being taken at the State level was continued support for universal service and access.
K eeping basic telephone rates low, opposing local access charges, and keeping the local Bells
focused on local and intrastate services, were the priorities of the State PUCs. The divestiture had
resulted in requests for rate increases being filed with all the State PUCs, which, in the atmosphere
of immediate panic following the MFJ, were generally approved (Powers, 1984: 190 - 191).

But asthe level of issuesinvolved in deregulation became more technical, the responses from each
state began to vary. Access charge rates were set at varying levels, and ranged from a seven cent
per minutes difference between the lowest state, New Jersey, and the highest state, Alabama.
Californiaruled that long distance carriers had to block all calls within the LATA areas, while
Indianarequired all carriersto pay Indiana Bell for intraaLATA access. In other states, the PUCs
saw no way to prevent intra.LATA competition, and opened the marketsto all carriers, while other
States made theintra-LATA an exclusive monopoly controlled by the RBOC (Noll, 1986).

The exercise of State discretionary authority began to come into conflict with the F. C. C.'s agenda
for developing national competition through the application of Federal preemption. What before
had been a carefully balanced separation between interstate versus intrastate authority, fell apart.
The F. C. C. began to claim that the State's were blocking the development of a deregulated
industry, and the State's claimed that the F. C. C. was seeking to circumvent and undermine the
Tenth Amendment Rights of the States to regulate industry within their borders. Relations between
the two levels of regulatory agencies began to deteriorate.
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The State Public Utility Commissions mounted a counter-assault against the preemptive strategy of
the F.C.C. In 1986, the L ouisiana Public Service Commission appealed the Fourth Circuit Court's
ruling which validated the F.C.C.'s decision to preempt the depreciation schedules for equipment.
The Supreme Court granted certiorari to review the Fourth Circuit's ruling. (Louisianav F.C.C.,
476 U.S. 355, 1986).

In afive to two decision, the Supreme Court ruled the F.C.C.'s preemption of the depreciation
schedules violated the 1934 Communications Act. The Court declared that the Communications Act
specifically "fences off from FCC reach or regulation intrastate matters.” (Louisianav F.C.C., 476
U.S. 370, 1986). The Court affirmed that the F.C.C. did not have the right to stray into the areas
of State authority, and thus the F.C.C. must allow different depreciation schedules and methods to
be applied in the intrastate level of the network.

The State counter-attack continued, and in 1989 the State's attacked the F.C.C. rules over inside
wiring. In National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners versus the F.C.C. (880 F.
2d 422, D.C. Cir. 1989), the Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit Court ruled that F.C.C.
preemption over inside wiring was not valid. Calling the original F.C.C. justification concerning
wiring not being part of the "common carriage" and thus not part of the intrastate prohibition, the
court found that the F.C.C. reasoning was "circular”, and if allowed to stand would allow the
F.C.C. to preempt any aspect of intrastate service.

The final blow to the F.C.C.'s preemption strategy came the next year. In California versus
F.C.C. (905 F. 2d 1217, 9th Cir. 1990) the Ninth Circuit Court ruled that the F.C.C.'s decision
to replace structural safeguards with non-structural safeguards did not safely protect the public
interest in terms of anticompetitive practices by the RBOCS. In addition, the Court ruled that the
Communications Act specificaly restricted the F.C.C.'s actions to the interstate level, and thus the
F.C.C. could not preempt state regulations concerning enhanced services at the intrastate level.

By 1990 the regulatory boundaries between interstate and intrastate authority seemed unclear and
fragmented. The F.C.C.'s attempt at the use of Federal preemption had been turned back by the
Court system, but the F.C.C. continued to pursue a national policy in spite of the Court rulings
and direct opposition to the State Public Utility Commissions.

The competitive state economic process was also beginning to lead to a fragmented pricing and
regulatory structure that sought to undermine the competitive advantage of other states, and a non-
standardized specification base for the telecommunications system. The F. C. C. had developed
standards for Open Network Architecture (ONA) which allowed for the interconnection of all
systems. California, Florida, Maryland, Minnesota, and New Y ork rejected the F. C. C. 's ONA
standards, and developed independent ONA standards for their individual states. North Carolina
formed a partnership with Southeastern Bell, and built a state fiber optic network that was run
exclusively by Southeastern Bell. lowa built its own state-owned fiber optic network which was
operated by the state, and beginning to offer access to commercia users. Vermont's PUC
mandated that local access rates had to be price capped, but interstate rates and value added service
rates would be unregulated. Nebraska removed all rate caps, and alowed all rates to be
unregulated. California established price caps for low income users, while Illinois required that al
end users must pay full costs. These are only a handful of examples of the on going process of
fragmentation at the state level (OTA, 1990: 361 - 370).

While the states were following an independent direction, the F. C. C. continued it attempts to

move into the area of federal preemption, and directly challenge the PUCs authority. Pursuing a
policy of deregulation, the F. C. C. advanced policiesin direct conflict with the PUCs, and in
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some cases the MFJ of Judge Greene's rulings. In 1991 the F. C. C. authorized A. T. & T.'s
entry into all data services offered to large business groups, thisisin spite of the fact that Judge
Greene had restricted A. T. & T. 's entry into other lines of business without previous court
review and authorization.

In the same year, the F. C. C. directly challenged the authority of the PUCs by re-authorizing the
RBOCs entry into enhanced services, and allowing the RBOCs to cost these new services by
including costs of equipment, facilities, and personal at both the interstate and intrastate levels - rate
averaging of costs within states and across state lines without approval of the PUCs. The next
year, 1992, the F. C. C. authorized the RBOCs entry into the video dialtone service market by
allowing them to form partnerships with the loca cable televison companies, and to use the
television cables to offer services. This, in essence, allowed the RBOCs to provide direct home
services without having any regulation by the PUCs, even though the service was being offered
intrastate. In 1997 the F. C. C. planned on removing all barriers to satellite transmissions, and
allowing al telephone companies to use international lines to route signals over public switched
networks without regard as to whether the network was either long distance or intrastate. (OTA,
1995).

The F. C. C.'s decisions to liberdize both A. T. & T.'s and the RBOCs service offerings
backfired on the F. C. C.. Judge Greene's MFJ applied to only A. T. & T. and the seven RBOCs
that had been created under hisruling. All other telephone providers, M. C. I., Sprint, and the
other five hundred long distance companies that emerged after the 1982 ruling, operated outside the
MFJ. These companies, in essence, continued to operate under the old system of regulation split
between the F. C. C. for interstate traffic, and the PUCs for intrastate traffic.

As a consequence, the PUCs had avalable to them a large and growing body of
telecommunications companies eager to enter the local exchange markets, and to offer advanced
services to both local residential and business customers. In addition, these new companies could
not only offer local access, but because of the interstate interconnection requirements, could also
offer related long distance service. Thus it would be possible for such companies to offer end-to-
end service, namely local through interstate long distance service, if they were allowed access and
interconnection to the local RBOC exchanges. While the RBOCs were prohibited by Court order
from offering interstate long distance service in addition to local access, the newly emerging
companies were not under the same restriction.

One other factor also was of consideration by the PUCs. The old local exchanges, which had been
inherited by the RBOCs under the MFJ, were still in need of major upgrades. The RBOCs, after
the MFJ, began to recapitalize the local exchanges and lines, but because of the reduced subsidies
from long distance, and the enormity of the process, upgrades had continued at a marginal level.
The RBOCs were reluctant to invest in a substantial upgrade unless future services could be
developed that would produce higher earnings. Since the RBOCs continued to face restrictions
under Judge Greene and the MFJ, they were reluctant to invest until the restrictions were lifted.
The new competitors, on the other hand, were willing to create fiber-optic backbone networks
within the states, and begin the process of providing upgraded lines into businesses and homes.

Starting in the mid 1990s, some of the State PUCs began to open the loca exchanges to
competition. Arizona completely deregulated the local exchanges and the intrastate service, and
required that Southwestern Bell open all Arizona exchanges to interconnection by loca
competitors, including companies that offered long-distance service. New York regulators
approved the "Rochester Plan” that opened all the NYNEX exchanges in Rochester, New Y ork to
loca competitors. lllinois certified loca competitors, and mandated interconnection. Both
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Washington State and Maryland not only certified new local competitors, but issued orders on the
terms of interconnection, and the prices that could be charged for unbundled services and access.
California opened hearings on local competition, while Florida mandated that all local exchanges
had to be open to competition by July 1, 1997 - in the case of Florida, sixteen companies applied
for access, and ten were certified even before the actual interconnection bill was passed by the
Florida State legidature.

Since the MFJ had been issued in 1984, both A. T. & T. and the RBOCs had been arguing that
they should be alowed to compete in each others area of service. A. T. & T. sought
interconnection, once again, to the RBOCs local exchangesin order to offer end-to-end service,
while the RBOCs sought access to long distance exchanges to offer the same type of end-to-end
service. While both groups had made strong arguments for such access, they had been blocked by
the Justice Department and Judge Greene's rulings based on the perception that such access would,
ultimately, lead to the creation of the "strategic bottleneck™ problem which had been resolved by the
MFJ.

The problem though was that the State PUCs decisions to open the local exchanges to end-to-end
competition put both A. T. & T. and the RBOCs at a disadvantage. It would not be long before
competitors would arise that could offer consumers the old convenience of one-stop shopping in
telecommunications services. The new competitors, though, would be able to also offer awide
variety of services from regular voice access, to computer access, video access, and multi-media
services. UnlessA. T. & T. and the RBOCs responded soon to this development they would find
themselves in the uncomfortable position of facing domestic competitors eating away at their
national and local markets, coupled to international competitors undermining their position with
newly emerging international arenas. Both companies desperately needed Congress to act.

In addition to the problems facing both A. T. & T. and the RBOCs, the United States international
agreements developed under the GATT negotiations were beginning to influence the process.
Liberalization of telecommunications was beginning to occur in both Europe and Japan with the
privatization of the various state owned telephone companies. As the process of liberdization
spread, pressure on the United States, from the international telecommunications groups, began to
mount to have equal accessto Americaslocal telephone markets.

But the continuing conflict between the F. C. C. and the State PUCs was slowing the loca
exchange liberalization, and posing a potential problem for international negotiations. If the United
States wanted to gain access to the European and Asian markets, the problem of the local exchange
access needed to be resolved.

The Internal Economic Framework

Between November 1994 and January 1995, the newly eected Republican Congressional
leadership moved to take charge of Congress.

At this point in time, the House Republican Congress was strongly influenced by the religious
political right. Of the seventy-three newly elected Congressmen, over half had been endorsed by
the Christian Coalition, which had a powerful influence over all fifty state Republican parties. In
addition to the Christian Coalition members, fifty of the returning Congressmen also held positions
endorsed by the Coalition. The mgority of these Coalition endorsed representatives supported the
election of Newt Gingrich, chief architect of the Contract With America, to the position of Speaker
of the House.
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While Gingrich was not supported for the position of Speaker of the House by the entire
Republican Conference, the Republican moderates felt that he would give them afair hearing, and
was preferable to other possible contenders such as the more conservative Dick Armey. In the end,
the moderates joined the conservatives, and backed Gingrich's election to the Speaker's position
(Drew, 1996: 27).

After his election as Speaker, one of Gingrich'sfirst steps toward taking control of the House was
the abolishment of the seniority system as the means of appointment for Committee Chairs. In
making decisions about appointment to Committee Chairs, Gingrich passed over senior members,
and instead appointed individuals that he personally felt were more able to handle the passage of
the "Contract” program. Key tests for appointment became responsiveness to leadership, and
personal loyalty to Gingrich. By breaking the old seniority system, and placing trusted aides and
followersin key positions, Gingrich quickly gained control over all the functions of the House.
(Drew, 1996: 35 - 36).

In the Senate things were slightly different. Bob Dole was now the Senate mgjority leader. While
Dole was planning on running for President in 1996, and, since he was the Senate majority |eader,
was the traditional political head of the Republican Party in Congress, Gingrich's "Contract”
overshadowed his position. Dole had a strong distrust of Gingrich personally, and especially his
"Contract" program. But Dole also knew that if he wanted to run for President he needed
Gingrich's support within the Party for the nomination, and thus could not publicly challenge him.
(Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 11/19/1994)

In addition to Gingrich, Dole also faced a problem in terms of loyalty within the Senate. Of the
eleven newly elected Republican Senators, seven had served in the House, and tended to be of the
newly emerging libertarian faction within the Republican Party. With only asix vote mgjority in the
Senate, Dole needed to keep the support of the newly elected freshmen Senators.

Alan Simpson, Republican from Wyoming, was the person in line for the position of Majority
Whip, the second in command in the Senate. But Simpson was chalenged by Trent Lott of
Mississippi, aformer House member, and a representative of the new conservative Republican
faction. While Dole supported Simpson, Phil Gramm, a potential Dole challenger for the
Republican Presidential nomination, supported Lott. (Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report,
11/19/1994)

In the December election for majority whip, Lott beat Simpson by standing on a platform that he
stood "for change”, and that he would be able to work with the House |eadership to advance the
new Republican platform. The freshman Republican senators voted as a block for Lott, and now
Dole found himself having to accommodate to Gingrich's position. Thus, by January, 1995,
Gingrich had direct control over the House, and indirect control over key areas within the Senate.
But Gingrich's influence did not stop inside the Republican Congressional Caucus.

During the 1980s, the Democratically controlled Congress had been very successful in extracting
campaign contributions from industries that had not, historically, shared the Democratic Party's
philosophy. In many ways, the fund raising efforts, which connected money, access, politicians,
and legidation, was not considered unusual in Washington, and campaign contributions were seen
as just one of the normal costs of doing business with Congress. But the new Republican
Congress took the process of campaign contributions to an unprecedented height, and added a
qualification test.
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In October, 1994, Gingrich called a meeting with all the Executive Directors of the political action
committees, and issued a veiled threat to the PACsto back the Republicans.

"For anybody who's not on board now it's going to be the two coldest yearsin
Washington”. (Drew, 1996: 113).

By January, 1995, the majority of paid lobbyistsin Washington knew what the new Republican
Congressional majority wanted from them. The Majority Whip in the House, Tom DelLay of
Texas, nicknamed "The Hammer", had established a computer list which showed the amounts of
money given by the 400 largest political action committees to both Republicans and Democrats
over the last two years. Those that had given heavily to the Republicans were marked "Friendly",
those that had given heavily to the Democrats were marked "Unfriendly”. The message was clear,
the pro-business deregulatory agenda of the House Republicans deserved the complete, and
undivided, loyalty of the American business community and its political action committees. As
Gingrich had said earlier, in October, to the PAC executives :

"If you want to play in our revolution, you have to live by our rules.”

Elite Republican donation clubs such as the Capita Hill Club, the House Council, and the
Congressional Forum experienced record memberships. A major reason for the increase in
memberships was a new program opportunity, offered by all three clubs, which arranged private
meetings and forums between the executive officers of all the Fortune 500 companies, and the new
Republican leaders of Congress. Financial generosity, and the right type of social and political
connections, would result in personal attention and access to decision-makers.

Money, it appeared, was the center of Gingrich's transformation of the House, and the creation of
anew political alignment of ideological aliesin both the business and political worlds. The new
alignment offered unparalleled opportunities for both people who gave the money, and the people
who received it, to create a quid pro quo relationship that was mutually beneficial. From the House
Republicans would come measures that gratified various industrial desires such as weakening
environmental standards, loosening workplace safety rules, and limiting the lega liability of
corporations. From the industrial beneficiaries of the new legidative agenda would come millions
of dollars in campaign contributions that would perpetuate the emerging free market regime.
(Maraniss and Weisskopf. 1995)

The telecommunications industry was not exempted from the genera atmosphere of influence
buying. In many ways, the new process of financial support, in the eyes of the telecommunications
industry, was only an extension of a process they had already been following.

From the issuance of the final MFJin 1984 to the end of the 103rd Congress in 1994, the
combined telecommunications industry PAC donations to Congress had totaled over fifty million
dollars. 88 Both Democratic Representative John Dingell and Democratic Senator Ernest Hollings,
two of the most influential members of the Democratically controlled Congress, in the area of

88 During the period from 1984 to the end of 1993, the telecommunications industries PACs contributed $50 million
dollars to Congressional members and candidates. In terms of the break-down of funds, the RBOCs and local telephone
companies contributed $13.5 million; long distance telephone companies, $7.5 million; cable television, $4.4 million;
the entertainment industry, $2.8 million dollars; computer industries, $2.8 million; satellite companies, $2.5 million;
broadcasting, $1.6 million; newspapers and electronic publishing, $0.9 million. (McAvoy, May 2, 1994:47).
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telecommunications, had received substantial PAC support from telecommunications. 8° During the
same period of time, 1984 to 1994, though, both Bob Dole and Newt Gingrich also received
substantial support from the telecommunications PACs. 9 In addition, John Clendenin, Chairman
of Bell South, was alongtime personal friend of Gingrich's, and had held regular meetings with
Gingrich to discuss the development of the telecommunications industry. 9

But the telecommunications industry had also sensed the possible shift in the Congressional winds
of the 1994 elections. Hedging their bets, two key Republican candidates up for reelection,
Representatives Thomas Biley of Virginiaand Representative Jack Fields of Texas, were targeted
by the telecommunications PAC donations to support their 1994 reelection efforts. 92 Both Biley
and Fields, because of their seniority in the Republican Caucus, and their positions on the
Commerce Committee and Subcommittees, were possible candidates for important positionsif the
Republicans gained control of the Congress.

Thus by the time the 104th Congress opened session, the telecommunications industry had
liberally "salted the mine" with PAC money and personal influence, and had supporters across
both Houses and in both political parties. But influence peddling in alarge body such as Congress
also means that there are many avenues of influence open to competing groups. While Gingrich's
control over the House was fairly extensive, and even had an extension into the Senate through
Trent Lott, the telecommunications industry had a diverse group of different supportersin both
bodies. Thus the long distance telephone companies might be contributing to Bliley, but the
RBOCs might be giving to Gingrich. No one actually knew who had received what, and what
levels of commitments there were to what positions. In the end, the potential for confusion, over
the specific elements of anew Bill, were great, and the possibility of receiving mixed signals was
very redl.

Within the telephone industry group, the main area of contention revolved around competitive
access to both the long distance and loca exchanges. The RBOCS favored the concept of a
completely open and fully competitive long distance market. At a simultaneous point in time, all
telecommunications providers would have equal and unrestricted access to any aspect of the long
distance market. It would be equivaent to the Oklahoma Land Rush for the long distance
telecommunications industry. All current and potentia providers, both domestic and foreign,
would be given a specific date when all the restrictions would be lifted in the long distance
exchanges. At that point afree-for-all would occur, and the most competitive would win.

Local market access, though, would be gained over time. Each RBOC would begin the process of
local market accessthrough a series of negotiations between itself and potential loca market
competitors. Government, both Federal and State, would allow the two or more companies to
negotiate access between themselves. In the event that they could not agree on the terms of access,

89 From 1984 to the end of 1994, telecommunications PAC donations to John Dingell were $336,640, and Ernest
Hollings received $$329, 411. (McAvoy, May 2, 1994: 47).

90 During the same period of time, 1984 to 1994, Bob Dole received $196,700 in telecommunication's PAC money, and
Newt Gingrich received $114,280. (McAvoy, November 28, 1994: 84).

91 Personal Interview, Atlanta telecommunications industry, Summer, 1996. Also, Atlanta Journal, August 3, 1995. A7. "
Baby Bells Call for Help."

92 Biley received $170,725, and Fields received $223, 128. (McAvoy, November 28, 1994: 84).
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the State PUCs could be invited in to help arbitrate the access, and the conditions and costs of
access. Under this process, the State PUCs influence on the level of local market access would
dominate.In the end the RBOCs, working with the State PUCs, could determine to whom and
when such local exchanges were opened, and the conditions under which the local exchange were
opened. The RBOCS also wanted the State PUCs to set various levels of charges and subsidies,
and to determine the percentage of charges that would be used to underwrite universal access. The
RBOCs favored this approach for it would allow them to maintain their existing customer base,
while expanding into the long distance market.

AT&T, along with MCI and Sprint, oppossed the RBOC approach. The long distance providers
sought to restrict the RBOCs from entry into long distance exchanges by requiring that the RBOCs
meet a set of "Checklist" requirements related to local competition. Under the "checklist”, RBOCs
would have to actually face equivaent corporate competitionin their local exchanges before the F.
C. C. would authorize their entry into long distance service. The RBOCs local exchanges would
have to be open to allow the long distance companies in to offer local service, but until the
competitor's customer base was large enough to match the RBOCs customer's base, the RBOCs
could not offer long distance service.

In terms of the telephone industry, the RBOCs seemed more willing to compromise than the long
distance providers, but they would not negotiate unless the long distance providers also were
willing to compromise their position..

At the beginning of the 104th Congress the State Public Utility Commissions were also determined
that the new law would not undermine either their long standing commitment to universal access,
or their authority to regulate within the local and intrastate exchanges.Although NARUC had been
engaged in a prolonged dialogue with Congress over the balance between federal and state
authority within the new telecommunications order, it felt that previous Bills tended toward a
centralization of authority at the Federal level. To NARUC key issues related to both universal
service and federalism needed to be resolved before they could endorse any new regime.

In terms of universal service, NARUC felt that before the current cross-subsidy structure was
dismantled, a universal service board should be established to examine aternative methods of
recovering the non-traffic sensitive costs that were currently recovered by the interstate carrier
common line charge, and to recommend a new method that would not increase the subscriber line
charge. In addition, NARUC wanted the funds and the mechanisms necessary to support a
universal service requirement funded through the contributions of all providers of interstate
telecommunications services

Interms of the issues of Federalism, NARUC felt that part of the process of restoring the
federal/state balance was to preserve state authority over intrastate communications, including the
state's flexibility to implement pricing policies, including alternative forms of regulation, that the
states felt were most appropriate to individual markets and companies. The Association proposed
that a Federal/State joint board be created, and that the Board's recommendations would be used to
establish a Federal universal service policy and the conditions for interconnection requirements to
the local exchanges. NARUC also proposed that the States be given the additional authority to
develop intrastate universal service policies and funds which would be supported by contributions
from the intrastate carriers.

NARUC also sought to have arequirement placed in any new law that the FCC must consult with

the State commissions to verify that a Regional Bell Operating company had complied with the
legidlative requirements to open its local markets to competition prior to being allowed to enter the
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long distance markets. The State PUCs also wanted the authority to establish the terms and
conditions of entry into the local exchanges, and to have the flexibility of establishing procedural
and economic safeguards of entry conditions that included the concepts of consumer rights and
public interest.

In reaffirming the importance of federalism, NARUC wanted to preserve the State's authority to
prescribe local competition policies based on local market conditions. While NARUC was willing
to concede that the FCC had a legitimate role to prescribe policies that might affect the local
exchanges, it wanted guidelines established that allowed the States the flexibility to implement local
competition and pricing policies consistent with each PUCs assessment of local market conditions.
To NARUC, a set of general national principles should be articulated, but the FCC would be
prohibited from creating a form of one-size-fits-all policy. The general policies that NARUC
sought would complement the State efforts to foster local competition, and the movement toward a
market-based industry, but contain enough uniformity and compatibility between states that the
industry would be stopped from "venue" shopping for the best regulatory environment.

Once again stressing the importance of federalism, NARUC sought to further preserve State's
rights to prescribe local market competition policies by allowing the PUCs, in arbitration cases, to
decideif the local exchange could be entered under the principle of either bundled or unbundled
service access to incumbent local exchange companies. Once again, NARUC wished to define
regulation based upon a diverse market situation rather than a national economic model. To
NARUC, the FCC should only adopt broad guidelines that would not restrict the PUCs flexibility
of setting different conditions for different locations.

NARUC also wanted clear and specific language within the law that clarified that the FCC's
decision to forbear did not restrict a State's ability to operate under authority given in State statute
or regulations. In the end, the State's Right to regulate industries within its own border were at
stake, and as of January the States wanted concessions from the F. C. C. that would guarantee
those Rights. (Resolutions, 107th: 1995).

NARUC's positions directly challenged the preemption policy that the F. C. C. had been pursuing
since the middle 1970s. Historically, the F. C. C. would have strongly oppossed the NARUC
positions, but instead the F. C. C. seemed more conciliatory in its response to the NARUC
proposals. The reason for this was that at this time, January, 1995, the F. C. C.'s star seemed to
be descending.

Prior to the beginning of the 104th Congress, the F. C. C. had been suffering from sagging
morale, and had taken on a'bunker” mentality asit prepared for a conservative attack on its very
existence. "Dump the FCC!" was the cry from the newly emerging conservative magjority, and was
being egged on by Gingrich. Gingrich's "opportunity society” was to be fueled by free market
forces that were let loose on the converging computer, communications and cable industries. In the
new gospel of free market regulation, a downsized F. C. C. composed of 200 accountants and
engineers, and housed in one of the wings of the Old Executive Office Building, was al the
government that was required to oversee the new regime.

The Progress and Freedom Foundation, a conservative think tank closely aligned with Gingrich,
was leading the charge against the F. C. C. George Keyworth, aformer Reagan Administration
science advisor, and Chairman of the Progress and Freedom Foundation, was advancing the anti-
F. C. C. campaign.
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"To seize future opportunities and economic growth, we must abandon failed
concepts of the past. Existing regulatory bodies must be replaced, including the
Federa Communications Commission.”

In the view of Keyworth, and the other free market economists associated with the new
deregulatory zealots, the government should foster competition only through vigorous enforcement
of antitrust laws directed at industrial monopolies.

Keyworth had called for a three year transition period in which the telecommunications industry
would be deregulated, and the F. C. C. would be replaced by a small technical agency charged
only with assuring network technica standards, and monitoring the profits of each
company.(Leopold, 1995: 26).

Caught between the hostility of the State Public Utility Commissions, the conservative advocates
of free market expansion, and a powerful House Speaker openly advocating its' abolishment, the
future of the F. C. C. seemed doubtful. Compounding the problem of lack of support for the
agency, was the fact that the signalsthe F. C. C. was receiving from the White House also seemed
confusing.

By the time that the 104th Congress opened, the Clinton Administration was beginning to realize
how little money would be forthcoming from Congress to achieve their ambitious "Information
Superhighway" agenda.

Both the House and the Senate were prepared to reduce the $64 million dollars previoudly allocated
for the Commerce Department's Telecommunications and Information Infrastructure Assistance
Program (TIIAP). In addition, the $100 million dollar budget request for the Nationa
Telecommunications and Information Administration's program, the key developer of the
"information superhighway", seemed destined to be sliced under the Republican budget knife.

Faced with areduced Federal presence in developing the Information Superhighway program, and
the very evident fact that the local exchange telecommunications upgrade costs would have to be
born by the private sector without substantial support from the Federal government, the Clinton
Administration was left with no other option but to endorse the newly emerging free market
paradigm. The economicsinvolved in upgrading the local telecommunication exchanges to handle
advanced levels of service, would require that the private sector's financial markets would have to
advance the RBOCs sufficient capital to handle the improvements. Without a loosening of the
regulatory functions, and an opening of the markets to potentially increased profits, the financial
backing would not be forth coming from the national and international investors. In the end, the
Administration was faced with the fact that the private sector was the only viable source of funds
for creating the new information society infrastructure. (Blau, 1995).

One other issue was pressuring the Clinton Administration in terms of telecommunications reform.
In the late Spring of 1996, a new round of negotiations over telecommunications access and
charges was scheduled by the World Trade Organization. High on the list of items to be considered
under a new General Agreement on Tariffsand Trade (GATT) was the issue of foreign ownership
of telecommunications companies, and the process for access to the exchanges of various
countries. Of concern both to the White House and Congress was that the proper signal be sent to
foreign countries that ownership access to American markets was linked to smilar access by
American firms to foreign markets. The linkage would aso be used to negotiate further
liberalization of foreign markets for both services and equipment, and was a critical area for
developing a future agreement. Unless a bill freeing-up the domestic ownership requirements was
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passed by the time that negotiations opened, America's negotiating position would be weakened in
all of the areas of negotiation.

The stage was now set for attempting to resolve the multitude of conflicting agendas that had
plagued telecommunications reform since the 1970s. Since the last session had closed with work
still progressing in the Senate, the Senate Commerce Committee's bill would become the initial
attempt for resolving the issues.

The Senate Bill

Starting in November, 1994, the Republican Senate Majority Leadership began the process of
appointing new Chairmen for the various Committees. The Commerce Committee Chairmanship
went to Senator Larry Pressler from South Dakota.

While voters in South Dakota generally liked Pressler, and had a favorable image of him, in
Washington Pressler had spent much of his Senate career trying to change an image of himself asa
politically ambitious, overly eager young man. 28 Over the years, Pressler, himself, had not helped
his inside Senate image, and instead seemed bent on actually making it worse. % In general,
Presser had along standing reputation for paying specia attention to parochial interests rather than
national interests, and was considered by both the Democratic and Republican Senatorial leadership
as a "weak" member of the body - not of the cdiber to Chair the more important Senate
Committees, such as the Commerce Committee.

But Pressler, who was aware of his colleagues opinion of him, felt that he should have the
opportunity to prove his "worth". As a member of the Senate's Commerce Committee, he had
wanted a chance to ascend to the Chairmanship of the Committee if the Republicans were once
again in charge of the Senate. (Pressler Profile, 1995).

93 Larry Pressler's South Dakota persona was that of a good-natured, unassuming, farm boy from Humboldt, who had risen
to success by his own talents. Thislocal image was reinforced by the fact that he was Rhodes Scholar, and held alaw degree
from Harvard. In 1974, South Dakota voters had embraced the young man, and elected him to the United States Congress.
Four years later, in 1978, they elected him to the United States Senate. A few months after he entered his first term as a
Senator, Pressler announced that he was running for the Republican nomination for the office of President of the United
States. Pressler was running for President in a Republican field that included such established Party |eaders as Ronald
Reagan, George Bush, former Treasury Secretary John B. Connally, and veteran Senators Bob Dole and Howard Baker Jr. In
this field of "heavyweights", Pressler was seen as a brash upstart. Only 37 years old, Pressler argued that his youth was an
advantage, and that he was the only candidate that understood the needs of rural America. But Pressler was unable to raise
enough money to sustain his candidacy until the lowa and New Hampshire primaries, and, after 105 days he was forced out of
the race. When he returned to the Senate, his reputation was marred, and he was considered, by his Senate peers, to be alittle

"flaky".* (Progressive, 1995: 29 - 33)

94 Once, in the middle of a Committee meeting, he got up to leave, and walked into an empty closet. Several minutes
elapsed before he opened the door, and then, in front of the entire Committee, turned around and waved good-by to the
empty closet. In addition to the "closet" incident, Pressler's staff members would often hand him memos to read during
Committee hearings so that observers would think he was paying attention to the proceeding's documentation, and when
pressed by other Committee members with questions, Pressler would often protest "I don't think it's proper to ask hard
guestions of members.” His reputation continued to be hurt by his long standing Senatorial strategy of trying to "bring the
pork home". When alocal college was closed in Y ankton, South Dakota, Pressler traded various votes on key Democratic
measures, which were oppossed by the Republican minority, in order to have the Bureau of Prisons turn the collegeinto a
minimum security prison. In another incident, he used his position on the Environment and Public Works Committee to
divert several millions of dollars worth of highway and water pollution projects to South Dakota, and, as a member of the
Banking Committee, he helped gain passage of alaw to mint a coin commemorating the 50th anniversary of Mount
Rushmore. (Time, 1995).
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While Pressler was the Senior Republican on the Committee % , and along term ally of Senate
Majority Leader Bob Dole, Senator Ted Stevens of Alaska had been |obbying the Republican Party
leadership to allow him to control the Committee rather than Pressler. Stevens had been in the
Senate longer than Pressler, and was considered by his colleagues to be a "expert" in terms of
policy development. But Stevens also had atemper, which had made it difficult for others to work
with him over the years. While the new Republican mgjority leadership was reluctant to give the
Chairmanship to Presder, they also had their reservations about Stevens' ability to work within the
directions of the Party |eadership.

Pressler, sensing both the challenge from Stevens and the shifting ideological winds, started his
bid for Chairmanship by attacking the perceived home of liberal influence in Washington, the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting. He argued that due to the expansion of satellite and cable
companies, there no longer existed any justification to warrant the continuation of CPB's
existence. He also attacked the perceived liberaized biasin reporting that conservative Republicans
felt existed within the CPB's editorial offices. %

"We have reached a time when the Corporation for Public Broadcasting must
rethink itsrole. It can get along without a federal subsidy, and it would be operated
much better if it were privatized." ( Presser Profile, 1995)

Pressler's attack gained him much needed national press exposure, thus lifting his public profile
within the Senate, and also reassured the new ideological guardians of the party that he was loyal
to the "new order".

In the end, in spite of the Stevens challenge, Pressler's hard-line position against CPB convinced
the magjority Republican leadership that Presser might be able to handle the complex political issues
within the Commerce Committee, and he was appointed to the Chairmanship. But Bob Dole took
the unusual step of assigning Senator Larry Craig of Idaho as the Republican Amendment
Coordinator, ajob usually reserved for the Committee Chair. One of the lobbyist for the telephone
industry, remarking of the Pressler/ Craig relationship, said , "There will be alot of assistance to
make sure this thing gets shepherded through." (Time, 1995).

Pressler also faced a personal challenge back home in South Dakota. Pressler was scheduled for
reelection in 1996, and he was considered one of the most vulnerable Republican candidatesin the
Senate. 97 To aid him in his reelection efforts, after he became Commerce Chairman, Pressler

95 John Danforth, Republican from Missouri, had been the Senior Republican member on the Committee, but he had
decided to not run for office in 1994, thus Pressler moved-up in the line of seniority.

9% t seems likely that Pressler's attack against PBS was based on an August, 1993 South Dakota Public Television
broadcast where Representative Tim Johnson, Democrat from South Dakota, revealed that Pressler was held in low esteem
by the members of both the House and Senate.

97 A few years before, the G. O. P. Governor of South Dakota, Bill Janklow, had considered challenging Pressler's
position. While Janklow had backed off from the election challenge, Democratic Congressman Tim Johnson was
committed to run against Pressler in 1996, and was attacking Pressler on his Washington reputation.

"I just get more and more people coming up to me, complete strangers, frankly, in Washington, saying
‘What's wrong with your senior Senator? Is he sick, or is he just kind of a bizarre person?' | don't know."

For the first time, South Dakota voters were getting to see their Senior Senator from the viewpoint of Washington's eyes,
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arranged several fund raisers, for himself, at which al the maor companies affected by the
telecommunications bill attended, and advanced their personal positions while writing checks
directly to his campaign. %8

The major issue for Pressler, going into the 104th Congress, was the telecommunications reform
law. While the Hollings bill had died in the 103rd Congress, 0 the issue was still on the agenda of
the Committee, and both public and industry pressure was mounting for action.

Always the master of parochialism, during the 103rd Congress Pressler had been part of a group
nicknamed the "Farm Team". Made-up of Senators from rural states, the "Farm Team" tried to
restrict competition in telecommunications services within sparsely populated areas. The "Farm
Team" felt that competition in telecommunications would severely undercut the ability of telephone
companies to provide service in remote, high-cost areas. The " Farm Team" had been able to
negotiate changes in the Hollings bill that would have allowed states to restrict telephone
competition in rural areas, protecting those areas from price increases, while requiring that the
telephone companies upgrade the linesinto rural areas. Pressler's efforts to restrict local exchange
access had been supported by the RBOCs (Pressler Profile, 1995)

But while Pressler personally leaned toward the RBOCs position, influential Republican members
of the Committee, in particular McCain and Packwood, were long-time advocates of free
competition, and favored positions more aligned with the long distance companies. If Pressler
wished to keep his Chairmanship, he would have to accommodate both M cCain and Packwood, in
spite of hisown parochial position.

Previous to Pressler, the crafting of the telecommunications bill had been a bipartisan effort, with
the Democrat Hollings working closely with the former top Republican, Senator John C. Danforth,
to develop joint recommendations on sections of the bill. But Pressler regected the bipartisan
approach, and, immediately after assuming the Chairmanship, drafted a proposed bill which relied
on suggestions from Dole and the Republican members of the Committee (Congressional
Quarterly, June 17, 1995)

Pressler claimed that his partisan approach was only an attempt to unify the Republican members
of the Committee before presenting a draft to the Democrats, and was in no way intended to ignore
the Democrats and Hollings, who now was the Ranking Minority Party member of the Committee.
Even Presder admitted, though, that he needed Democratic support to pass the eventual bill.

At thistime, the Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation was composed of :

Republicans
Larry Pressler, SD, Chairman
Bob Packwood, OR
Ted Stevens, AK

and it was beginning to hurt in the pre-election polls.

98 By the end of February, 1996, Pressler's reelection campaign had received over $1.7 million from the broadcast and
communications industry. (Broadcasting and Cable, 2/26/96. Vol. 126. # 9, 22 - 23).

9 The Hollings Bill had died because of the opposition from the RBOCs, and the support given the RBOCs by Bob Dole,
John McCain, and Bob Packwood.
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John McCain, AZ

Conrad Burns, MT

Slade Gorton, WA

Trent Lott, MS

Kay Bailey Hutchinson, TX
Olympia J. Snowe, ME
John Ashcroft, MO

Democrats
Ernest Hollings, SC, Ranking minority member
Daniel Inouye, HI
Wendell Ford, KY
James Exon, NE
Jay Rockefeller, WV
John Kerry, MA
John Breaux, LA
Richard Bryan, NV
Byron Dorgan, ND

Compounding Pressler's problems with the Democrats was the fact that he faced a Republican
Committee mgjority who were divided on the approaches that should be used for
telecommunications reform. Some of the Republican members wanted an aggressive deregul ation
that would quickly unleash the local exchanges. This was especialy the position of Packwood and
McCain. Other Republican members, such as Hutchinson, Snowe, and Ashcroft, favored
restraining competition within the local exchanges until there actually existed reciprocal competition
in the long distance exchanges.

In spite of the various levels of disagreement within the Republican magjority, Presser forged ahead
with his partisan effort, and at the end of January introduced into the committee a discussion draft
bill whose ultimate objective was:

"To provide for a pro-competitive, de-regulatory national policy framework
designed to acceerate rapidly private sector deployment of advanced
telecommunications and information technologies and services to all Americans by
opening al telecommunications markets to competition, and for other purposes.”

Pressler’sinitial bill tended to support the long distance provider's position. Under Pressler’s
concept, both the F. C. C. and the PUCs authority in the area of telecommunications regulation
was greatly reduced, and the telecommunications markets, both interstate and intrastate, would be
open to full competition. Pressler’s plan gave the RBOCs authority to offer long distance service
beginning in 1998, while A. T. & T. and other long distance providers were given aslight head
start in the race for the local market by allowing them to enter the local exchangesin 1997.

Pressler argued that there needed to be this one year difference in order for the long distance
companies to become situated in the local markets to effectively compete against the bundled
package that the local Bell companies would be able to offer when they entered both the local and
long distance market. Pressler’ s hill also effectively removed both the F. C. C. and the State PUCs
from having any major regulatory role in the newly open telecommunications “land rush”.
("Draft", Telecommunications Competition..., January 13, 1995)
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Under Pressler's plan, the conservative Free Marketers, McCain and Packwood, had won the war
for telecommunications deregulation by completely nullifying the concept of both public service
liberalism, and the theory of a natural monopoly. In essence, the plan allowed for a one year
trangition period during which consumers and companies would prepare for the ending of
government regulation of the telecommunications industry. Once the date of entry was reached,
everyone, consumers and industry providers, would be thrown into the maelstrom of unfettered
market competition. In the end, the last person standing would win the new game of market
domination.

Pressler did not have to wait very long for a response to his proposal. The first response came
from the RBOCs:

"We support opening all markets, ours, long-distance, cable and manufacturing to
competitors, so long as those markets are open to us at the same time and under the
same terms and conditions. Release of Senator Pressler's legidative draft is an
important first step in what we hope will be a speedy process toward bringing
competition for all communications services to the American public. But, true
competition will come only when al players are allowed into all markets at the same
time and under the same terms and conditions. This proposal does not yet
accomplish that. It opensthe local telephone market but denies the American public
the right to choose to receive long-distance and cable services from their local phone
company at the same time or allow consumers to do business with usin the same
way. This draft provides certainty for others, but does not provide certainty of
timely entry for Bell companies. Over the weeks ahead we will seek clarification on
the terms and conditions we must meet and try to assure that the test for compliance
is one that leads to a quick "yes" or "no" with no further possibility of delay."
(McBee, February 1,1995)

The RBOCs had not turned atotal thumbs down on Pressler's Bill, but they had notified Congress
that they wanted further concessionsin their fight for equal access, especially in terms of the one
year time difference given the long distance companies entry into the local exchanges.. The next
round of conflict for Pressler came within the Senate Committee itsalf.

Hollings, whose carefully worked bi-partisan approach had fallen apart under Pressler's partisan
effort, retaliated against Pressler, and the Republicans, by introducing his own partisan bill. On
February 15, Hollings issued a statement, along with a copy of his proposed draft legislation, and,
in essence, challenged Presd er's Chairmanship:

"Our plan takes strong steps to protect and advance universal service, whichisa
consumer's ability to get quality accessible and affordable local phone service.
Universal service should be the foundation of any communications reform. Y ou
can't build a bigger house if you don't have a strong foundation. This proposal
strengthens universal service provisions because it ensures that al Americans,
including disabled and rural consumers, can get access to our telecommunications
technologies, which are the best in the world. We can't preserve anyone's
monopoly . Rather, we should deregul ate once competition has come to the markets
and then let everyone compete for the business of al consumers." (Hollings Press
Release, February 15, 1995)

Senator Hollings bill attempted to support the Clinton Administration’s position concerning
universal access and aregulated period of transition, and also sought to centralize the regulatory
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functions of the telecommunications industry at the Federal level. Under Hollings concept, the F.
C. C. would become the final authority over all telecommunications matters within the United
States. The F. C. C. would have the authority to nullify any act of a State PUC, and to set rates of
return for al levels of service. A joint Federal-State Board would be established within the F. C.
C. which would review all telecommunications regulations every six years, and recommend
changes which the F. C. C. could then adopt, and require implementation steps by all
telecommunication providers. In addition, the F. C. C. could require any provider to offer service
within any area, and review and approve all rates set at both the business and residentia level.

To support universal access, Congress would also authorize funds that would underwrite the
difference between the residential rate of charge and the actual cost of providing service. Hollings
act, in essence, removed the State’ s authority in the local exchanges, but still maintained a very
tightly regulated service structure directed at universal access, and traditional public service
concepts of apublic utility.

Hollings Bill also restricted the RBOCs from entry into long distance exchanges by requiring that
the RBOCs meet a set of "Checklit" requirements related to loca competition. Under the
"checklist", RBOCs would have to actually face equivalent corporate competition in their local
exchanges before the F. C. C. would authorize their entry into long distance service. The RBOCs
local exchanges would have to be open to allow the long distance companiesin to offer loca
service, but until the competitor's customer base was large enough to match the RBOCs
customer's base, the RBOCs could not offer long distance service.

The Hollings bill was supported by the mgjority of consumer groups, the Clinton Administration,
and key Committee Democrats such as James Exon of Nebraska, Jay Rockefeller of West Virginia,
John Kerry of Massachusetts, and Dorgan of North Dakota. ("Universal Service Act", 1995).
Hollings bill was opposed by the RBOCs, and strongly supported by the long distance providers.

By the end of February, the Committee was effectively divided between two politically partisan
positions, and two very different views of the development of the telecommunications industry.
The Pressler position advocated an unregul ated development of a newly emerging decentralized,
free market approach, and rejected the classical definitions of public service liberalism and a natural
monopoly. The Hollings approach retained the concepts of public service liberalism and a local
natural monopoly, and centralized regulatory authority within the Federal level of government,
rejecting any State oversight on theindustry. A. T. & T. and the long distance providers supported
both Presder's and Hollings position because they would penalize the RBOCs potential to compete
in the long distance markets, and the RBOCs felt that both Hollings and Pressler's bill's would
continue the restraints they operated under within the MFJ restrictions on the line-of-business
offerings..

Pressler, himself, was now faced with the very real possibility of the reform legislation, once
again, being stalled in Committee. Where the Republican minority's objections, in the 103rd
Congress, had caused a stalemate to develop, now the opposite was occurring with the Democratic
minority, in the 104th Congress, blocking passage.

Pressler was also receiving criticism from the Democrats, who claimed that hisfailureto work in a
bi-partisan manner had led to a breach in trust within the Committee. Coupled to the Democrats
criticism, the combined RBOCs, united under the banner of Alliance for Competitive
Communications, were releasing daily news releases criticizing the Hollings and Presser hills, and
charging that theirs, and the State's, legitimate concerns were being ignored in both Bills. Publicly
it appeared as if Presder was losing charge of his Committee and the Bill.
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But while Pressler was having troubles with his public and Senatorial image, the RBOCs found a
champion for their cause in one of the Democratic Committee members, John Breaux from
Louisiana.

Breaux was a member of a newly emerging group of Southern Democrats known as "Blue Dog
Democrats'. 100 |n an attempt to stop the shifting party realignment occurring in the Southern
States, The Blue Dogs advanced a combination of traditional Democratic Party social welfare
issues, but linked to conservative fiscal and free market principles. The "Blue Dogs’, it was
hoped, would be seen as responsive to issues involving social welfare, but conservative in matters
of fiscal policy. As such, "Blue Dog Democrats" represented a position somewhere in the middle
between the prevailing fiscal conservatism of the right, and the social welfare liberalism of the l€ft.

The South had become a hot-bed of changing political loyaltiesin which conservative Republicans
had gained strong voter support. The State of Louisiana was one of the areas of contention, with
the mgjority of the Congressional delegation Republican. While the Democratic Party in Louisiana
had retained both Senate Seats, the 1996 Senate race for the retiring seat of Bennett Johnson was
shaping up to be a classic confrontation between conservative Republicans and liberal Democrats.
Breaux, recognizing the changing nature of Louisiana politics, had attempted to move to the
middle, seeking to gain support from both sides of the political spectrum. 101 (Redman, 1994)

100 The term originated from alocal New Orleans artist who was well known for painting quasi - abstract pictures featuring
avery prominent blue dog. While the "dog" connection was rather loose, in essence, "Blue Dog Democrat" was an attempt,
by some Democrats, to disassociate themselves from the older term "Y ellow Dog Democrat”, which had originated from the
older Southern political saying "I'll vote for ayellow dog before I'll vote for a Republican.”

101 By the end of the 1994 Congressional session Breaux was becoming concerned about the impact that the increasing
partisan and polarized Congressional process was having on local Louisiana politics.

"Things have become much more polarized, much more political, much more difficult. Everything we do
somebody can find one thing that makes it not to their liking - whether it's NAFTA (North American Free
Trade Agreement ), whether it's a crime bill, whether it's a health bill. Y ou name it. And I'm concerned
that it seems like the government has a tremendous amount of mistrust there and is reaching a
polarization point which will make it more and more difficult to get anything done. "

Breaux felt that the Members of Congress were more inclined to have their votes on a bill swayed by a single point, losing
sight of the bigger issues and broader context. Breaux saw the sweeping changesin telecommunication technology as a
key factor contributing to the declining situation.

"When | first got to the Congress, we dealt with a hot issue and then, after the issue was over, we started
getting the letters on it. Today, when something controversial is introduced, that afternoon the fax
machines start getting cranked up and all the special interest groups just inundate us. The next day the 1-
800 numbers are published nationwide C-Span has gavel to gavel coverage of the House and the Senate.
And the interest groups really use all these tools now to inundate Congress. It makes it much more
difficult for Congress to do something that | always felt was the bulwark of legislating - and that is the
art of compromise. "

But old-fashioned politics, both personal and party, also contributed to the increasing polarization. The conflict over the
Clinton health care proposal had been a classic example of the ideology and political party conflict.

"Republicans are trying to stop it. | think they don't want to give Clinton credit for getting something
done. They seeit as abig issue that they can run their campaigns on. Democrats, on the other hand, are
looking at ways to blame the Republicans for stopping it, for not allowing it to happen. And, as old
Sam Rayburn used to say, 'It's easier to kick down a barn than to build one. * And it's much more difficult
when you're in charge to do things affirmatively or to change the status quo than it is to just be against
anything. It's easy to be against. | can find a thousand reasons to be against anything. But the real
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In addition to the changing nature of local politics within the State, L ouisiana also had a severe
problem in terms of economic competition. The State, highly dependent on the oil industry, had
been in a series of economic slumps since the fall of the oil market in the 1980s. The State
desperately needed to attract new business and industry, and had the potential in terms of the
export and import industry due to the New Orleans seaport. But Louisianads economic
development efforts were held back by its telecommunications grid. In terms of advanced
telecommuni cations access, New Orleans, and the State of Louisiana, were ranked the second from
the bottom of all urban and commercia marketsin the United States.

Bringing an advanced telecommunications network to New Orleans had turned into a quagmire of
conflict for both the business and governmental communities of Louisiana. The conflicting
interests of the telephone, cable television, and dectric utility companies, had slowed New
Orleans development of it's share of the information superhighway's economic future.

Locally based Entergy Corporation., the largest energy utility company in the State, and an
economic power in the neighboring states of Texas, Mississippi, and Arkansas, had aready
submitted a proposal to the city of New Orleans which could have led to the first independent
telephone network owned by an electric utility company in the United States. In order to implement
the Entergy proposal, though, the Federal prohibition on utility and telephone cross-ownership
would haveto be lifted in the new telecommunications law. 102

trick, the real challengeisto find ways to make it work and in fact to do something out of it. "

Adding to the increasing use of technology to influence Congress, and the partisan party split, was also a tendency for
members of Congress to cluster around opposite ends of the political spectrum.

"There's no passion for being in the middle. The people on the left who want to do everything and do it
all at once are very passionate about it. And those who say we shouldn't do anything are very
passionate in that regard. For those of us who are trying to make government work in the middleit's very
difficult. If I'm in the middle, I'm going to get hit from both sides. "

To Breaux, the Washington political polarization was beginning to spread into legislative bodies at ailmost every level of
Louisianalife - from the local school board and city council to the state Legislature. Increasingly, these local and state
legislative bodies were also being influenced by the same special interests at work in Washington. This was especially the
case when it came to any legislation that linked national policy with local economics. (Redman, 1994)

102 Entergy wanted to string fiber optic cables to its electric utility customersin New Orleans in order to remotely read
electric meters. The proposal would have allowed Entergy, eventually, to abolish all of the meter reader positions within
the company, and result in a major savings in terms of labor costs for the firm. In order to advance their plan, though,
Entergy needed to obtain city approval for right-of-way clearances to string the new fiber optic network. To gain support
within the New Orleans City Council, Entergy promised that it would pass part of the labor cost savings onto consumers,
within the City limits, who were willing to install energy saving devices within their homes. The cost savings proposal
was appealing to the City Council since it would be directed at lower income residents, a large percentage of the
Democratically controlled voting block which dominated the City's election process. But Entergy also proposed that, once
the fiber cable was strung, the system would also be used to provide telephone service, cable television access, and other
advanced services, such as home alarm systems, into each of the residential addresses. Entergy demanded that before it laid
one strand of cable within the city, the prohibition, by the State Public Utility Commission, on cross-ownership of
telecommunications and electric utility services had to be eliminated - it was assumed by Entergy executives that the Federal
prohibition on utility cross-ownership would eventually be lifted in the new telecommunications law. But Entergy was not
the only company seeking an advantage in the New Orleans market, and Bell South, Cox Cable Television, and A. T. & T.
were advancing alternative proposals that favored their individual companies. In the case of Bell South, the company argued
that allowing an alternative company into the local telephone market would jeopardize universal access by eroding the
customer base needed to cross-subsidize the costs for residential service, and lead to a major increase in telephone rates for
residents within New Orleans. Bell South was willing, though, to open the local exchanges, and keep local telephone rates
low, if it was allowed entry into other lines of business, especially the cable television service. Cox Cable, though,
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objected to the concept of either Bell South competing with it in its area of business, and to the possibility of two large
competitors, electric utility companies and local telephone companies, offering services directly to their own customer
base. But to Bell South and Entergy, the question of offering different types of services was one of fair market competition,
and they were prepared to open their lines of business if all other lines of business were available also to them.

"We arein favor of any and all bills that favor free and equitable competition." (Poree, Bell South,
1994).

Defining what was "free and equitable" was atask that could only be handled by the public side of our existence, and the
public arena, in Louisiana, has many layers of self-interests at work. In the Louisiana State Capital, Baton Rouge,
the governor, Edmund Edwards, had established a task force on telecommunications. The Task Force, composed of 26
members representing a cross section of Louisiana's telecommunications business interests, developed a "wish list" of
services desired from different sectors of Louisiana's society. A series of working groups were established to examine
development needs, especially in the areas of education, business development, and health care. But the Task force had
already decided that telecommunications development should be directed by a free market principle rather than public
interests concepts.

"The main object of our task force is to stress that the state doesn't want to get into the
telecommunications business. Most states that have tried it have failed miserably. So it isimportant to
work with all of the companies which can offer these services, and you have to understand that if a
company can't make money on providing a service, they won't do it. What we want to do is go to the
providers with our needs and have them tell usif they can and will do it." (Keller, 1994)

Guiding the decision to work with free market principles, was also a Committee resentment over the proposed concepts
within the Pressler Bill that would have, eventually, eliminated the cross-subsidy payments for universal access. Without
those continued cross-subsidies, and the stressing of a natural monopoly to guarantee a high profit margin, the State would
have a difficult time encouraging companies to invest in the communications network upgrade.

"The federal government has almost spoken with two tongues on this thing. They talk about this great
information superhighway but don't tell us how to do it or how to pay for it." (Keller, 1994).

In New Orleans, both the City Council and Mayor's office had advocated greater competition among telecommunications
providers. In both the Council and Mayor's office the message seemed to be the same, while providing some protection for
consumers, let the market decide.

"The bottom line for usis, how do we set up the playing field so that the city and our people are properly
taken care of ?* (Wilson, New Orleans City Council, 1994).

But concerns over eventual Federal preemption of City Council decisions had slowed the decision making process within
the New Orleans City Council.

"We don't want to be preempted by the federal government. We feel that we ought to be able to make our
own decisions on this subject. It seems to me that if you are going to build a superhighway that runs
from Maine to Florida, you don't do it by building each little piece separately. We need to figure out what
the city'sroleisin all of this and how to fit ourselves in with the state's plan and the federal plan.”
(Wilson, New Orleans City Council, 1994).

The City Council, like the Governor's office, established a subcommittee on telecommunications. The subcommittee, while
favoring open competition, wanted to develop some guarantees that the citizens of New Orleans would not face increasing
local rates without comparable increases in the quality and number of services offered. But the subcommittee's work on
developing a proposal for laying fiber-optic cable had also become bogged down into issues over access and fair market
competition. In order to break the log-jam, the city hired a consultant to advise them, and requested position papers from
any interested group. The various reports, eventually, made it clear that there was no standardized procedure for granting
city rights-of-ways to telecommunications companies, and that chaos, in fact, ruled the evolving regulation of
telecommunications technology. The lines of authority separating the Federal government, state government, and city
council's authority were blurred, and in essence, no one was sure who had authority to grant licenses for new services.

"We just need to make sure we all know who has which job." (Wilson, New Orleans City Council, 1994).
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While Entergy had been advancing its proposal, the L ouisiana State Public Service Commission
had al so been negotiating with Bell South on improved upgrades to the telecommunications grid,
and had reached a tentative agreement that would have allowed Bell South to maintain its
dominance in Louisiana's telecommunications market, while opening the State to some limited
commercial competition. The key, though, to the upgrade was a slow opening of the Louisiana
market to competition from the dominate long distance companies, specifically A. T. & T., while
Bell South invested in the communications grid upgrade. 103

The Pressler/Hollings bills would have jeopardized the Bell South agreement and the Entergy
proposal, and would not have offered Louisiana a viable option for the desperately needed local
upgrade. 194 For Breaux, the conflict presented a potential for apolitical disaster. Entergy, a major
business faction within the state, and Bell South, an equally powerful business interest, would
express their gratitude or anger toward L ouisiana Democratic candidates based on the outcome of
the new law. 105

Frustrated in their efforts, some city council members advocated rebellion against the Federal and State regulators.

"l don't want to be a part of anything that is just taking more time to decide how we are going to work
together. | think we should bring together all of the parties ... Let's get some direction we want to go in
andjust doit." (Roy Glapion, New Orleans City Council, 1994)

In addition, the communications sector was also beginning to become impatient with the delays and confusion.

"I am astounded that the city of New Orleans isn't prepared to enter the 20th century. Far smaller cities
have dealt with this and decided that competition is the way to go. They say, let's get this thing built and
then worry about putting in all of the other regulations." (Rick Kosak, American Communications
Services, 1994).

In general, the telecommunications companies were beginning to feel that any provisions for universal service and access
were acceptable as long as they could move on developing new services into the local exchanges.

103 The Louisiana State Public Service Commission had also been negotiating with Bell South on improved upgrades to
the telecommunications grid, and had reached a tentative agreement that would have allowed Bell South to maintain its
dominance in Louisiana's telecommunications market, while opening the State to some limited commercial competition.
The key, though, to the upgrade was a slow opening of the L ouisiana market to competition from the dominate long
distance companies, specifically A. T. & T., while Bell South invested in the communications grid upgrade. But the Bell
South plan was also based on the assumption that Bell South would be able to offer both long distance and international
exchange access to various businesses |ocated within Louisiana, especially the import/export businesses in New Orleans.
If, and when, Bell South could enter the long distance exchanges, then Bell South would be able to offer complete "door-to-
door" bundled service packages to hold its existing customer base, and expand into new customers entering the market. On
the other hand, though, if a major firm, suchas A. T. & T., entered the market prematurely, and offered a more extensive
network access, then Bell South would be at a disadvantage. The "old" laws of network access to business customers still
were true, even after one hundred years of market control by the "network manager". Thus the strategy that was agreed upon
between Bell South and the Louisiana Public Service Commission would have the Louisiana PSC protect Bell South's local
flank markets, while Bell South extended its customer base in long distance, thus generating enough total revenue to
underwrite the capitalization costs for the network upgrade.

104 on January 16, 1997, the Public Service Commission of Louisiana issued a binding arbitration ruling between Bell
Southand A. T. & T. that required A. T. & T. to purchase access to Bell South's network at full cost, and in a bundled
package. The ruling, in essence, leaves Bell South controlling both costs and standards for access into the New Orleans
local exchange

105 personal Interview, Louisiana Telecommunications Industry, Fall, 1996.
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Working with the RBOCs, Breaux developed athird draft bill that would have allowed the RBOCs
to enter the long distance markets, and seek to open the New Orleans market to lower end
competitors, such as Entergy, who would not threaten Bell South's dominate position in the local
Louisiana Exchanges. In early March, Breaux introduced his version of a new hill.

"Mr. President, for more than 10 years the Congress has deferred to Federal courts
on making and shaping telecommunications policy. Antitrust law intended to
remedy anticompetitive practiceswhen AT& T dominated all facets of America's
telecommunications services isthe basis of court controlled communications policy.
The resulting breakup of AT& T in 1983-84 under Judge Greene's modified final
judgment is still the policy basis for keeping the brakes on the future development
of thiscritical industry: Telecommunicationsis the engine of America's continuing
race into the information age. Technica complexities and the massive scale of
economic returns for potential competitorsin the industry have made it difficult to
arrive at any industry-led agreement on fair and just terms for bringing full
competition to reality. Certainly such an agreement would simplify congressional
efforts to unleash the industry from Federal court edicts so that the benefits of open
competition will bring new and lower cost services, increased employment, and a
continually improved telecommunications infrastructure. Mr. President, | believe
that we can supercharge and sustain this potentid growth if we fashion
communications laws that will assure al telecommunications competitors that each
of them will have afair chance to thrive in fully competitive markets. We have a
situation now in which each competitor is fearful of alaw that will give an unfair
advantage to equally powerful competitors. As| seeit, Mr. President, the key to
establishing open competition in telecommunicationsisto deliver afair process for
freeing the grip that Bell operating companies now have on the loca exchange
system. Ideally, Mr. President, if any telecom carrier can have interference-free,
open access to the loca exchange to fully compete for the ddivery of
telecommunications, video, and information services to homes and businesses and
at the same time allow for the regional Bells to have access to and the ability to
provide long distance service for their customers, we would have created the
stimulus for maximum growth in thisindustry.” (Breaux News Release, 1995)

Senator Breaux’s approach supported the position of the RBOCs. Under Breaux's approach, both
the F. C. C. and the PUCs would have a substantial role in regulating any aspect of the
telecommunications market, but working within a concept of a completely open and fully
competitive market. At asimultaneous point in time, all telecommunications providers would have
equal and unrestricted access to any aspect of the long distance market. All current and potential
providers, both domestic and foreign, would be given a specific date in 1997 when al the
restrictions would be lifted in the long distance exchanges.

Loca market access, though, would be gained over time. Each RBOC would begin the process of
local market accessthrough a series of negotiations between itself and potentia loca market
competitors. Government, both Federal and State, would allow the two or more companies to
negotiate access between themselves. In the event that they could not agree on the terms of access,
the State PUCs could be invited in to help arbitrate the access, and the conditions and costs of
access. Under this process, the State PUCs influence on the level of local market access would
dominate. In addition, a checklist would be provided to certify that the local market was open, but
the local exchange could be certified as open if a single company existed, anywhere in a state,
offered aternative "facilities based" local access. - such as Entergy's fiber optic network.
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In the end the RBOCs, working with the State PUCs, could determine to whom and when such
local exchanges were opened, and the conditions under which the local exchange were opened.
The bill also allowed the State PUCs to set various levels of charges and subsidies, and to
determine the percentage of charges that would be used to underwrite universal access. (S 3693,
"Breaux Bill", 1995)

The RBOCs favored this approach for it would allow them to maintain their existing customer
base, while expanding into the long distance market. AT& T, along with MCI and Sprint, oppossed
Breaux’s bill.

Breaux's bill now offered the Committee three different factions and approaches to the issue of
telecommunications reform. The Pressler Bill was supported by Pressler, McCain, Packwood, and
Stevens. Hollings bill had the support of Hollings, Exon, Rockefeller. Kerry, and Dorgan.
Breaux's hill was supported by Breaux, Bryon, and Ford. The remaining six Republican
members of the Committee, and one Democrat, were split between the three different approaches.
In either case, though, no one version of the proposed solution had a majority of the Committee
votes.

Asif Presder's leadership problems within the Committee were not enough, the House Committee
on Foreign Affairs had also requested a full study on the impact of deregulation on the United
States telecommunications policy in both the domestic and foreign markets, and the report was
scheduled for release in late Spring of that year. The upcoming Foreign Affairs Report would mean
that afourth alternative to the issue of deregulation would a so be offered in the near future.

Faced with losing control of the Bill, and eventually achieving another stalemate, Pressler decided
to abandon McCain and Packwood's free market position, and sought a compromise with the
Democrats and the moderate Republicans on the Committee. But in order to gain the support of
Bob Dole for a compromise bill, Pressler needed the backing of Trent Lott, the second ranking
Republican member of the Senate, and a key conservative faction member of the Committee. By
this time, though, Lott had already decided what his position would be in support of the three hills.

Trent Lott had areputation as a pragmatic, pro-business conservative, with awide circle of friends
in both the professional lobbyist offices on K Street, and in the corporate suites of various
business interests spread-out over the metro D. C. area. Former lobbyists, advocates for
Mississippi’s specia business interests, and corporate financial backers, all had helped Lott build
one of Washington's most ambitious political networks, and a highly lucrative political action
committee. Just like many successful Congressional leaders before him, Lott had gained alliesin
the corporate community - some of whom wore multiple hats as advisers, lobbyists and fund
raisers - and who played key rolesin hisrise to power.

Throughout his long Congressional career, Lott had forged strong ties with various Mississippi
special interests. His work with lobbyists on measures that benefited Mississippi interests had
yielded increasing political influence for him. But in the process of learning the game of special
interest legislation, Lott had also learned how to deftly balance support for the special interestsin
his state with the broader and more ambitious legidative agendas of the GOP leadership. 106

106 |n the late 1980s, when Lott was the House Minority Whip, he had created the New Republican Majority Fund. The
“Magjority Fund”, was one of the top Congressional fund raising PACs, and was used by Lott to boost the fortunes of like-
minded Congressional Republicans. The PAC generously subsidized the campaigns of various Republican House members,
and in the process, increased Lott’s political influence. Shortly after Lott was elected the Majority Whip in the Senate, he
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Lott’sinfluence was al so extended through the outside advice and fund-raising help from former
aides who had become lobbyists. These former aides, along with other K Street 1obbyists whom
Lott had gotten to know well when he was House whip and they had served in the Reagan White
House, met with Lott every few weeks to provide him with their counsel. During the 104th
Congress, Lott met with this elite group over morning coffee in his office, and was advised by
them on pending legidation. 107

Lott'stalent for striking deals with people inside and outside Congress was used by Bob Dole to
provide a discrete handle on the actions of Pressler within the Committee. L ott was tasked by Bob
Doleto help steer the legislation through the difficult political waters of the committee’s party
partisanship. In the process of brokering compromises, Lott earned high marks from both side for
hisrole as afacilitator between the competing corporate interests in the legidation.

But in the intricate negotiations on the bill, Lott was also able to help long-time Mississippi
contributor, John Kluge, President of LDDS WorldCom. LDDS WorldCom, a Jackson,
Mississippi based company, ranked right behind A. T. & T., M. C. |., and Sprint, as a major
carrier of long distance service. Lott sought an amendment to the bill that would benefit LDDS.

The Lott amendment sought to stipulate that only companies with five per cent or less of the long-
distance market would be allowed to enter into joint marketing agreements with the RBOCs. The
five per cent ceiling allowed LDDS--which controlled 4 per cent of the long distance market--to
effectively have an edge in seeking new joint marketing programs in the local exchanges. In
essence, the amendment would give smaller companies, beginning with LDDS, an opportunity to
gain a competitive advantage over their larger long distance competitors in obtaining joint
marketing agreements with the RBOCs, by allowing LDDS in, but prohibiting the larger long
distance companies from entry.

revived the “Majority Fund” to support Senatorial Candidates running in the upcoming 1996 election. The aggressive fund
raising of Lott paid off, and in the next twelve months he raised over $1.7 million dollars in corporate donations to the
Fund - by comparison, the House PAC directly controlled by Newt Gingrich only raised $1.3 million over the same time
period. Lott’s “Fund” boosted his political fortunes and influence in the Senate, and placed him at a critical intersection
between Republican Senatorial candidates and large corporate campaign donors. James Johnson, a veteran Lott aide who
had been associated with Lott since Lott’s attendance at the University of Mississippi in the 1960s, became, in late 1994,
the PAC's executive director. Johnson was the key to Lott’s PAC organization. Johnson, in addition to being a Lott aide,
was also an established Washington lobbyists, with strong connections to the firm of  Griffith & Rogers, one of
Washington's largest lobbying firms. In addition to Johnson, one of the partnersin the firm was Edward M. Rogers Jr.,
Lott's largest personal campaign fund raisers. Republican National Committee Chairman, Haley Barbour, another
Mississippian close to Lott, was also associated with the firm. Through Griffith & Rogers corporate and Republican Party
contacts, Johnson was able to reach the largest corporate campaign donorsin the United States. Using the Firm's
connections, the Lott PAC was soon hosting dozens of dinners at exclusive Washington restaurants, at which prestigious
Washington firms, associated with various corporate lobbying groups, attended. Such political notables as Cassidy &
Associates, one of Washington's oldest lobbying firms, along with Atlantic Richfield Co., Genera Dynamics
Corporation, Ingalls Shipbuilding of Pascagoula, Mayer, Brown & Platt, a Chicago-based law firm, who was the chief
lobbying organization for the National Accounting Association, KPMG Peat Marwick, the National Restaurant
Association, Domino’s Pizza - Lott was the director of the largest Domino franchise in the United States - and American
Home Products Corp., were only afew of the corporate groups that paid up to $10,000 each to attend the evening dinners.
(Stone, 1996)

107 Michael Boland, a partner at Boland & Madigan Inc.; Henry Gandy, a vice president of the Duberstein Group Inc.; and
John F. Scruggs, the chief operating officer at Black, Kelly, Scruggs & Healey, all employed as |obbyists for various
RBOCS.
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Lott's efforts on LDDS's telecommunications, though, would benefit other Mississippi interests
too. In particular, Lott's proposal for LDDS were linked to amendments to the 1935 Public Utility
Holding Company Act (PUHCA) that helped selected Mississippi energy companies get a potential
toehold in the telecommunications business. (Stone, 1996)

Entergy Company, the Louisiana based public utility giant which, through Mississippi affiliates,
owned the majority of the Mississippi utility market, had been along term financial backer of Lott
The negotiations over entry into the New Orleans telecommunications market, and the need for
Breaux to develop ahill that would placate both Entergy and Southern Bell, aligned perfectly with
Lott’sand LDDss interests.

Since Entergy was a new entrent into telecommunications, the four percent or less market share
factor used for LDDS would also be relevant to Entergy. In all cases, Bell South, Entergy, and
LDDS, the big "problem™, A. T. & T. would be delayed from local competition by the four percent
factor. By the time that Pressler approached L ott, both Breaux and Lott had agreed to support each
other’s plans, and to form a middle ground between the Democratic and Republican positions.

Lott joined forces with Pressler to build a consensus on a compromise bill based on the Hollings
and Breaux drafts. Lott agreed to work with Pressler to draft the compromise bill, and to also
persuade Bob Dole to accept the Committee's recommendations. Lott's offer was especially useful
to Pressler, at this time, because Bob Packwood, previously, had a great deal of influence with
Bob Dole. Packwood, however, was under increasing pressure over charges of sexud
misconduct, and his influence with Dole was decreasing. Thus with Lott backing Pressler, and
Packwood's influence minimized, only McCain would be |eft as the sole credible supporter, within
the Committee, advocating a total deregulation approach. (Congressional Quarterly, June 17,
1995).

For the next two weeks the new coalition worked on arevised draft, and on March 21 released a
compromise bill.

Under the new bill draft, the State PUCs were prohibited from opening competition within the
local exchanges until a RBOC was given permission to enter the long distance markets by the F. C.
C.. In addition, the long distance providers were prohibited from reselling any of the RBOCs local
services until the RBOC was permitted into the long distance service and exchanges. The F. C. C.
was a so given oversight authority to delay any RBOCs entry into long distance serviceif it felt that
true competition had not developed within alocal exchange area.

To promote universal access, all telecommunications providers were required to contribute to a
central financia fund, and the proceeds of the fund would be used to underwrite subsides for local
access. But, in order to assure that local rates would remain stable, the RBOCs local and intrastate
rates were capped by Congress, not the State PUCs. In a bow, though, to State's Rights, State
PUCs were allowed to take into account " profitability” as afactor in setting local rates.

The final vote on the Committee bill was 17 to 2, with both Packwood and McCain voting against
the proposal. The RBOCs were elated over the new bill, especially the sections that protected their
local exchanges until they could enter the long distance exchanges.

"The latest draft of telecommunications reform legidation released by Senator

Pressler represents a substantial improvement. We believe this draft positions the
Senate Commerce Committee to report the bill out.” (McBee, 1995)
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The delay in the opening of the local exchanges to competition meant that the RBOCs would be
able to gain the transition time needed to prepare for the inevitable. In addition, they were assured
that when such an opening did occur, they would be given equal access to the competition's long
distance market, and would be able to offer a competitive "end-to-end" package of servicesto their
local customers.

One other area of the bill, which involved financial considerations, was also appedling to the
RBOCs. Where previously the RBOCs had to cover, within their various customer rates, the
additional burden of maintaining local "universal access" costs, now, under the new bill, these
costs would be shared by all telecommunication providers. This sharing of "universal access' costs
meant that local rates could be set at a more competitive level, since the burden of providing for
"universal access' would be spread across the national markets rather than isolated within the
intrastate exchanges. The additional provision of "universal access' costs on other
telecommuni cations providers, would result in the lifting of a major financial burden, which had,
historically, been placed exclusively on the RBOCs.

While A. T. & T., and the other long distance providers, could not openly object to the concept of
free market competition, which the Bill advocated, they did voice their concerns and reservations
about the opening of their long distance markets to RBOC access. Fearful of the potential market
control that the RBOCs had in their local exchanges, the long distance providers felt that the
oversight authority of the F. C. C. was not sufficient to ensure that "true" competition would occur
at thelocal level.

"The Senate Commerce Committee today took one step down a long road that
AT&T hopeswill ultimately give consumers greater choice in all aspects of the
communications industry. Ascritical asit isto update public policies that will serve
the nation's and consumers' best interests well into the next century, it is even more
important to get things right rather than make mattersworse . . .Thereis alot more
to be done before afinal Senate vote. For example, the involvement of the Federal

Communications Commission in deciding public interest standards is important but
we are convinced that a strengthened role for the Department of Justice, as enforcer
of the nation's antitrust laws, is fundamental in guarding against potentia

monopoly abuses. AT& T will be vigilant and vigorous as the Congress continues
to debate these issues with enormous implications for the country's economy, and
the access that people and businesses will have, and the prices they will pay, for al

kinds of future communications services." (Myers, 1995)

In general, while supportive of the Bill's protection of the long distance markets until the local
exchanges were competitive, the long distance providers felt that continued oversight by the Justice
Department was required to ensure that the monopoly local exchanges did not, eventually, recreate
the old local "bottleneck” strategy that A. T. & T. had used, successfully, to maintain its original
monopoly. The F. C. C.'s historical preference for competition, it was felt by the long distance
providers, would encourage opening long distance markets prematurely. To the long distance
providers, the Justice Department's antitrust authority was the only real safeguard, eventually, for
their competitive position.

Ultimately, the Senate bill provided for direct head-to-head competition between the RBOCs and
the long distance providers, but only after the RBOCs had opened the local exchanges to
competition to not only the long distance providers, but also the cable television companies and the
electric utility companies.
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In order to win support from committee Democrats, Pressler's Republican coalition dropped the
idea of simply unleashing competition between the long-distance carriers and the RBOCs. Instead,
the Committee voted to allow the RBOC:s, initially, to offer long distance service only in markets
where they were not the dominate local carrier, and they were prohibited from offering long
distance service in their own local markets until they faced local competition. In order to ensure that
competition would come to the local exchanges, each RBOC was required to take specific steps to
develop local competition.

In terms of Universal Service, the Committee was split over what the new definition of universal
service should be, especially if it should include new and advanced telecommunications services.
Rather than directly facing the issue, the Committee voted to establish a Federal-State Joint Board,
under the F. C. C., which would recommend to the F. C. C. how to define and achieve universa
service in the newly emerging telecommunication structure. But even here, the free market played a
critical rolein making the determination by using consumer choice as the criteria for a fina
decision.

". .. telecommunications services that the commission determines have, through
the operation of market choices by customers, been subscribed to by a substantial
majority of residential customers.”

Customer market preference would be the major factor defining the new concept of universal
service.

The new hill also pleased the State PUCs for it gave them arole in terms of developing competition
within the local markets. The bill emphasized that local access wasto be developed in negotiations
between the various potential competitors. In the event that the competitors could not agree upon
access, the State PUCs could be invited into the negotiations in order to reach a settlement.

The States were also pleased that they were given a role in defining universal service, and
developing methods to achieve the new service standard. Under the proposed Federal-State Joint
Regulatory Board concept advanced in the Bill, the state regulators held four seats, while the F. C.
C. members held only three seats. This new Board would, through F. C. C. and State PUC
negotiations, set the parameters for access to local exchanges. In addition, the bill also allowed the
States to go beyond the F. C. C. ordersin defining universal service and cost support methods,
thus allowing for the creation of additional financial mechanisms needed to maintain universal
service cost subsidies.

On June 7 the Bill was considered by the full Senate, and floor debate on the proposal proceeded.
During the debate over eighty amendments were offered to the bill, covering everything from
obscenity and rate subsidies to the auction of radio spectrums and wireless communications. The
debate lasted for over one week, and in the end, on June 15, the bill was passed by a vote of 81 to
18.

In spite of its breath, the Bill received very little substantive change from the proposal voted out of
the Commerce Committee. Both Hollings and Pressler, with the support of Dole, successfully
turned back every mgjor challenge to the Bill's contents. 108

108 McCain attempted to strike all the clauses to provide for forms of subsidies for universal service and essential
providers, but in the end his efforts at modification failed. The Clinton Administration, with the support of Leahy of
Vermont and Kerry of Nebraska, unsuccessfully tried to increase the Justice Department's oversight on RBOC entry into
long distance service. Again the effort failed. Kerry tried to restrict price increases for cable television, and address
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While the final hill, that was passed on June 15, contained all of the previous Committee
recommendations, it also left certain areas open for future decisions. In general, S. 652, allowed
the RBOCs to enter long distance phone markets within their local service areas after they had
satisfied the criteria established to assure that local competition actually did exist within the local
exchange. Until the time that their local exchange was open, each RBOC could offer long distance
service in any market outside of their existing loca exchange. The bill also eiminated the
prohibitions on cable and telephone company cross-ownership, and mandated industry cooperation
in the development of local exchange interconnection.

Theissue of Universal Service was side-stepped, and forwarded to the Federal-State Joint Board's
recommendations to the F. C. C. The Joint Board, composed of the four to three split originally
proposed in the Committee Bill, would define the baseline of services that should be universally
available, and the support mechanisms that should be created to adequately fund the provisions of
universal service. The F. C. C. was required to complete the proceeding that would allow for
implementation of the Joint Board's recommendations within 18 months of the Bill's passage.

In addition, the F. C. C. was required to reconvene the Joint Board every four yearsto review the
implementation of the universal service provisions, and to make recommendations and
modifications on both the definition of universal service, and the mechanisms used to fund
universal service.

The final legidation, though, enumerated seven principles of universal service which the F. C. C.
and the Joint Board should base their policies. These principles included reasonably comparable
rates for services between rural and urban areas, access to advanced telecommunications services
in all regions of the United States, and access to advanced services for health care, education,
economic development, and public purposes.

Every telecommunications carrier was required to contribute to a universal service fund established
to underwrite universal service.. Payments out of the fund for providing universal service support
were to be made to those carriers designated as "essential telecommunications carriers' - this being
acarrier that offered service to "everyone" in adesignated area rather than just a selected market
group. States were also allowed to expand the federal definition of universal service, aswell as
create additional support mechanismsto fund the service.

By mid June, the Senate felt that it had achieved a consensus on the direction of
telecommunications reform. While the final Senate bill did not directly address al the issues
involved with deregulation, at least a framework had been devised that assured both the State's,
and the various industry factions, that an ultimate resolution would be devel oped within the near
future.

While the Senate felt, generaly, that the bill was a good compromise between total deregulation
versus continued Judicial oversight and government regulation, the House was not of the same
mind.

The House Bill

consumer fears over media consolidation, but his efforts also suffered defeat.
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To House Republicans, the Senate telecommunications bill reflected nothing more than "politics as
usual”. The bill's emphasis on delaying competition in the local exchange markets, in the minds of
many House delegates, would only result in afurther weakening of America's future economic
position. To this group, complete deregulation and unimpeded competition was absolutely essential
for America's economic survival. The Senate bill, in their view, did not go far enough toward
deregulation of the telecommunications market.

While the House, in general, was more "pro-competition” than the Senate, there had been a
reluctance on the part of the new majority leadership in the House to take the lead in developing a
new telecommunications act. Part of the reluctance was related to protocol between the two
Houses. Since the Bill had been in Committee in the Senate at the close of the 103rd Congress,
protocol would have the Senate initiate the next round of legislation. But another issue also
revolved around House action on the hbill, and that was the possible charge of a conflict of
interests.

In early December, accusations had been made in Congress, by various Democrats, that Gingrich's
large advance payment for a new book, that was to be published by a company owned by the
English media giant Rupert Murdoch, was in fact a financial pay-off for changing the foreign
ownership requirements for telecommunications companies in the proposed Telecommunications
law. While Gingrich eventualy accepted a smaler advance for his proposed book, which
dampened some of the charges, the issue of Gingrich's ethics overshadowed any attempts to
initiate telecommunication changes in the House.

Asthe chief architect of the downfal of Jim Wright from the position as the Democratic Speaker of
the House, based on charges of ethics violations related to personal financial gain from lobbyists,
Gingrich was particularly vulnerable, and sensitive, to similar charges directed toward him. The
Democrats pressed Gingrich on his relationship with business interests, and began to demand that
the House Ethics Committee open inquiries into Gingrich's publishing contract and bulk sale of
copies of hisupcoming book "To Renew America'.

In an atmosphere of partisan charges of ethical conduct violations being leveled against Gingrich
by the Democrats, the Republicans counter-attacked with charges of violations, by the Clintons, of
both ethical and personal conduct. What seemed to be a difficult Congressional session to begin
with, slowly decayed into a community of hate and suspicion. (Eilperin, 1995).

Compounding Gingrich's problem with his book contract was also the public knowledge that
Gingrich had, over the years, courted the telecommunications money. Bell South, an Atlanta based
RBOC, had been along term financial backer of Gingrich. John Clendenin, Chairman of Bell
South, was alongtime personal friend of Gingrich's, and held regular meetings with Gingrich to
discuss the movement of the telecommunications bill. But more disturbing were rumors that began
to circulate that Gingrich might have a personal financial interest in the outcome of the new law,
and in particular to possible corporate connections to GOPAC, Gingrich's personal Political Action
Committee.

New accusations arose that Gingrich had allowed alobbyist for TDS Telecom, Donald Jones, to

use Gingrich's office in order to advance his personal business by influencing the foreign
ownership requirements of the new law, and, indirectly, benefit Gingrich's GOPAC affiliates.
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Both Armey and Del.ay were also accused of using their offices to benefit both Jones's agenda,
and their own personal fortunes. (Norton, 1996) 109

In terms of telecommunications, the conflict of interest charge was also directed at the newly
appointed House Chairman of the Commerce Committee, Thomas Bliley of Virginia. Bliley,
personally, held major stock holdings in the majority of industries overseen by the Commerce
Committee, including the telecommunications industry. 110 A review of Bliley's actions since
1990, showed that he often intervened with federal and state regulators in behalf of companiesin
which he owned stock, and he often voted for bills directly benefiting his own portfolio.
(Congressiona Quarterly, May 27, 1995)

Bliley had also contributed to the air of suspicion by an earlier event. In late November, after the
announcement that Bliley was to be Chairman of the Commerce Committee. Bliley had scheduled
several closed door meetings with telecommunications corporate executives who had contributed to
his election campaigns, specifically executivesof G. T. E., a company in which he held an
extensive holding of stocks. The meetings angered John Dingell, former Democratic Chair of the
Commerce Committee, who issued a public statement condemning the meetings, and charging
Bliley with attempting to develop private deals over the new hill. (Billboard, February 4, 1995).

In order to avoid censure from the House on ethics charges, Bliley, in March, announced that he
was giving control of hisinvestmentsto agroup of "independent advisors'. By this action, Bliley
hoped to put aside the conflict of interest charges, and beginning serious work on the
telecommunications bill. 111

During the first few months of the 104th Congress, Bliley was responsible for overseeing the
passage of key areas of the "Contract With America’. He worked on increasing the use of risk
assessment attached to proposed regulations, reduction in litigation awards, and reduction of
hazardous waste requirements on industries. His position as Chairman of the overall Commerce

109 Donald Jones was a Fond du L ac, Wisconsin businessman who was connected to the Wisconsin based TDS Telecom.
Headquartered in Middleton, Wisconsin, TDS Telecom provided an array of communications services nationwide, and also
owned several rural telephone companies. Jones solicited business for a TDS subsidiary, Answer Madison, which was the
hub for 800-number calls linked to a venture called Earning by Learning. The company, Earning By Learning, was founded
by Gingrichin 1990 to pay "at-risk" children for learning to read, and was affiliated with Gingrich's GOPAC. Jones was the
president of Earning by Learning. Jones also owned a company called U.S. Cyber. U.S. Cyber had a contract with TDS
Telecom to promote INTERNET long distance telephone services. U. S. Cyber also owned an affiliate company, Cyberstar,
which installed fiber optic networks and cable television networks. Cyberstar had been negotiating a $13 million cable
network contract with the government of New Zealand. Gingrich, along with Armey and DelL ay, had held discussions with
New Zealand officials concerning New Zealand's efforts to privatize their television systems, and the possible impact that
the lifting of the foreign ownership ban would have on future investments and markets in both countries. New accusations
arose that Gingrich had allowed Jones to use his access to Gingrich's office in order to advance his personal business with
New Zealand, and, indirectly, to benefit Gingrich's GOPAC affiliate. Compounding the problem of self-interest conflict was
the fact that Jones regularly advised Gingrich on rules to relax foreign ownership requirements on television and telephone
companies, publicly, and actually had an office established in Gingrich's |eadership suite in the Capital.(Norton, 1996)

110 At the time that Bliley assumed his Chairmanship, his stock portfolio was worth $1.1 million. His own financial
records showed that he owned $50,000 worth of stock in GTE, the largest independent telephone company in the United
States offering local exchange service. (Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report. May 27, 1995. Vol. 53, # 2. pp., 1475 -
1479.)

111 But suspicions of possible influence dogged Bliley's trail, and eventually, in June, he announced that he as putting his
holdings into a"Blind Trust".(Congressional Quarterly, June 10, 1995)
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Committee assured House leadership that the eventual compromise telecommunications legisation
would follow the plan as outlined in the Gingrich manifesto.

A key telecommunications person in the House was Representative Jack Fields, Republican from
Texas. Fields had been the ranking Republican on the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee, and expected, after the new Republican majority took control of Congressin 1995, to
assume the Chairmanship of the Marine and Fisheries Committee. But Fields ambitions were
sidetracked by an early decision from Gingrich to abolish the Marine Committee. As aform of
consolation prize, though, Gingrich awarded Fields the Chairmanship of the newly created
Commerce Committee's Telecommunications and Finance Subcommittee.

Fields, an ardent party loyalists, greeted the new majority position, and his Chairmanship, with a
determination to make a change. For years, as a member of the minority party in Congress, he had
chaffed at the bit, and now he saw the opportunity to become aforce within the House. 112

"I'm not afraid. I'm absolutely ecstatic. For the first time | feel that I'm out on the
field." ("Field's Profile", 1995)

During the 103rd Congress, Fields had a hand in trying to develop a House version of
telecommunications reform. 113 Fields had proposed an amendment to the House Bill, which he
wrote in cooperation with Democratic Representative Edward Markey of Massachusetts, which
sought to encourage the RBOCs to support competition in the local exchanges by loosening the
entry requirements of the RBOCs into long distance service. Past record, thus, seemed to have
Fields in support of the equal competition in both exchanges.

When Fields assumed the Chairmanship, he developed a strategy that relied on support from
various conservative Democrats on the Committee. Noting that Democrats, in particular Markey,
had helped him with his 103rd efforts, Fields felt that the mood of the Congress was definitely
aimed at total deregulation.

"You now have a very strong deregulatory and pro-competitive sentiment ...
amost a supermgority of people who believe that less government is best."
("Field's Profile", 1995)

112 Fjelds was afifth generation Houstonian, and a graduate of Baylor University's law school. He started his political
career in 1980 when he announced his candidacy for Congress against the Democratic Representative, Bob Eckhardt.
Eckhardt's district, at this time, was typical of many of the traditional Southern Democratic districts in the 1970s and
1980s. While the district had been historically a strong Democratic stronghold, its voting pattern had begun to change in
the late 1970s, and many blue-collar workers began to lean toward conservative Republican positions. Eckhardt was a
staunch anti-corporate populist, and had a reputation for being the most liberal of all of the Texas Democratic delegation.
Fields, sensing Eckhardt's weakness, mounted a campaign, supported by Republican New Right activists, and challenged
Eckhardt's position as being anti-business and too liberal for Texas voters. The campaign worked, and in 1980 the district
went overwhelmingly for Reagan and Fields. Fields position was further strengthened in 1982 when redistricting made his
new district solidly Republican. Although, in the 1984 campaign, his Democratic opponent tried to defeat Fields based on
ethics charges related to franking privileges, Fields beat back the challenge and won. After 1984, Fields position seemed
very secure, and unbeatable in his home district.

113 Thebill, which eventually passed in the House, died in the Senate in the fighting over the Hollings Committee draft
bill.
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While Fields controlled the Republican majority of the Committee, he knew that he had a critical
Democrétic aly in Markey. 114

Over the years, Markey had served in severa critical positions within the Democratically controlled
House. During the 100th Congress, Markey had been appointed Chairman of the Energy and
Commerce Subcommittee on Telecommunications and Finance. He generally was known as a
consensus builder, and had a habit of consulting, individually, with each Committee member. In
general, he was also known as a person able to work with both Republicans and Democrats in the
process of gaining support for legidation.

Markey had concentrated on becoming knowledgeable in both telecommunications and cable
matters. His efforts with Fields during the 103rd Congress had gained him a reputation as a
serious legislator, and somewhat an expert on the labyrinth of issuesinvolved in the industry. His
bipartisan efforts had gained him many Republican friends, who felt that he was one of a handful
of Democrats that could understand the new Republican majority's position on various
deregulatory issues. One other area a so made Markey appealing to the new Republican magjority.

Markey had been a strong advocate for children's programming on television. He had introduced
bills limiting advertising on children's programs, and encouraging quality programming by linking
programming to station license renewal. During the 103rd Congress Markey introduced legidation
that required television manufacturersto install "V Chips" into television setsto block offensive
programs. 115 While the bill was criticized by broadcasters, and eventually blocked, it enjoyed
wide-spread support in Congress, especially by Congressmen supporting a more conservative
family values platform.

While generally seen asa"liberal”, and afriend of "regulation” Markey's work with Fieldsin the
103rd Congress, his support for the V-chip, and his reputation as an expert, made him a critical
member of the Committee team trying to develop a House version of the telecommunications
reform bill. ("Markey Profile", 1995)

But Fields also had to take into account the wishes of the newly dominate Republican members,
and in the case of the Telecommunications Reform Bill that especidly meant the wishes of
Representative Michagl Oxley from Ohio. 116

114 Markey had first run for Congress in 1976. Up to that time, Markey had been a Massachusetts State L egislator, and
had developed a reputation for bucking the Democratic leadership in the State House - at one point he had so antagonized the
leadership that they closed his office, and banished him to a desk in one of the Capital hallways. In 1976, Tobert H.
MacDonald, who had served 21 years as a Democratic Congressman from Massachusetts, announced his retirement. Every
prominent Democrat announced for the race to succeed him, but Markey, because of the press exposure over his conflicts
with State leaders, easily won the nomination, and captured the seat by a 21 percent margin. From 1976 on Markey was
returned every two years the Congress, and had strong support within his home district. But Markey had faced serious
challenges in both the 1992 and 1994 races. In 1992, Markey had a serious challenge for the Democratic nomination.
During the nomination campaign, charges were made that Markey had accepted contributions from the nuclear power
industry. While he won the nomination, and the 1992 election, he again faced problemsin 1994. In the 1994 election he
was painted as being too liberal, and supportive of harmful government regulation of business. While overcoming the 1994
challenge, he returned to Congress more inclined to favor a deregulated business environment. ("Markey Profile", 1995)

115 A "V-Chip" is acomputer chipsinstalled in atelevision set, which enables parents to block shows that cable and
broadcast programmers rate as "violent.

116 When GOP Rep. Tennyson Guyer died in April 1981, Oxley, a four-term state House member, was an early favoritein
the special election to succeed him. But Oxley faced stiff primary competition. Running in the early days of the Reagan's
presidency, the Republican candidates tried to out-Reagan one another. Robert J. Huffman, a Reagan backer in the 1976
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Cut from the Reagan anti-regulatory mold, Oxley was a frequent critic of government involvement
in the television and telephone industries. He opposed the cable television reregulation bill, which
became law when Congress overrode a presidential veto in 1992. As the 102nd Congress drew to
aclose, Oxley fumed that the cable law, which required the Federal Communications Commission
to oversee cable prices and service, was costing taxpayers more money and would not increase
competition.

In the 103rd Congress he sponsored a hill that would have repeded the law barring foreign
ownership of telecommunications companies, arguing that the restriction was prompting foreign
countries to keep U.S. telecommunications firms out of their markets.

As a senior member of the Telecommunications and Finance Subcommittee on Commerce, Oxley
was awell-established backer of telephone companies’ move into cable television. Oxley had also
resisted efforts to require that the Bells buy 60 percent of their equipment parts from domestic U.S.
makers. Oxley would definitely be favoring equal competition in both the local and long distance
exchanges. (Oxley Profile, 1995)

The turmoil in the House, which dominated the first three months of the new Congress's life,
delayed Committee action on telecommunications reform until April. But after the release of the
tentative Senate bill in March, which many in the House saw as not competitive enough, the
atmosphere changed.

Hearings were quickly held, and serious legidation development was undertaken by the
Committee. A. T. & T., and the other long distance providers, argued that the Senate Bill favored
the RBOCs, and would result in recreating the old monopoly that had been broken by the MFJ.
The Committee leaned toward the long distance carriers position, viewing the RBOCs as the major
impediment to opening the local exchanges.

Fields drafted a Bill that favored the long distance providers, and seemed to penalize the RBOCs
for seeking equal access to the long distance markets. By June, a draft version had been presented
to the Committee, and approved by the majority of the Committee members. (Lightwave, 1995)

The Bill, introduced into the House on May 3, H.R. 1555, was called the "Communications Act
of 1995™ and was sponsored by Bliley , Dingell, Fields, Moorhead, Oxley, Bilirakis, Schaefer,
Barton of Texas, Hastert, Stearns, Paxon, Gillmor, Klug, Greenwood, Crapo, Frisa, White,
Coburn, Tauzin, Hall of Texas, Boucher, Manton, Towns, Eshoo, and Lincoln:

presidential race, branded Oxley a latecomer because he had supported Bush for president in 1980. In spite of the Bush
charge, Oxley narrowly won the nomination. Winning the Republican nomination had traditionally been tantamount to
election in the 4th district. But the Democrats fielded their best possible candidate, State Representative Dale Locker.
Locker was afarmer and chairman of the State House Agriculture and Natural Resources Committee, an ideal candidate for the
4th District. Oxley out-spent Locker, raising $275,000, and flooding the media with advertisements in the closing days of
the campaign. But his efforts nearly failed because he was unable to develop the personal rapport with voters that had made
the 4th District safe for Guyer. Carrying only six of the district's 12 counties, Oxley struggled to a 341-vote victory. A
recount delayed his swearing-in for nearly a month. But after 1981, Oxley had no difficulty holding his House seat. Until
1995 Oxley had to remain content in the role of a minority representative, but he often won perfect ratings from the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce for his voting record, while his rating from the AFL-CIO rarely rose into the double digits. Now and
then, though, Oxley would cast a vote with Democrats. As aformer FBI agent, he sometimes had been sensitive to the
arguments of law enforcement on firearm issues. In the 103rd Congress, for example, he was one of the few Republican
members in the House who voted in favor of the Brady bill requiring a five-day waiting period for handgun purchases.
("Oxley Profile", 1995)
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The Bill's purpose was clearly stated in the introduction of the proposed Act:

"To promote competition and reduce regulation in order to secure lower prices and
higher quality services for American telecommunications consumers and encourage
the rapid deployment of new telecommunications technologies.”

Deregulation of the industry, in order to encourage lower prices through market competition,
coupled to the rapid capitalization of anew telecommunications grid, wasthe goa of the Act.

The proposed Bill then briefly stated the duty of all common carriers to sustain an integrated
network.

"The duty of acommon carrier . . . includes the duty to interconnect with the
facilities and equipment of other providers of telecommunications services and
information services."

After this brief statement concerning the duty of all common carriersto provide an interconnected
system of telecommunications, the Act focused exclusively on the RBOCs, and the conditions
under which they alone would be required to function.

It first defined what the RBOCSs duties were as common carriers:

Theduty ... of alocal exchange carrier includes . . . The duty to provide. . .
equal accessto and interconnection with the facilities of the carrier's networks to
any other carrier or person offering (or seeking to offer) telecommunications
services. . . The duty to offer unbundled services, elements, features, functions,
and capabilities . . . The duty not to prohibit . . . theresale, on a bundled or
unbundled basis, of services. .. "

Once the Bill had defined the duties of the RBOC:s, it then specified exactly what those duties
entailed when along distance provider, or any other company, requested access to their local
exchanges.

"A local exchange carrier shall provide access to and interconnection with the
facilities of the carrier's network at any technicaly feasible and economicaly
reasonable point within the carrier's network on just and reasonable terms and
conditions, to any other carier or person offering (or seeking to offer)
telecommunications services or information services requesting such access.”

Under the terms of the Bill, the RBOCs were required to open their exchanges to competition
without regard for their concerns over offering comparable long distance service. But the Bill went
even further by stating when the RBOCs had to provide access to the other carriers.

"Within 18 months after the date of enactment ... alocal exchange carrier shall
prepare and file with a State commission statements of the terms and conditions that
such carrier generaly offers within that State with respect to the services or
elements provided to comply with the equal access and interconnection
requirements. . ."
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Within 18 months of passage of the Bill, the RBOCs would face competition within their local
exchanges, but still would be restricted from competing in long distance.

But the conditions for the RBOCs opening of their local exchanges became even more punitive.
Not only would they face competition, but they also would be prohibited from entering the
equipment manufacturing business until the F. C. C. ruled that they were in compliance with the
interconnection requirements of the Bill, even though no such prohibition would apply to the long
distance, cable, or utility providers.

"It shall be unlawful for a Bell operating company, directly or through an affiliate,
to manufacture or provide telecommunications equipment, or to manufacture
customer premises equipment, until the Commission has approved under section
245(c) verifications that such Bell operating company, and each Bell operating
company with which it is affiliated, are in compliance with the access and
interconnection requirements. . . "

While the equipment prohibition was a major blow, the restrictions on el ectronic publishing were
even harsher. While, eventually, they would be able to enter the manufacturing arena, the Bill
permanently prohibited the RBOCs from direct entry into el ectronic publishing.

"No Bell operating company or any affiliate may engage in the provision of
electronic publishing that is disseminated by means of such Bell operating
company's or any of its affiliates basic telephone service. .. "

The long sought access to the long distance markets also did not seem attractive from the RBOCs
position. Under the Bills terms, the RBOCs could request from the F. C. C. access to provide long
distance service, but they would have to wait 18 months before making application. In addition,
their application would have to meet two tests before they were alowed entry into long distance.

"At any time after 18 months after the date of enactment of this part, a Bell
operating company may provide to the Commission (F. C. C.) verification by such
company with respect to one or more States that such company isin compliance
with the requirements of this part. Such verification shall contain the following:

(A) Presence of afacilities-based competitor: An agreement that has been approved
under section 243 specifying the terms and conditions under which the Bell
operating company is providing access and interconnection to its network in
accordance with section 242 for the network of a competing provider of telephone
exchange service.

"(B) Failure to request access: If no such provider has requested such access and
interconnection before the date which is 3 months before the date the company
makes its submission under this subsection, a statement of the terms and
conditions that the carrier generally offers to provide such access and
interconnection that has been approved or permitted to take effect by the State
commission under section 243."

In essence, the RBOCs would have to show the F. C. C. that either no one el se wished to serve

the local market, or that there existed a competitor within the market who had, within 18 months,
constructed a comparable wire based system within the local area.
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In order to ensure that the wishes of Congress were complied with, the Bill went on to prohibit the
States or local governments from impeding access to competition in either the interstate or intrastate
markets.

"... no State or local statute regulation, or other legal requirement shall . . .
effectively prohibit any carrier or other person from entering the business of
providing interstate or intrastate telecommunications services or information
services; or . . . effectively prohibit any carrier or other person providing interstate
or intrastate telecommunications services or information services from exercising
the access and interconnectionrights.. . . "

While the House Bill penalized the RBOCs, and favored the long distance providers, it failed to
address the general consumers needs. Like the Senate Bill, the House Bill alowed for the
establishment of a Federal-State Joint Board to deal with the issue of Universal Service.

"Within 30 days after the date of enactment . . . the Commission (F. C. C.) shall
convene a Federal-State Joint Board . . . for the purpose of recommending actions
to the Commission and State commissions for the preservation of universal service"

Like the Senate Bill, the joint board's definition of Universal Service would have to be based on
consumer preference.

"In recommending a definition of the nature and extent of the services
encompassed within carriers universal service obligations under subsection (b)(2),
the Joint Board shall consider the extent to which--"(1) a telecommunications
service has, through the operation of market choices by customers, been subscribed
to by a substantial mgjority of residential customers; ... "

But unlike the Senate Bill, the definition of Universal Service had atime limit, and at the end of
five years the requirement for a universal service board would expire.

"Sunset: The Joint Board established by this section shall ceaseto exist 5 years after
the date of enactment of this part.”

But, in an act of kindness, the Committee required that there would be athree year transition
period, during which basic voice-grade tel ephone rates would be capped.

". .. each State commission shall permit residential subscribers to continue to
receive only basic voice-grade loca telephone service equivalent to the service
generally availableto residentia subscribers on the date of enactment of this part, at
just, reasonable, and affordabl e rates. Determinations concerning the affordability
of rates for such services shall, for aperiod of 3 years after the effective date of any
flexible pricing procedure established under this section, be based on the rates
generally available to residential subscribers on such date of enactment and the
pricing rules established by the State commission.

After three years the sky was the limit as to what could be charged.
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In onefinal act at showing consumer protection concern, the Committee decided that individual
privacy was an issue to being addressed by the Senate legislation, and authorized a study and
recommendation concerning protecting consumer telecommunications privacy.

"Within one year after the date of enactment of this Act, the Commission shall
commence a proceeding-- (A) to examine the impact of the integration into
interconnected communications networks of wireless telephone, cable, satellite, and
other technologies on the privacy rights and remedies of the consumers of those
technologies; (B) to examine the impact that the globalization of such integrated
communications networks has on the international dissemination of consumer
information and the privacy rights and remedies to protect consumers; (C) to
propose changes in the Commission's regulations to ensure that the effect on
consumer privacy rights is considered in the introduction of new
telecommunications services and that the protection of such privacy rights is
incorporated as necessary in the design of such services or the rules regulating such
services'

Notable, by its absence, was the complete lack of any mention concerning Markey's proposed V-
Chip, or arole for the Justice Department in overseeing local access competition - apparently A. T.
& T. felt that the Bill's provisions were sufficient in themselves to protect against the antitrust
issuesit had raised in the Senate.

Opposition to the House Bill quickly surfaced from the RBOCs, consumer groups that had already
expressed concern over the Senate version, the Clinton Administration, and NARUC.

Theissue raised by the consumer level involved the perceived concentration of power in the hands
of afew large broadcast media companies.

"We believe that Congressis moving the law in the wrong direction, toward greater
concentration and fewer choices for consumers, all under the guise of "greater
competition." Laws and rules that limit cross-ownership and concentration not only
enhance competition, a putative goal of the new legislation, but they also serve
important non-economic goals, by promoting a greater diversity of programming,
and enhancing opportunities for local ownership. In asense, thisis a move toward
aBrazilian Globo-lization of the media, placing ever greater power in the hands of
fewer giant media moguls . . . These are gratuitous assaults on competition,
diversity and political pluralism. The far reaching changes that would occur under
S. 652 or H.R. 1555 have been widely criticized by virtually all of the active public
interest groups engaged in the current debate. The Consumer Federation of
America, Consumers Union, the Media Access Project and the Center for Media
Education have all issued strong criticisms of the provisions of the bills which
would allow for greater concentrations of power . . . Congress, at the least, should
retain existing limits on  concentration of ownership of broadcast radio and
televison licenses, and rules prohibiting same-market joint ownership of
newspapers and broadcast radio and television licenses. Local exchange telephone
companies should not be allowed to buy cable operators in their own service area.
Moreover, Congress should bolster existing restrictions on concentration and cross-
ownership with provisions that address the new technol ogies and new regulatory
environment . . . And, given the new and very different role of the local exchange
telephone companies in providing information services and video programming, we
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believe that it isimportant to establish limits on the range of media outlets that these
large companies can control. In particular, we believe it isimportant to prevent local
exchange telephone companies from acquiring newspapers and broadcast radio or
television licensesin their own service areas. (Taxpayer Assets Project, 1995)

While consumer groups were unhappy with the proposed bill, the RBOCs made it clear that they
would not accept the conditions of entry being proposed by the House.

The RBOCs position against the House Bill was bolstered by a wide range of industry
representatives. Pointing out the complexity involved in unbundling the billions of dollars of
subsidies that existed in the local telephone charges, and the time required to make the transition to
aprofit level in local telephone service, the RBOCs argued that the Bill would only make the
transition period more difficult.

"...thereisno money inlocal calls. Asthe market evolves and subsidies are
eliminated, then it will become possible for people to make money on local calls.”
(Bauman, 1995)

To support their case, the RBOCs pointed to industry developments concerning expansion of
services. SBC Communications, Inc., a Texas based Bell Company, had decided to delay adding
telephone service to the cable systems it owned in Arlington, Virginiaand Montgomery County,
Maryland.

"The technology isn't ready and the cost is going to be more than the vendors
originaly said, which kind of puts adamper on things for awhile." (Dimmitt, 1995)

A.T. & T.'splansfor reselling Ameritech servicesin Grand Rapid, Michigan had been delayed
because of contract negotiations. A. T. & T. had asked for aforty percent discount on local access
charges from Ameritech, while Ameritech required A. T. & T. to pay full retail price. The problem
withthe A. T. & T./Ameritech negotiations, the RBOCs claimed, would be played out across the
country in every local telephone market. Only time, it was argued, would allow for a smooth
transition. The alternative, it was proposed, would be further court litigation, and further types of
Judicial oversight problems.

The RBOCs argued that the process of transition would require a more careful approach than the
blanket formula being presented by the House. The RBOCs were also supported in their position
by NARUC, who agreed with the RBOCs case concerning court litigation.

The Bill also faced athreat from the Clinton Administration, which vowed to veto the measureif it
came to President Clinton's desk in the format proposed by the House.

"My administration is committed to enactment of a telecommunications reform bill
in this Congress. Such legidation is needed to stimulate investment, promote
competition, provide open access to information networks, strengthen and improve
universal service and provide for flexible regulations for this important industry.
Consumers should receive the benefits of lower prices, better quality and greater
choices in their telephone and cable services, and they should continue to benefit
from adiversity of voices and viewpointsin radio, television and the print media.
Unfortunately, HR1555 . . . Instead of promoting investment and competition, it
promotes mergers and concentration of power. Instead of promoting open access

405



and diversity of content and viewpoints, it would allow fewer people to control
greater numbers of television, radio and newspaper outlets in every community . . .
The cumulative effect of these provisions would be to harm competition and to
weaken the benefits to the public. If HR1555 with the managers amendment is sent
to me without deletion or revision of a significant number of these provisions | will
be compelled to veto it in the best interests of the public and our national economic
well-being. (Clinton, August 1, 1995)

NARUC, and the State PUCs, had also decided that a good offense was better than a good
defense, and, by the time the House Bill was voted out of Committee, had opened a second front at
the State Legidative level. By June, telecommunications legidation was pending in State
legidatures in Texas, Virginia, Georgia, Florida, Tennessee, North Carolina, Washington,
Colorado, California, Illinois, New Y ork, and Massachusetts. While the various proposals being
considered by the State legislatures had different emphasis, the bottom line was that the State
PUCswould bein control of determining when, and how, the local exchanges would be opened
to competition.

Georgias bill placed the complete authority for opening local exchanges in the hands of the Public
Utility Commission. Tennessee's plan gave the PUC complete authority over establishing local
rates for interconnection. The Texas bill required that potential competitors would be required to
build their own systems rather than interconnecting to the existing network. The end result was the
building of a series of state "firewalls" against the future federa bill, and a direct challenge to the
authority of the Federal government to negate the utility authority of the State governments.
(Lightwave, 1995)

One other problem facing the proposed draft was that both Bliley and Fields had missed Gingrich's
signal about which way to lean the final bill's corporate advantage.

During the time that the House Bill was being drafted, former Senator Howard Baker had been
meeting with Bliley and Fields. Baker, at this time, was Chairman of the Competitive Long
Distance Coalition, which was political action committee for the long distance providers. The draft
that was released by the Committee, in May, showed Baker's influence, and gave the competitive
advantage to the long distance companies. (Lightwave, 1995)

When the RBOCs learned of the corporate slant of the Bill, they mounted a campaign directed at
Gingrich, and used the Bell South connections to inform him of their objections. Gingrich called a
meeting in late July between himself, Bliley, and Fields. In the meeting a 66 page amendment was
drafted, and ordered attached to the Bill. The amendment, caled a "Manager's Amendment”,
sought to overcome the opposition of the RBOCs, and the threatened veto by the Clinton
Administration.

The Manager's Amendment changed certain key provisions, especially those areas of greatest
conflict with the President and the seven RBOCs. The changes in the amendment allowed for:
making it easier for the RBOCs and the Bell tel ephone companiesto enter the long-distance market,
and requiring F. C. C. consultation with the Justice Department before allowing the long distance
companies entry into the local markets. The Bill also required the installation of the "V-chip" in
televisions to permit parents the right to block programs rated as violent or otherwise unacceptable
for children.

Theinitial bill had permitted local Bell operating companies and RBOCsto apply tothe F. C. C. to
offer long distance service 18 months after enactment of the law. But, the Bell company or RBOC
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had to first obtain a state certification that the company had met the local network openness
"checklist” requirement, and had to demonstrate that actual competition for service existed in the
local exchanges. Under this section of the Bill, there was no provision made for the Justice
Department to review of either the RBOC or Bell company requests to provide long-distance
services. In addition, the section did not require that the F. C. C. conduct a public interest review
on therequest. Rather, the bill smply had the F. C. C. verify whether or not the company had met
the required checklist conditions concerning sufficient competition, and if the company met the
checklist, then automatically approve the long distance application.

But the Manager's Amendment shortened from 18 months to six months the time that the RBOCs
had to wait before applying to offer long-distance services. The amendment required the RBOCs
to open their markets to competition during that time, and they would have to be subject to an
additional requirement that competition for local phone service was being provided from a“facility-
based" competitor before being allowed to provide long-distance services. But, the amendment
struck the provisions of the bill which would have required that such loca competition be
"comparable in price, features, and scope’ to service provided by the RBOC. Instead, the
amendment allowed the competition to be offered "predominantly” over the competitor's own
facilities "in combination with the resale of the services of another carrier.”

The amendment also shortened from three years to 18 months the period after enactment during
which the RBOCs would gain approval to offer long-distance services, provided that such services
were through a separate subsidiary, and it allowed the RBOCs, once each individual local Bell
company within the RBOCs region had opened its network to competition, to begin offering long-
distance telephone service from outside of its own region.

The amendment also amended the initial bill's access checklist (which the RBOCs had to meet
before being allowed to offer long-distance services) to require that the RBOCs offer services and
features to telephone service resellers at "wholesale rates,” rather than at "economically feasible
rates’ for thereseller, and it prohibited resellers from diverting purchased residential services for
business use.

The Manager's Amendment also required the F. C. C. to consult with the Justice Department
concerning the RBOCs applications to offer long-distance service or to manufacture equipment.
Under the amendment, the Justice Department would be allowed to submit to the F. C. C. awritten
evaluation of whether permitting a RBOC into long-distance or manufacturing presented "a
dangerous probability that the Bell company or its affiliates would successfully use market power
to substantially impede competition™ in the manufacturing or long-distance market it sought to
enter. But, the amendment did not grant the Justice Department any authority to prevent the
RBOCs entry into new businesses.

To be eligible to provide long-distance services, the modified bill required that the loca Bell
companies and RBOCs had to actualy face competition by an unaffiliated company, which
provided telephone service to both residential and business subscribers over the competitor's own
physical network. In order to discourage a potential competitor from targeting only a high profit
areawithin a State, the RBOCs were alowed to offer long distance service within an entire State if
acompetitor offered services within any one part of a State. The measure aso provided for interim
approval of the RBOCs long-distance services earlier than 18 months after enactment, if local
competition developed rapidly, or if no competition arose, or seemed unlikely to arise.
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The bill required Bell companies that gained approval to offer long-distance services to provide
such services through a separate subsidiary until three years after enactment of the law. Under the
measure, financia transactions between a Bell and its long-distance

subsidiary must be done on an arm's length basis, with the subsidiary maintaining fully separate
operations and property, including books, records, and accounts. The measure included provisions
to prevent Bell subsidization of long-distance services using itslocal phone service revenues, and it
required such long-distance subsidiaries to pay to the parent Bell the same long-distance access
fees and charges paid by other long-distance carriers.

The altered bill permitted Bell companies, immediately upon enactment of the bill, to provide a
range of long-distance services that were incidental to the provision of other lawful services -
including services related to the provision of cable services; cellular telephone services; telephone
network signaling; and information services from a centralized computer (such as services for
stock market quotes, sports scores, and voice mail).

Under the new terms of the bill, RBOCs were alowed to manufacture equipment once each
individual local Bell company within the RBOC had opened its local network to competition, and
had complied with the bill's access and connection checklist. Under the measure, such
manufacturing activities could be conducted by either the Bell company itself, or by an affiliate.
However, the Bell Communications Research Corporation ("Bellcore”) was not permitted to
engage in manufacturing aslong asit remained partly owned by one or more Bell companies, or as
long asit was involved in establishing standards for telecommunications equipment and services.
The bill also required the Bell companiesto filewith the F. C. C. detailed information concerning
technical requirements for connecting to the local networks, so that this information would remain
available to other equipment manufacturers, and to sell equipment they manufactured to other local
telephone companies so that innovation within the industry was shared.

The measure also established certain rules under which the RBOCs could provide eectronic
publishing services. 117 Under the measure, Bell companies would be permitted to provide
electronic publishing services over their own telephone lines only if such services were provided
through a separate affiliate or ajoint venture with an electronic publisher. Such separate affiliates or
joint ventures would be required to maintain their own books, records, and accounts, and would
be prohibited from employing certain Bell employees. Separate subsidiaries would not be permitted
to engage in any joint sales, advertising, or marketing activities with affiliated Bell companies, but
such activities would be permitted for joint ventures, however, provided the Bell company had no
more than a’50% direct or indirect equity in the publishing venture (80% for small publishers).

The new bill repealed the cross-ownership restrictions of the 1984 Cable Act which prohibited
telephone companies from providing cable services within their own telephone service areas.
Under the bill, telephone companies would be permitted to provide cable services either through a
separate cable system, or through their own network. If a telephone company built and operated a
separate "stand alone" cable system, the new system would be subject to the same franchise
requirements and "must carry” requirements as applied to existing cable systems.

The modified bill generally prohibited telephone companies from buying existing cable systemsin
its service area, But to the extent that a telephone company used its own local telephone network to

117 The dissemination, publication, or sale over telephone lines of news, business and financial reports , editorials,
columns, sports reporting, features, advertising, photos or images, research material, legal notices and public records, and
other such information.
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provide cable services, the bill also required it to establish a"video platform” _ a system over
which other video carriers and programmers also would be permitted to provide services to
consumersin that telephone service area. Until July 1, 2000, all video programming provided by a
telephone company over avideo platform would have to be provided through a separate affiliate
which maintains separate books, records, and accounts. After the 2000 date expired, services
could be provided through an integrated department within the local company.

The new measure permitted increased foreign ownership of U.S. telephone companies if the
President determined that the foreign ownership interest was held by a citizen of a nation that is
party to an international agreement with the United States that provided for reciprocity in the
ownership of common carrier licenses, or if the F. C. C. determined it to be in the public interest.
The existing limitation of 25% ownership by foreign companies was lifted.

The attachment of the Manager's Amendment, with its relaxation on the RBOCs entry into long
distance, caused the long distance providers, who had been supporting the original draft, to do an
about face, and oppose the Bill. Joining the long distance providers were the consumer groups
such as the Consumer Federation of America, Consumers Union, and People for the American
Way, all objecting to other sectionsin the bill that would have deregulated the cable television
market.

But the Manager's Amendment did produce support for the Bill from the MFJ Task Force (the
RBOCs), U.S. Telephone Association (local telephone companies), Cable Telecommunications
Association, and the Motion Picture Association.

Even with the Manager's amendment, though, the proposed hill ill faced a veto threat by
President Clinton, especially since the consumer group's opposition came from key areas of
traditional Democratic Party support.

In order to control the Bill's passage, and to deflect public consumer criticism from being aired on
C-SPAN, Gingrich scheduled the Bill for debate under a set of very strict guidelines. The Bill,
which was considered initially on August 2, was restricted to only eight amendments from the
floor. Debate on each amendment was limited to thirty minutes. Debate on amendments was not
scheduled until after 10:30 p.m.. The Democrats were able to gain enough votes to reschedul e the
amendment debates to 8 am. on August 4, but the restrictions on time, and the number of
amendments considered, was maintained. Finally, on August 4, 1995, at eight a. m., the Bill was
debated and voted on in the House - it passed by avote of 305 to 177. (Congressional Quarterly,
August 5, 1995)

The differences in the House and Senate Bills would now have to be reconciled. While the specific
issues within both bills were sufficient in themselves to require agreat deal of dedicated labor, the
process would be further complicated by an atmosphere of partisan conflict that had been
developing within Congress over the last eight months.

The Constitutional " Rights of Place"

The Republican House's position toward the Clinton Administration had been hardening over the
Summer. Early in the Congressional Session, the Clinton Administration had recognized that the
"Contract's" proposal for a Balanced Budget Amendment was a popular concept with the average
American. Administration opposition to the concept of a balanced budget was not considered a
viable option. As such, the Clinton Administration gradually began to endorse the general concept
of balancing the Federal budget, and the eventual elimination of the deficit.
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While both the Clinton Administration and the Republican Congress agreed on the concept of
balancing the Federal budget, both parties disagreed on the time frame that should be devel oped for
bal ancing the budget, and the basic numbers and assumptions that should be used to develop aplan
for bringing the budget into a balanced situation. The actual difference in the number of years
proposed by the two parties was only three years, and the base dollar figures between the two
parties was only forty billion dollars. But the methods chosen to balance the budget were very
different.

The Clinton program attempted to maintain the existing structure of social welfare programs by a
series of targeted government reductions in defense spending and government downsizing. The
Republican program sought to achieve the balance by major cutsin total spending in socia welfare
programs, and the shifting of long term growth demand in the social welfare programs from the
Federal government to the discretionary authority of the State governments. In addition, the
Republicans advanced a program of tax cuts targeted at upper income citizens in order to spur
capital investment, while the Clinton Administration targeted tax cuts to middle income families,
especialy in the areas of educational tax credits.

Repeated attempts at achieving a balanced budget through negotiations between the White House
and Congress had become stalled over the issue of the number of years to use, and the underlying
budget number assumptions that should be used to forecast the budget. As the process of budget
reconciliation dragged on, accusations from Democrats of the Republicans being "mean spirited"
and "cruel” to children receiving the benefits of the targeted welfare programs further inflamed
Republican resentment toward the White House and the Democratic minority within both Houses.

The new Republican members of the House resented the public portrayal of them as heartless
individuals seeking to balance the Federal budget on the backs of the impoverished children and
poor families of the country. The Republican House members, especially, had an impression that
Clinton was morally and ethically bankrupt, and held no personal beliefsin terms of the issues that
he raised concerning American families. Rather, to the House leadership and the new
Congressional Freshmen, Clinton was seen as a deal cutting politician, who had no interna
courage to stand-up for any ethical principle. To the Republicans, Clinton's portrayal of them as
mean spirited was only political maneuvering, and in the end, they felt, he would cave in to their
unified show of determination.

But what the Republican |eadership did not realize was that they had run into the "new" Bill
Clinton, a man determined to win the 1996 Presidential race, and quite prepared to exercise the
congtitutional rights of his officein order to advance his political ambitions.

Clinton Administration staffer's assessment of the 1994 Republican Congressional race, especialy
polling data results, showed that American voters, generally, supported the overall Republican
position concerning a reduced size and scope of government, and fiscal conservatism. The polling
data indicated a strong shift away from the traditional Democratic activist position toward a position
emphasizing more personal responsibility. But the data aso indicated that voters were not prepared
to see the politica pendulum swing as far to the right as was being proposed by the new
Republican Congress. All polling data seemed to indicate that movement toward a center position
between the two concepts was where the average voter was most comfortable.

Working from the various data, the Clinton Administration crafted a new "centrist”" position which

Clinton embraced on June the 13th with a nationally televised speech in which he outlined his
commitment to a balanced budget.
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In the speech Clinton rejected the concept of deficit spending, and embraced the concept of a
reduced role for government in our socia existence. But while he accepted the basic philosophical
position being advanced by the Republicans, he did not accept the notion of compl ete government
removal from our lives. Rather Clinton presented a view of government as a positive institution
which had an affirmative role to play in the citizen's life. The new Clinton proposa saw a
government based on afiscally prudent policy, but still committed to providing each citizen with
the necessities of health care, advanced education, and a healthy environment.

The new Clinton strategy rejected the historical platform of the Democrat's Progressive and New
Deal heritage, namely the belief that government action would lead to both aresolution of society's
problems, and an eventual redistribution or leveling of wealth within the society. The new program
also rejected the historical Democratic platform of politics based on class division, and instead
focused on creating consensus and common ground between various factions and groups. The
new approach emphasized a shift away from government policies created to serve individua
interests, and refocused policy development on the creation of community-wide interests. And
finally, the new Clinton strategy fell back on traditional American values and concepts of hard
work, equal access to opportunity, personal responsibility, and mutual respect and accommodation
to each other interests. (Penn and Schoen, 1996)

By the Summer, the Republican agenda for a balanced budget had become a major flashpoint
between the House Republicans and the White House. Both sides positions over the budget were
hardening as the talks progressed, and the level of conflict over the numbers to be used to forecast
the budget increased.

Fueling the conflict was the polling data that the Republicans were recelving back on their
performance. Clinton's rejection of traditional class based attacks against the Republicans, coupled
to his community oriented values approach, was beginning to pay off in the minds of the American
public. Polling data seemed to confirm that the Clinton charge that a major tax cut would only fuel
the deficit was supported by the majority of voters. The Clinton proposal for tax cuts targeted
toward families to help pay for education, child care, home ownership was the preferred approach.
In addition, support for Medicad and Medicare, and protection of the environment, were
overwhelmingly supported by American voters.

In addition to public support being squarely behind Clinton's positions, the charge that the
Republicans were mean spirited seemed to have been effectively hung on the Republicans. By the
middle Summer, Gingrich's popularity had fallen into the 30 percent range, and other data seemed
to indicate that the American voters, in general, felt that the Republican program was too harsh,
and benefited only the wealthy. Clinton's strategy had paid off, and now the Republicans faced a
major public relations problem while Clinton's ratings, in the polls, were increasing.

The Clinton position in the public polls, coupled to the disagreement over budget numbers,
produced in the Republican leadership a defensive attitude. Rather than being prepared to
compromise with the White House, the Republicans became more adamant that the final budget
would be based on their program proposals and base assumptions. The White House was as
equally determined to not bow to Congressional pressure. Finally, on September 28, with a budget
agreement still unresolved, the Congress passed a continuing resolution which kept the
government operating only until November 13.

Previous to October, Clinton had vetoed several recission bills that had been passed by Congress.
While the recission vetoes had warned the Republicans of Clinton's hardening resolve, the
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Republican leadership felt that Clinton would never take the final step and actualy alow the
Federal government to shut down for alack of money. But Gingrich had misread the new Clinton
strategy, and as the budget talks remained stalled, and the November 13 deadline approached, it
became clear to the Republicans that an actual governmental shut down might occur.

Reconciliation

While the atmosphere between the White House and the Republican Congress deteriorated,
movement continued on reconciling the differences within the telecommunications reform
community.

The two bills that were sent to a Conference Committee for reconciliation, S. 652 and HR 1555,
were each over 175 pages long. In terms of the telephone industry, the two bills had much in
agreement. Both Bills sought the same goal, to allow all telecommunications companies to compete
directly with each other in their respective markets. In terms of their methods of creating the new
competitive market, both bills had a similar approach. Their actud differences resided in the
extensive details, spelled-out in each bill, concerning the limits on both Federa and State
regulatory discretion, and the constraints placed on the RBOCs as they attempted to enter the
forbidden markets of long distance service and equipment manufacturing.

Compounding the two bill's complexity was the breadth of coverage contained within each bill.
Seeing, literally, a "once-in-alifetime’ opportunity, every segment of the telecommunications
industry had rushed into the telephone debate, seeking to advance other political and economic
agendas that had little relevance to the issue of telephone service. The final bills were loaded down
with unrelated items such as the pirating of video signals from satellite services, allowances to
broadcasters to carry gambling casino advertising, and foreign government owned television
station's access to remote transmissions from the United States.

In terms of reconciling the differences in each bill, for the telephone industry, the issues boiled
down to a handful of critical matters.

Thefirst area of dispute was over the Universal Service principle. The Senate Bill required that a
new system of subsidies be created that were targeted at keeping telephone service affordablein
high-cost urban areas and rural areas. The fund that would be established would be contributed to
by all telecommunications providers, and would be used to subsidize the difference in consumer
rates versus the full cost for providing the service. The House Bill made no specific provision for
the financing of Universal Service, and instead allowed the decision to rest exclusively with the F.
C.C..

The Senate Bill also set, as a universal standard, that only telecommunications companies that
provided serviceto every customer within their market area would be digible to receive the
subsidized payment, while the House Bill made no provision concerning igibility for payments.

In terms of Interconnection Requirements, the Senate Bill provided for binding arbitration in the
case of acompetitor finding it difficult to obtain terms for interconnection from one of the RBOCs
or their Bell affiliates. Either party to the negotiations could ask the State PUC to arbitrate the
interconnection agreement, and the other party would be bound to abide by the arbitration decision.
The House Bill contained no provision for arbitration.

While both Bills required that the RBOCs sell their servicesin an unbundled package, and offer
those services for resell, the House Bill contained a provision that would have required the RBOCs
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to sell their services to competitors at wholesale rates. The Senate version would have alowed the
salling of such services at theretail rate.

Asfor long distance service, both Bills provided a " checklist” that each RBOC would have to meet
before they were authorized to enter the long distance market, but the Bills differed on the degree
of competition that needed to be exhibited, first, and the discretion given the F. C. C. in approving
the long distance service offering.

The Senate Bill required that the RBOC must face a competitor in each market in which it wanted to
offer long-distance service. The competitor, though, under the Senate Bill, could be of any type,
including areseller of local Bell access services or an actual wired system, and could also be a
service that only offered service to business customers. The House Bill, on the other hand,
allowed a RBOC to offer long distance service within an entire State if it had at |east one competitor
within any area of the State. The competitor, though, would have to offer services through a
separate wired facility, and had to offer service to both business and residentia customers.

While the House allowed the RBOC to enter long distance once they had met the Checklist
requirements, the Senate version of the Bill had an additiona requirement. Under the Senate
version, the F. C. C. would review the request using the Tunney Act public interest provisions,
and consult with the Justice Department before allowing the approval of the long distance service.

The Public Interest clause of the Senate Bill also was in conflict with along distance exemption
clause that was contained within the House Bill. Under the House version, the RBOC could be
given an exception to the Checklist requirement for long distance service if no competitor emerged
in a state three months prior to the RBOCs application for entry into long distance service. Also, if
a RBOC could show that a potential competitor had not negotiated in good faith, then, for the
designated State under previous negotiation, the Checklist requirement could be lifted, and the
RBOC could offer long distance service.

The House and Senate Bills also differed on when a RBOC could offer long distance service
outside of its region. The Senate version would have allowed the RBOCs to offer long distance
service in other regions the day the Bill was passed. The House version prohibited the RBOCs
from offering long distance service outside their own region until the day that they had been
authorized to offer long distance service within every State within their home region.

In terms of equipment manufacturing, the Senate and House versions also differed. Under the
House version, the RBOC could not enter equipment manufacturing until it had been authorized to
offer long distance service in every state within its home region. Under the Senate Bill, the RBOCs
could enter manufacturing as soon as a RBOC was authorized to offer long distance service within
any one part of its home region.

Asfor cross ownership of telephone and cable companies, the House version alowed the RBOCs
and Bellsto own up to fifty percent of alocal cable company, while the Senate version limited their
ownership to only ten percent. Although both Bills opened the door to foreign ownership and
investment in telephone companies, the Senate version only allowed such cross-ownership to
occur in the case of countries with reciprocal ownership rights to United States firms.

The Senate version also contained some additional provisions not found in the House Bill. Under
the Senate Bill, public utility companies were allowed to enter the telecommunications industry.
The Senate proposal also contained a provision that prohibited the use of "redlining”, a process
whereby service was withheld from poor and rural areas. A final difference was aso in the Senate
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version which required that telecommunications companies provide advanced services at reduced
rates to schools, libraries, and rural hospitals.

The major problem facing the Conference Committee was the continued veto threat from the
Clinton White House. The Clinton Administration's concern over the Bills was focused on three
areas. Thefirst dealt with cable television, and the abolishing of price controls on cable television
rates. The second area was on the ownership of television stations, and the possibility of media
monopoly consolidation within the television and entertainment industry. In terms of the telephone
industry, though, the Clinton Administration felt that the requirements on the RBOCs entry into
new line-of-business services were too |oose, and poised a potential for recreating the monopoly
abolished under the MFJ. The Clinton Administration sought a larger role for the Justice
Department, and a less deregulated approach to entry than was proposed in either Bill. The threat
of aPresidential veto hung over the Conference.

The veto threat made it imperative that the conferees develop a proposal that would be supported by
the Senate Democrats. While the mgority of the Republican House was squarely behind the
leadership of Gingrich, the two thirds override requirement of a Presidential veto could not be
achieved in the Senate without the support of the Democrats, and specifically Hollings and Breaux.
It would be difficult, especially in an upcoming Presidential year, 1996, for the Senate Democrats
to override aveto coming from the Party's Presidential Banner Bearer.

The Conferees were not helped by the continued opposition of consumer groups, especially against
the House version of the Bill. Even the old war horse of consumer protection, Ralph Nader, was
urging the President to veto the Bill if it retained the House sectionsin the final Compromise Bill.

"Dear Mr. President:

Today's passage of HR 1555, the telecommunications measure, isamajor blow to
consumers. In passing HR 1555, the House of Representatives has: 1. stripped
state governments of many of their traditional powers to regulate telephone rates,
even when consumers are served by monopolies; 2. deregulated cable television
rates, even when consumers are served by monopolies; 3. provided for much
greater concentration in the ownership of telecommunications and media outlets, by
- raising or diminating many existing nationa and loca ownership limits for
broadcast radio and television, - eiminating many existing limits on cross-
ownership of broadcast licensees and non-broadcast telecommunications or media
businesses, - allowing telephone companies to acquire a huge chunk of the cable
systemsin their own service areas, and - allowing incumbent broadcast television
license owners to control up to 6 new digital broadcast television channelsin the
same market; 4. turned its back on more open access to telecommunications
networks by: - limiting the FCC's ability to require interoperability or open
architecture for the new broadband networks, - failing to include last year's "open
platform,” which would have required telephone companies to provide alow cost
switched digital service over the existing telephone infrastructure, and - allowing
telephone companies to offer video services as a closed "cable system” rather than
under the common carrier video dialtone concept. | urge you to hold fast to your
commitment to veto this anti- consumer legidation.

Sincerely,
Ralph Nader
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One positive devel opment, though, appeared to be occurring for the F. C. C. The Spring offensive
against the F. C. C. led by the Progress & Freedom Foundation had a surprising reaction from the
telecommunications industry. Rather than supporting the attack on the F. C. C., the
telecommunications industry rose to the defense of the agency.

In June, the firm of Delotte and Touche released a survey that it had conducted of 280 telephone
and cable executives. Overwhelmingly the telecommunications executives endorsed the F. C. C. as
the regulatory body best qualified to oversee the convergence of the telecommunications and cable
industries. The primary reason for the preference was that the telecommuni cations executives faced
an increasingly risky future in terms of competition. To the executives, uniform federal regulation
on issues, such as market entry and rate structures, was preferable to the alternative of dealing with
50 separate state public-utility commission's regulations on these same complex points.

"Y ou need federal uniformity and that's what the industry wants, our study found,"
(Robert Mayer, Delotte & Touche's Washington analyst).

The telecommunications companies, worried about local market delays originating within the State
PUC's rule making process and intrastate political agendas, wanted the Federal government to
police the requirements for market entry, and to have the power to preempt any efforts by the
States to delay opening the local markets. The F. C. C., in the minds of the executives, was the
best qualified agency to handle the new policing role. Even A. T. & T., the old nemesis of the F.
C. C., was supportive of the agency.

"I'm not begging for more regulations, but sometimes we need facilitators, we need
interim rules, we need stimulators that help create a competitive environment.”
(AT&T Chairman Robert Allen).

During the previous Congress's efforts at telecommunications reform, both Democrats and
Republicans had sought to preserve an oversight role for loca market entry for the Justice
Department. While the RBOCs had led the fight against further involvement by the Justice
Department in the industry, they were willing to support an expansion of the oversight duties of the
more familiar F. C. C. While the RBOCswere not thrilled by the idea of oversight, and eventually
hoped the F. C. C.'srole would become unnecessary, they still recognized that some government
agency was needed to work out the details of telecommunications reform - at least for the short
term.

"There will be a big role for the FCC to play in marshaling in the new
telecommunications bill and the regulations and facets of that bill. Long term, asthe
telecommuni cations marketpl ace opens up to competition, then there will probably
be adiminished role for the FCC and other telecommunications regulatory bodies.”
(Bell Atlantic spokesman Michael Daley).

Since the RBOCs, long distance carriers, cable companies, public utility companies, and the
commercial broadcasterswere all planning on aggressively entering video, interactive-TV and
wirel ess-communications markets simultaneously, some type of regulatory traffic policeman was
needed to at least enforce the "rules of the road". A single, uniform source at the Federal level, as
compared to fifty state levelsand hundreds of local community levels, was preferable to the
industry. The industry, in essence, was telling Congress "Don't tell us how to compete against
each other in terms of potential customers, but rather police our business actionsin our dealings
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with each other in the new competitive arena." The new role for the F. C. C. wasto no longer be a
regulator, but instead become areferee. (Leopold, 1995).

The conflicting values of deregulation and continued government involvement in the industry had
become evident in the two bills that had been passed by both Houses of Congress. On the one
hand the bills sought to create a competitive market environment for telecommunications, but, on
the other hand, expanded the role of the F. C. C. in setting and monitoring the conditions for
market entry. Faced with the conflicting message from the industry itself, "set us free, but not too
free", Congress, in classical government decision making theory, threw the technical issuesinto
the hands of the F. C. C., and said "Y ou figure it out!"

Whilethe F. C. C. had been saved from extinction by the intervention of the telecommunications
industry, and many within the F. C. C. felt that the biggest winner in the telecommunications bills
was the agency itself, the agency also faced the uncomfortable future of being the key referee in the
market free-for-all that would follow deregulation. Past experience from the sports arena showed
that referees were not liked by the players on either team.

The legion of industry lobbyists who were laying siege to Capitol Hill during the bill's debate,
would, once the bill was passed, descend on the FCC, and attempt to restrict new competitors
from entering their markets.

"We'rein for some pretty adversarial proceedings. The FCC is going to be in the
awkward position of being the referee.” (Robert Mayer, Delotte & Touche's
Washington analyst).

Rather than being caught between opposing forces, neither of which would be pleased with the
decisions against their positions, the F. C. C. had been trying to develop a new mission and
method for decision making.

"There needs to be an FCC to define fair rules of competition and to enforce fair
rules of competition. That's what the (telecommunications) legislation is about.”
(Pepper, FCC)

But rather than simply being arule maker, the F. C. C. had begun to move toward the position that
the market should be the primary force for determining the shape of the future industry. In one case
the telecommunications industry had been pressuring the agency to impose standards for personal
communications services (PCS). Instead of selecting a single standard, the agency decided to let
the industry offer different standards for the multiple-access technology, and let the market
ultimately decide which of the formats would prevail. Three different types of wireless standards
were alowed, code-division multiple access, time-division multiple access, and aU.S. variant of
the European Global System for Mobile Communications standard. The PCS decision gave the F.
C. C. the opportunity to show both the industry and Congress that it was serious about |etting the
market decide which technology would ultimately prevailing in the telecommunications sector.

"The role of the government should be to address any health and safety issues that
may arise and try to accommodate local zoning issues, but make sure we have
national policies or coordination. Where possible, standards setting should be done
by competitive markets." (Hundt, FCC, 1995).

Both the House and Senate versions of the law gave the F. C. C. varying degrees of responsibility
in resolving standards for network compatibility. Even before the bills passage, the agency had
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created an agency wide task force that sought to establish a market driven method of selecting
compatibility standards for varying levels of digital platforms. The task, which was both highly
technical in nature, and manpower dependent, was consuming more and more of the agency's
budget. While the agency felt that this approach was the best method to achieve what was being
requested by both Congress and the industry, it faced a major problem in terms of getting the
financial support it needed for the effort from Congress.

While Congress might be willing to concede to the industry's wishes for a new role for the F. C.
C., the anti-government attitude in Congress was still being felt by the agency in terms of its $200
million annual budget. The agency's budget request for 1996 appeared to be "heading South”.

By 1995, the agency had grown from its original staff in 1934 of afew hundred generalistsinto an
agency with over 2,000 attorneys, economists and engineers charged with overseeing a host of
multi-billion-dollar industries.

Looking for budget savings in discretionary spending accounts, especially within the endangered
regulatory agencies, the Republican controlled House appropriated only $186 million for the FCC
in 1996, $38 million less than the agency had requested. The budget picture in the Senate was even
worse, with the Senate appropriations subcommittee voting, in early September, to give the FCC
only $148 million in fiscal 1996.

In response to budget pressures and government wide efforts to streamline operations,
Commission Chairman Reed Hundt proposed to reduce the agency's payroll from the authorized
level of 2,271 employees to 2,050. He also proposed closing some field offices, and shifting
resources from older bureaus within the agency. Recognizing the increasing demands that wire
based and wireless based tel ephone services would have on the agency , Hundt proposed adding
50 new employees to the Common Carrier Bureau, and six to the increasingly important Wireless
Bureau, which had been created in 1994 to handle the growing mobile communications market.

But at the sametime that the F. C. C. was faced with a budget cut, it was also being expected by
Congress to pick-up new duties within the emerging telecommunications regime. F. C. C.
officials estimated that they would need an additional 200 staffers to implement the various sections
of the final telecommunications bills.

Along with taking the lead on various areas such as the compatibility issues, the agency was also to
conduct spectrum auctions that would be used to defray the federal budget deficit. Hundt warned
that more auctions would require more staff, especially economists, who would have to analyze
market conditions in broadcast, wireless and other industriesin order to set afair market value for
the potential broadcasting dots.

While Congress might want the F. C. C. to be the telecommunications industry's "federal traffic
cop" and competition "umpire.”, the convergence of deregulation and policing of market forces
would require ". . . that we change the FCC's organization and its mix of personnel.”

At thistime, late 1995, the F. C. C. staff mix was 28 percent involved in regulation and standards
enforcement, 19.8 percent in authorizing various types of services, 18.3 percent in policy and rule
making, 13.9 percent in administrative support, 12.7 percent providing public information, 4.4
within legal services and 2.9 percent handling international programs.
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Hundt estimated that proposed cable deregulation would cut the FCC's authorized staffing by as
many as 75 employees. But this staff cut in cable would be offset by a need to increase staff by
270 to handle the new responsihilities spawned by loca telephone competition.

"We (need) to change the skill mix of our employeesin response to the changing
industry environment and our changing tasks. To pursue the holy grail of
communications competition, we have hired economists, MBAS, computer-industry
experts and experienced technicad people and managers from the
telecommunications industry.” (Hundt, FCC, 1995)

Further complicating things for the F. C. C. was the stiff resistance to even modest staff cuts from
the union representing the rank-and-file workers within the agency.

While Congress and the Industry were willing to let the F. C. C. continue to exist, the process of
meeting the new industrial demands, coupled to the reduction of the agency's budget, assured both
the industry and the Congressional |eaders that the F. C. C. would be limited in any attempt to
assert control over the devel oping market.

The Conference Bill

While the House version of the Bill had been approved in early August, and the Senate version in
June, it as not until mid-October that the first Conference Committee group met to discuss
reconciliation. The delay in the establishment of the Committee was exclusively the fault of the
House leadership.

In early October, the House adjourned without naming the members of the Conference Committee
who would work with the Senate to iron out differences in the two bills. Jurisdictional questions
between Commerce and Judiciary committees had appeared since passage of the House Bill. The
Republican Commerce Committee leaders objected to Judiciary members participating in
deliberations on the entire bill, and wanted their role limited to discussions about the devel opment
of competitive telecom markets. But the Judiciary Committee members were as equally concerned
about the removal of the Justice Department role in overseeing local and long distance exchange
entry.

Gingrich, leery of another mis-reading of signals as had occurred under Bliley'sinitial draft bill,
directed that the Commerce Committee should have lead jurisdiction over the bill for the House,
but that the Conference Committee should also have representatives from the House and Judiciary
Committees. (Washington Telecom Newswire, October 5, 1995).

On October 16 the final conference committee members for both houses were announced.

The House committee members were Commerce Committee Chairman Thomas Bliley (R-VA),
Telecommunications Subcommittee Chairman Jack Fields (R-TX), ranking minority member John
Dingell (D-M1) and Representatives Michael Oxley (R-OH), Dan Schaefer (R-CO), Joe Barton (R-
TX), Dennis Hastert (R-IL), Bill Paxon (R- NY), Scott Klug (R-WI1), Daniel Frisa (R-NY), Rick
White (R-WA), Edward Markey (D-MA), Rick Boucher (D-VA), Anna Eshoo (D-CA), Bobby
Rush (D-IL), Blanche Lambert Lincoln, (D-AR) Bart Gordon, (D-TN), and Sherrod Brown, (D-
OH) . Representing the House Judiciary Committee were Chairman Henry Hyde (R-IL), and
Representatives Carlos Moorhead (R-CA), Elton Gallegly (R-CA), Robert Goodlatte (R-VA),
Steve Buyer (R-IN), Martin Hoke (R-OH), Michael Patrick Flanigan (R-IL), Bob Barr (R-GA),
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John Conyers (D-Ml), Patricia Schroeder (D-CO), Howard Berman (D-CA), John Bryant (D-TX)
Bobby Scott (D-VA), and Sheila Jackson-Lege, (D-TX).

The Senate committee members were Commerce Committee Chairman Larry Pressler (R-SD),
ranking minority member Ernest Hollings (D-SC) and Senators Ted Stevens (R-AK), John
McCain (R-AZ), Conrad Burns (R-MT), Slade Gorton (R-WA), Trent Lott (R-MS), Daniel Inouye
(D-HI), Wendell Ford (D-KY), Jim Exon (D-NE) and John Rockefeller (D-WV).

The final shape of the legislation now rested in the hands of 45 conferees, 34 from the House and
11 from the Senate. Eleven Senators, six Republicans and five Democrats, and nine House
members, four Republican and five Democrats, made up the core group of conferees, but an
additional 25 House members were appointed to participate in specific portions of the negotiations.
Of the core group, all had been involved in past attempts at creating a new framework for
telecommuni cations deregul ation.

While Bliley, Fields, and Pressler were to lead the discussions, the imprint of Gingrich was
evident in the deregulatory agenda that formed the House position. Gingrich had predicted that
Clinton would sign into law whatever bill emerged from the conference committee. Gingrich was
confident that the receoncillation process would move quickly, and that within a month the bill
would become law. He a'so preicted that Clinton would sign into law whatever bill emerged from
the committee. Asked, at a Republican Party sponsored conference on high technology, if Clinton
would follow through on his veto threat against the House version, Gingrich dismissed objections.

"Thisisthe biggest jobs bill in modern times. | don't see how he ( Clinton ) could
campaign in Californiaif he vetoesit".

But real issues and division existed within the Committee members, and the resol ution of those
differences would not be as easy as Gingrich predicted.

McCain, still angry over Pressler's compromise with the Democrats, focused his support behind
the more deregulatory House version of the Bill. McCain's negotiating position had been
weakened in the Senate by the September resignation of Packwood. Still seeking a "date certain”
approach to opening both local and long distance markets, McCain realized that his position would
only be supported by the more deregulatory House members.

Oppossing McCain's position was Hollings, who strongly advocated for strict requirements on the
RBOCs entry into the long distance exchanges until there was "actua and demonstrable”
competition in the local exchanges. Hollings was determined that the Senate Bill's requirement that
RBOCs entry into long distance markets had to be certified by the F. C. C. would be retained in
the fina joint bill. Hollings also oppossed the House Bill's language that would have allowed the
RBOCs entry into either manufacturing or long distance markets, through a separate subsidiary, to
"sunset" after eighteen months. In this area of entry requirements, Lott also sought to protect
LDDS's and Entergy's interests.

Further adding to the conflict was Hollings insistence on retaining language in the law that would
allow RBOCs entry only if it was "consistent with the public interest, convenience, and necessity."
The Majority of the House conferees found the "public interest” language a major sticking point.
McCain also wanted to scrap the "public interest” language, but Hollings made it clear that he
would fight any attempt to take out the public interest definition from the final conference bill.

419



The area of universal service was also amajor point of contention. McCain had been very vocal
about limiting the scope of universal service, and, on the Senate floor had offered a failed
amendment that would have replaced the universal service system with a need-based voucher
system. McCain also opposed the Snowe-Rockefeller amendment, which would extend universal
service concepts to schools, libraries and rura hospitals.

On the other side of the universal service issue was Senator John Rockefeller, Democrat from West
Virginiaand co-sponsor of the Snowe-Rockefeller amendment, Senator Ted Stevens, Republican
from Alaska who was determined to protect rural telephone customers through retention of the
universal service concept, and Representative Edward Markey, Democrat from Massachusetts,
who vehemently opposed efforts in the House Commerce Committee to prohibit an "evolving"
definition of universal service.

The other areas of disagreement related to provisions dealing with resale, unbundling, the "costs to
telephone companies’ when they offer other services. cable rate deregulation, the "V-chip”
televison blocking device, blocking of objectionable materiad on the Internet, and media
concentration.

Although efforts to give the Justice Department an expanded role in overseeing competitive
transition failed in both the House and Senate Bills, the twelve House Judiciary Committee
members were appointed to seek to deal with the anti-trust aspects of the new regulatory system.
(Washington Telecom Newswire, October 23, 1995)

While both Fields and Presser predicted that the Conference Committee would quickly resolve the
differences between the two bills, the process became more complicated than either Chair could
have fore-seen.

Thefirst conference committee meeting got off to a bumpy start when the conferees could not agree
on whether to use the House or the Senate hill as the starting point for their negotiations.

Meeting at an early morning session, the Conferees each gave statements stressing the importance
of reforming telecommunications laws, and instructing their staff aides to begin resolving
differencesin the versions of the bills.

Astheir first action, the conferees appointed as their chairman the Senate Commerce Committee
chair Larry Presder. Privately telecommunications executives had been urging members to select
someone other than Pressler, and they pointed as an example of their reasoning to his unsteady
leadership of the Senate panel. While Pressler's election did not please the telecom lobbyist, the
telecommunications industry was in for even more uneasy news by the next action of the
Committee.

Controversy started when Senator Stevens suggested that conferees use the Senate hill as the
starting point for negotiating their differences. The House members were offended by Stevens
suggestion, and felt that it reflected a lack of respect for the work done in the House. The House
members began to demand that the House version, instead of the Senate version, be used as the
base for negotiations.

The Senate members were angered by the House member's actions. The traditional protocol in a
conference is to work off the bill that was passed first. Since the Senate had passed its version of
the Bill before the House, the accepted tradition was to work from the Senate Bill. But
Representative Fields, who had spent months crafting the House hill, felt that the House bill, with
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itsstronger deregulatory emphasis, was the proper philosophical position to work from. The older
Senate members had suddenly met their more ideologically driven counterpartsin the House.

Unable to agree on which version to work from, Pressler adjourned the meeting for one week, and
directed the House and Senate staffers to meet three times aweek to resolve differencesin the two
bills. Pressler also warned the conferees that he might call evening sessions to hammer out an
agreement.

But to the amazement of the industry lobbyists, the House staffers, later in the day, declined to
meet with their Senate counterparts. (Wharton, 1995) The lobbyists were left dumbfounded by the
House staffers actions. In the hallways, one lobbyist remarked

"Here we have the future of the telecommunications industry at stake, while
congressional stafferscan't decide if theworld isflat or round.”

While Pressler intended to move the process quickly, the divisionsin Congress and between the
two bills had stalled discussions. Pressler canceled additional meetings until Mid-November, and
personally directed the staffer's work on various details of the bill. The key to Pressler's efforts
was to accommodate Hollings, Breaux's, and Dingles positions within both the House and Senate
versions of the bill. The possibility of a White House veto still hung over the discussions, and
Pressler felt that a bill backed by Hollings/Breaux and Dingell would leave Clinton with little
choice but to sign the final bill. (Congressional Quarterly, November 11, 1995).

For the next month, Pressler directed the Senate and House staffer's work at locating a common
ground for the new law. Rejecting past precedence, Pressler directed that both bills be used to form
areconciliation. Under Presser's approach, if one bill contained sections not found in the other bill
the unique items were immediately included in the staffers report. Areas that had a similar view or
wording were also included as agreed upon by both House. By including the unique items, and the
common areas, Pressler was able to isolate the issues under conflict, and focus legidative
discussions on reconciling specific points.

Pressler also deliberately avoided having individuals who were in conflict over the budget and
legidative War between the parties, engage in direct discussions over reconciling the issues.
Rather, Pressler himself would move between the parties, acting as a facilitator, and seeking
agreement on specific points.

Pressler's strategy worked, and discussions advanced within the Conference. By December 6 the
majority of the differences had been agreed to by the Conference Committee members, and an
initial Conference Report was approved by the Conference Committee.

The Final Conference agreement focused on five major areas of conflict, Telecommunications
Access, Regulatory Reform, Broadcasting, Obscenity and Violence, and Appropriations. The
report chose to deal with the areas as they affected, directly, specific elements of the
telecommunications industry and methods of communications.

Coordination for Interconnectivity
The Senate Bill "required” interconnection of telecommunications networks to ensure that a there
would exist a seamless and transparent transmission of voice, date, and information. The House

Bill, instead, ordered the F. C. C. to establish procedures to "coordinate" future network planning
by telephone companies and telecommunications providers. The Final Agreement accepted the
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House "coordination” emphasis, but added a "savings clause” which retained the current F. C. C.
standards authority. In other words, only future network development would be coordinated. The
existing network, and its technical standards, would remain in place until the network was
physically replaced with the future network.

Removal of Market Entry Barriers

The Senate Bill contained no provision related to removing barriers to market entry, but the House
Bill did. The House required that the F. C. C. conduct afact finding proceedings that would
identify, and then eiminate, any market entry barriers, for entrepreneurs and other small
businesses, in the provision or ownership of telecommunications and information services. The
final Conference Bill contained the House clause.

Pricing Flexibility and Abolition of Rate of Return Regulation

The Senate Bill required that an alternative to rate of return pricing be developed by the F. C. C.
within one year of the passage of the Bill - whether or not the local or long distance markets were
open. The Senate allowed the F. C. C. to consider profitability when developing the alternative
pricing structure.

The House Bill established a process so that alocal exchange carrier could apply for pricing
flexibility from either the Federal or State authorities, aslong as the local market either was or was
certain to become competitive. The F. C. C. would establish criteria, and a list of acceptable
aternative pricing procedures for determining when and what type of pricing flexibility was
appropriate. The States, under the House bill, could choose and utilize any pricing flexibility
method from the approved list developed by the F. C. C.. Applicationsfor pricing flexibility had
to be approved or rejected within 180 days of being applied for by the local carrier. The House hill
also required that both the F. C. C. and the State PUCs had to abolish rate of return regulation in
any market in which aRBOC had complied with access and interconnection requirements. But the
House bill also required that when alocal market had reached alevel of competition that assured
consumers against "unjust and unreasonable rates” al price regulation would end.

In the end, both versions of rate of return abolishment were dropped, and the matter was referred
to the F. C. C./State Joint Board for a future decision.

Infrastructure Sharing

The Senate Bill Directed the FCC to prescribe regulations requiring local exchange carriersto make
available, to any qualifying carrier, the public switched network infrastructure, technology,
information, telecommunications facilities, and functions that were requested by the carrier who
was seeking to provide telecommunications services in the service area where they were designated
asan eligible carrier. Since the House Bill had no similar type of provision, the Senate section was
included.

Universal Service
Hollings had played a major role in developing the Universal Service Fund accounts within the
Senate Bill. While the House also had a clause that allowed for the provision of support to maintain

universal service principles, there was a major difference in the two bills that needed to be
resolved.
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The Senate had not established atime limit for providing funds to support universal serviceto low
income/high cost areas, schools, libraries, rural health care providers, and disabled person. But the
House hill required that the F. C. C. conduct a study within three yearsto determine if free market
competition had removed the necessity of retaining the support, and reporting their findings to
Congress. Hollings opposition to removal of the clause eventually forced the removal of the Study
clause from the final Conference Report. Instead of a study clause, the universal fund principle
was authorized for five years after the passage of the bill, and then subject to reauthorization by the
Congress.

Electronic Publishing and Information Services

The Senate restricted the RBOCs from offering information services except through a separate
subsidiary. In addition, the RBOC and the subsidiary were prohibited from offering local services
through joint marketing arrangements until a competitor, within the same market, was also alowed
to participate in joint marketing. Both the subsidiary and the competing firm had to be given equal
access to the local services on the same cost-based formula

The House Bill allowed the RBOCs to also provide eectronic publishing through a separate
subsidiary, but went further to require that the subsidiary kept separate accounting books, arranged
for independent financing of the company, and prohibited cross-subsidies from the RBOC to the
subsidiary firm. But the House version had a major clause in this section that automatically
"sunset” al the restrictions on the RBOCs in the year 2000.

The final version adopted the House language, but removed the "sunset” provision, and instead
referred the matter to the F. C. C. for reevaluation five years after the Bill became law.

Wir eless

The wireless issue had three elements that needed to be resolved. The first was over the siting of
mobile service facilities. The second issue dealt with mobile service access to long distance service.
The final issue related to Federal versus State authority over direct satellite transmissions and
service.

In terms of the siting of mobile service facilities, the Senate had not addressed the issue within their
Bill. Because of the lack of a Senate section on the matter, the House Bill became the base for
setting the new regulations. The final act clarified that cities had the authority to determine the
placement of mobile services and wireless common carrier sites, but that such requirements must
be set "in areasonable and nondiscriminatory manner”. In addition, the FCC was to establish a
national policy on the regulation of the location of commercial mobile service facilities by State and
local governments through a negotiated agreement between the cities and the mobile services
industry. Also, the Bill required Federal government departments to make available, at a fair,
reasonable and non-discriminatory rate, property, rights-of-way and easements for the construction
of private commercial mobile service facilities - when such construction would not directly obstruct
the mission of the agency or department.

In terms of mobile services having direct access to long distance services, both the Senate and
House bills were similar. The final version did not allow cellular telephone subscribers to have
"egual access' to long distance providers. In essence, cellular customers access would have to pay
access charges at the "free market" rate. But the bill went on to mandate that while access and costs
were based on the market, cellular companies still had aright to obtain access codes from long
distance companies. In addition, the F. C. C. was given the authority, if it became necessary, to

423



set rules to provide cellular customers with long distance access if the long distance companies
established "unreasonabl€" charges or conditions.

Both the House and the Senate affirmed that the F. C. C., and the Federal government, had
exclusive constitutional jurisdiction over the provision of direct satellite based services. But this
section seemed to give a bow to State's rights by defining such service jurisdiction as being limited
to services which did not involve the use of ground receiving or distribution egquipment.

Forbearance

The Senate Bill empowered the F. C. C. to forbear from applying any regulations or provisions of
the 1934 Act to atelecommunications carrier or service, if the FCC made certain determinations.
They included determinations that: (1) enforcement was not needed to ensure the charges,
practices, classifications or regulations of the carrier or carriers were just and reasonable, and not
unjustly or unreasonably discriminatory: (2) enforcement was not needed to protect consumers or
the provision of universal service; and (3) forbearance was in the public interest. The Senate Bill
also directed the FCC, in making its determination, to consider whether forbearance would
promote competitive market conditions -- including the extent it would enhance competition among
providers of telecommunications services. If the FCC determined that forbearance would promote
competition among carriers, that finding, alone, might form the basis of a finding that forbearance
was in the public interest.

The House Bill directed the FCC to forbear from applying regulations based on either existing
common carrier regulations or concepts, or principles of the "public interest. Rather, in place of the
classic theories of regulation was placed the authority to intercede in order to ensure consumer
protection. In addition, the Commission was required to take into account whether forbearance
from regulations would promote market competitiveness and enhance competition, and if it would,
then weight the decision toward the market, not the consumer.

Once again, Hollings and his Senate supporters stood firm for inclusion of the "public interest"
clause. But while the final agreement receded to the Senate version, it modified the public interest
clause by including the market language " that enforcement of a regulation or provision is not
necessary for the protection of consumers'.

Regulatory Reform

The Senate sped - up F. C. C. action for setting telephone rates by making any revised charge that
reduced rates effective 7 days after it was filed with the Commission. Rate increases, on the other
hand, became effective 15 days after their submission to the F. C. C. Any decision by the F. C. C.
to block the rate changes, either up or down, required that the F. C. C. provide adetailed analysis
of the justification for blocking the charge, and a process whereby the Agency decision could be
immediately appealed to the Federal District Courts. Since the House Bill contained no similar
provision, the Senate condition on rate review was adopted.

But the Senate Bill also went even further than the House in eliminating Commission regul ations
and functions. The Senate bill repedled FCC requirements for setting depreciation rates for
telecommunications carriers assets; alowed the FCC to hire independent auditors to audit
telecommunications carriers; directed the FCC to speed and simplify itswork with State regulators,
and allowed the FCC to waive requirements that broadcasters obtain construction permits before
being issued a license. The Senate proposal also eliminated FCC hearings prior to changing
broadcaster's frequency, power or hours of operation, and removed the 30 day waiting period for
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the FCC to license fixed microwave communications. Since the House Bill contained no similar
section, the Senate section was adopted, but with a modification that allowed the FCC to "carry-
over" auction revenues gained from the broadcast spectrum sales.

Relationship to Other Laws

Both the Senate and the House Bills overturned the 1982 Consent Decree. The Senate Bill, though,
only overturned the MFJ ruling to the extent that it was inconsistent with the bill. Any remaining
issues, under the 1982 agreement, would be administered by the FCC, which was authorized to
modify them in order to promote market competition The House Bill went even further than the
Senate, and overturned the seven specific sections covered by the 1983 agreement. The House bill
specifically repealed access by both the long distance carriers and the RBOCs to entry into either
long distance or local exchanges, and opened the door to equipment manufacturing and electronic
publishing. Under the House version, the F. C. C. and the State PUCs would have no authority to
modify or alter the rights of the companies to compete in any of the designated areas which had
been previously prohibited. The House version, with its more open approach, was supported by
the RBOCs, and was included within the Bill.

Both Bills also contained "savings clauses’ which affirmed that the new law did not affect either
the anti-trust laws, or State and local laws. But once again the House Bill, with its deregulatory
approach, contained a clause that modified the "savings Clause" section asit related to State and
local laws. While State and local laws were recognized as legitimate, their legitimacy was only
recognized as far as the exercise of State or local authority did not impair or prevent the operation
of the new Federal law, or the newly created telecommunications regime. In the event that the F.
C. C. found that a State or local law impeded either the provisions of the Act, or the creation of a
competitive market, the F. C. C. could over rule the State or local ordinance. The only avenue | eft
to a State or local government objecting to an F. C. C. over-ride was legal action within the Federal
Court System. Once again, the more aggressive House version was adopted by the Conferencein
spite of the objections from NARUC.

Biennial Review of Regulations

But the House emphasis on Federal preemption was somewhat softened by another section within
the Senate Bill. The Senate bill established a Federal-State Joint Board for State regulations. The
Joint Board was to review, in odd-numbered years beginning with 1997, all regulations issued
under either the 1934 Act or State laws applicable to telecommunications services. If the Joint
Board determined that competition had made a regulation, either Federal or State, unnecessary to
protect the public interest then the F. C. C. was required to repeal the regulation. The Joint Board
was also to notify the Governor of any State of State regulations it determined were no longer
needed to protect the public interest. Since the House had no similar provision for a Federal - State
Joint Board on Regulation, the Senate clause was adopted.

Broadcaster Spectrum Flexibility

The House Bill became the bases for defining the new boardcasting regime, especially in terms of
the newly emerging high definition televison technology. Initially, only existing broadcasters
would be eligible to receive the new spectrum licenses, and they were alowed to offer both
television services and ancillary services over the new spectrums. But the use of the frequency for
ancillary or supplementary services had to be consistent with the technology or method designated
by the Commission for the provision of advanced television services, and the new services could
not deteriorate the potential for offering the advanced television services. Also, the new services
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had to be done in such away that they did not end access to the existing analog technology. The
new broadcasters were required to operate under the "public interest” standards for broadcasting,
and the Commission was to eval uate the acceptance of ATV services by the public within 10 years.

The existing broadcasters, on one hand, had been given the advantage in terms of access to the
new technology, but the final bill also placed new standards on the broadcasters, especialy asit
related to violent program content.

Incumbent broadcasters were given the right to apply for license renewal without completing
applications. But the FCC would grant such arenewal only if, during the preceding term of its
license, the station had served the public interest. In determining the public interest, the FCC could
not consider the personal qualifications of a person, but, as part of renewal process, the incumbent
licensee had to summarize any complaintsit had received with respect to violent programming. The
FCC could take these complaintsinto account in determining if there had been a pattern of abuse of
the public interest, and a finding of abuse of the public interest would result in arefusal to renew
the broadcasters license.

Competition from Cable Systems

Thefinal agreement restricted the definition of a"cable system" to a system that serves subscribers
by using any public right of way - basically a system held together by land based wires. While it
limited cable to wires, it expanded the definition of cable services to include interactive services,
video dialtone, home alarm service, and telephone service. Cable operators, though, had the
complete discretion to determine what "basic service" included, and to change the service mix with
a 30 day notice to the subscriber. Cable rates were also allowed to rise or fall with the market, but
rate increases were limited to once every 6 months. Rate complaint proceedings by the F. C. C.
could only be triggered if filed by alocal franchising authority, city officials or state regulators.
The ability of consumersto initiate rate complaints was prohibited.

The report eliminated the ban on telephone companies providing video programming and cable
services, but it did place two restrictions on the telephone companies entering the "new line of
business'.

The first provision was that the method of regulating the telephone company offering of video
programming would be based on the system and the service that was used - wireless, cable wires,
common carrier telephone wires, or the newly emerging "video platforms® such as high definition
technology. Telephone companies that used their existing networks to transmit video programs
would be regulated on a common-carrier basis. Telephone companies that provide video to
subscribers through a cable system, would be regulated as cable operators.

The second restriction related to buy-outs of cable television stations. The second provision barred
telephone companies, and their affiliates, from acquiring more than 10 percent of, or any
"manageabl e interest” in, a cable operator in the same market as their local exchange. The same
restriction also applied to cable companies investmentsin local telephone phone companies. The
bill also prohibited joint ventures between tel ephone companies and cable companies within their
markets.

The bill, though, provided for an exception to the ten percent prohibition in rural areas, and areas
located outside the top 25 commercial markets. The FCC could grant awaiver upon a showing of
undue economic distress for the local telephone company or cable company, or if the system or
facilities would not be economically viable, or the anti-competitive effects were clearly outweighed,
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in the public interest, by the probable effect of the exception meeting the convenience and needs of
the community to be served.

Obscenity and Violence

The Senate Bill, of the two bhills, had the strongest language in terms of restrictions on obscenity
and violence in the telecommunications area. As such, the final report included all of the Senate
clauses, and developed a new standard for broadcasting restrictions. The bill increased the
maximum fine under for transmitting obscene programming on cable television from $10,000 to
$100,000. Likewise, it amended the existing radio broadcasting laws, and increasing the fine for
broadcasting obscene language on radio from $10,000 to $100,000 - Howard Stern was definitely
aconsideration in the discussion over the fine increase. The Report required that cable television
operators fully scramble, or otherwise block, upon a subscriber's request, and at no charge to the
subscriber, the audio and video portions of programming which the subscriber deemed unsuitable
for children. It also required that cable operators fully scramble or block all adult programming so
that non-subscribers do not receive the signals. Cable operators were given the discretionary
authority to refuse to transmit any public access or leased access program, or portion of a public
access program, which contained obscenity, indecency, or nudity.

The " V-Chip"

Thefinal report gave both the cable and broadcast industries one year to voluntarily develop ratings
for video programming containing violence, sex and other indecent materials, and to agree to
voluntarily broadcast signals containing such ratings. If the industry failed to come up with an
acceptable plan within one year, the FCC would devel op guidelines for rating programs based on
recommendations from an advisory committee. Once a program was rated, the broadcasters were
required to transmit the signal of the rating.

The bill also required TV manufacturers to equip 13 inch or greater sets with circuitry that would
enable the set to block out all programs with a common rating. To encourage broadcast, cable,
satellite, syndication, and other video programming distributors to enact the requirements, a
technology fund was established to encourage TV and el ectronics equipment manufacturersin their
development of the blocking technology. To promote compliance with the new requirements, all
program distributors were required to report to the F. C. C., within twelve months, their progress
in developing the new ratings. The General Accounting Office (GAQO) was aso ordered to conduct
an audit on blocking technology within 18 months, and to report their findings to Congress.

Appropriations

The final Report also supported the F. C. C. by agreeing to hold specia budget hearings to
determine how much should be appropriated to implement the new law, and to authorize the sums
necessary to carry out the provisons of the bill. (Teecommunications Conference, Staff
Recommendations, December 12, 1995)

Hollings immediately supported the Conference Report, and affirmed his commitment to gain
Administration backing for the final bill.

"The law to open up the information superhighway is now ready for enactment.
We've been struggling for years with all the side roads and various issues but now
we've put together a comprehensive plan for competition in technology. Thisisan
historic rewrite of the law that has guided the communications industry since before
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television was invented. With this historic legislation, | hope technology and the
communications industry will blossom beyond our wildest dreams so that
consumers will have more choice and better services." (Hollings, December 6,
1995)

The RBOCs also endorsed the Committee's work.

"We are pleased with the increased momentum as demonstrated by this morning's
approval of staff recommendations on a number of key issues. We are encouraged
that thisbill can be on the President's desk before Congress adjourns for the
holidays thanksin no small way to the marathon efforts of staff in reconciling these
two bills. We continue to support communications policy that's flexible, and less
regulatory.” (Gary McBee, December 6, 1995).

The deletion of the Pricing Flexibility sections from both the House and Senate bills was hailed by
NARUC as avictory. By deleting the section, and referring the matter to a Joint Federal/State
Board, the PUCs felt that they had retained the flexibility to set locd rates by including the
profitability factor of the local market and carrier into their calculations. While the House members
felt that a profitability factor was a step back to the old rate-of-return regulation, they were aso not
ready to face a charge of violating both State's Rights and industry agreement, and such had
relented. The pricing flexibility issue was not important enough to the RBOCs, either, to warrant
their opposition. After all, the factor would be included in all local exchange competitors, and
ultimately would not affect the bottom line of profit.

The inclusion of the Department of Justice in consultations before the RBOCs were allowed into
the long distance exchanges, even though the Department would have no authority over monitoring
the entry requirements, seemed to satisfy one of the White House's concerns about opening
markets to competition. President Clinton also seemed satisfied with the media concentration and
cable regulation provisions that had emerged from the conference, and therefore, did not seem
inclined to veto the measure. The fina media concentration language said that the Federal
Communications Commission could assess any proposed media mergers in light of how the
merger would affect the "diversity of voices' 118 in amarket. The final language also stipulated a
minimum number of media owners that were required in each local market.

While the details of the RBOCs entry requirements into long distance markets was not completely
resolved, the Senate Checklist method seemed to be acceptable, and staffers were finishing the
final language for the next Conference Committee meeting scheduled for December 12.

The deadline pressure on the Conferees was also increasing. If the debate on the bill continued into
1996, it would become easier to delay the bill, and run the risk that the entire legislative effort
would become bogged down in election politics. Rather than seeing their efforts flounder in the
world of Presidential Election politics, the Conferees seemed ready to resolve their final
differences.

"I think the prospects are very good that in the next week of two we can complete
the process." (Boucher, December 11, 1995).

118 No one on the Committee seemed to know what, exactly, "diversity of voices' meant, but they were willing to include
the vague concept, which had originated from White House staffers, if it would gain Presidential approval.
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The Confereesreconvened at 2 p.m. on December 12. The Conference quickly agreed on a
tentative deal allowing the RBOCs into the long-distance market. The agreement stated that the
RBOCs would comply with the Senate's checklist of conditions, and required the Federal
Communications Commission to determinethat a RBOCs entry into long distance served the
public interest. But the House's "facilities-based" condition was also included as a "checklist"
item, the existence of which would prove that competition did exist within the RBOCs loca
exchange. Once the RBOC met the test of competition through either the Senate checklist or the
House "facilities based" condition, the RBOC would be certified to offer long distance service
within its own local market. In addition, the Justice Department would be consulted by the F. C.
C. before the entry was approved.

Thus, by December 12, the Conferees had agreed on most of the provisions of the reconciliation.
At thispoint in time, it appeared, that only two further points needed resol ution.

One point involved whether or not to alow electric utilities into the telecommuni cations business.
In general, the conference seemed prepared to alow the utility companies to compete in the
telecommunications industry, and only required some minor technical language correction to reach
agreement. The other point involved the ownership and concentration of broadcast stations and
media outlets within a single company. While the House members wanted a complete lifting of any
restriction, the members were willing to accept alower level of ownership in order to avoid adirect
veto confrontation with the White House. While both points had strong advocates for and against
the issues, settlement seemed possible, and would only require one more meeting. (Congressional
Quarterly, December 12, 1995)

But at the last minute, both lawmakers and lobbyists pulled back from a tentative agreement,
leaving the bill's passage uncertain. The trouble erupted after Vice President Gore signaled the
White House's approval on the tentative Bill's format, but before the various groups had seen the
specific language for the 200-page bill draft. While the Gore announcement was a minor infraction
of protocol, itsimportance was exaggerated in the Congressional atmosphere, which, by the
middle of December, had deteriorated to outright warfare between both politica parties and
between Congress and the White House.

The Winter of Our Discontent

On November 13 when the first continuing budget resolution expired, the Federal government was
shut down. The polling dataimmediately showed that the American public blamed the Republican
leadership, especially Gingrich, for the Federal shut down (Drew, 1996: 334). With the polls
turning against them, the Republicans retreated, and agreed to a second budget continuing
resolution, which was passed on November 20, that would keep the government operating until
December 15.

By now, the polling data showed a definite negative impression of the Republicans, and arisein
Clinton's ratings. The Republicans, trying to turn the polls around, attempted to gain concessions
on the budget from the White House in order to save face. But the Clinton Administration's
standing in the polls bolstered their position, and they refused to compromise on their positions.
Slowly, but surely, the Republican leadership found its back to the wall. The only way out of
another government shut down on December 15 was amajor concession to the White House on the
budget. But such a concession would be seen as a sell-out by the new freshmen Congressmen and
Senators, and a splitting of their unified front, with a subsequent loss of control over the
Congress. Rather than dealing with their interna split, the Republican leaderships position
hardened toward the White House. (Drew, 1996: 300 - 340).
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Starting on November 28, 1995, the White House and Congress opened talks on the balanced
budget.

The resolution that had reopened the government until December 15, and which had been signed
by Clinton, stated that both the White House and Congress would work to create a balanced
budget. The resolution also stated, in broad terms, that while the final budget would be in balance
within seven years, both the Medicare and Medicaid programs would be protected, and tax policies
would be changed to "help working families and to stimulate future economic growth".

The White House Chief of Staff, Leon Panetta, found that the Democrats in Congress were of two
different opinions about the balanced budget effort. The Senate Democratic |eadership, Tom
Daschle of South Dakota and James Exon of Nebraska, were supportive of a possible bipartisan
compromise. But the Democratic House members, especially Minority Leader Dick Gephardt of
Missouri, were skeptical of effortsto reach a budget compromise with the Republicans.

Panetta also found that the Senate Mgjority leader Bob Dole, and House Speaker Gingrich, would
only initially agree to adiscussion of the mechanics of negotiations between Panetta and the
budget committee chairmen, Senator Peter Domenici of New York and Representative John
Kasich of Ohio.

In addition to the White House and Congress, the Federal Reserve Chairman, Alan Greenspan,
was warning both sides that the continued budget deadlock might have a damaging effect on Wall
Street. Speaking to the Senate Banking Committee, Greenspan, when asked what the stock
market's reaction would be to a budget impasse, warned Congress of the unintended consequences
of their conflict.

"I think the reaction would be quite negative in the financial markets, where stock
prices have gone up and interest rates have gone down in anticipation of an
agreement.”

By thistime, the end of November, grid-lock had fallen over Washington and Capital Hill.

The Balanced Budget Act, which was intended to achieve a deficit-free budget by 2002 and raise
the federal debt ceiling, had died because of the Presidential veto, and Gingrich did not have
enough votes in the House to override the veto. In two weeks, by December 15, Congress and the
White House would have to agree to completing one large seven year budget bill, and seven
individual one year appropriations bills. If they did not complete their work by December 15 the
only two options would be another budget extension, or another government shutdown. While the
White House budget officials and the Congressional negotiators started discussions on the budget
impasse on November 28, movement in other areas of Congressional work slowed and cameto a
stand still.

Clinton was threatening additional vetoes of the Defense budget for appropriating more than he had
requested. He was a so threatening to veto the Veterans Affairs, Housing and Urban Devel opment,
and Environmental Protection Agency budgets for not appropriating the levels of funds he had
originaly requested.

In addition to the Presidential vetoes, the Commerce, Justice, and State Department budgets were

deadlocked in Conference Committees, and the House refused to pass the Interior and Labor,
Health, and Human Services budgets which had been approved by the Senate.
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The gridlock was also falling over into the non-budgetary bills, with little staff progress appearing
in areas such as peacekeeping restrictions, line item veto, lobbying disclosure, anti-terrorism
measures, late-term abortion ban, military and intelligence authorizations, flag desecration,
immigration, product liability, banki ng reform, the farm bill, the Superfund, and general regulatory
overhaul. The Republican Revolution seemed to be dead in the water. (Mollison, 1995).

The on-going budget battle had sensitized the members of both parties, and the motives of all the
Congressional members were now being questioned. In the atmosphere of suspicion, any political
act, no matter how minor, was immediately cause for retaliation by the perceived offended party.
While Pressler and the other members of the Conference Committee had carefully crafted a
working strategy to move around the partisan land mines, and to build a consensus, their efforts
failed at the last minute by the untimely insertion of the Vice-President into the Conference's work.

While Vice President Gore had lavished praise and credit on President Clinton's promotion of a
high technology economic program, Gore's more personal agenda was only barely beneath the
surface of his public praise. The Clinton Administration's high technology program was, in fact,
an adaptation of Gore's agenda, which he had been promoting since the late 1980s. But rather than
taking credit for the initiative himself, Gore, loyally, gave Clinton the credit for the initiative. To
Gore, giving your boss credit for your own ideas might have some long term personal benefit;
after al, if you closed one eye, and dightly tilted your head, the great seal of the office of the Vice-
president of the United States would suddenly appear to read President of the United States.
(Drew, 1996)

By thistime, late 1995, a future "Gore for President” campaign appeared to be inevitable. For four
years, the Clinton Administration had carefully crafted an image of Gore as Americas most
influential Vice President. The positioning of Gore within the Administration as an activist Vice-
President had given Gore the legitimacy of being, within the Democratic Party, the recognized
"heir apparent”. Even areelection defeat would have still |eft Gore as the odds-on favorite for the
Democratic presidential nomination in 2000--a spot he had sought once before in 1988, 119

Fortune had also smiled on Gore on another Clinton Administration issue: health care reform.
When the First Lady, Hillary Rodham Clinton, was assigned the task of overseeing the President's
goal of revamping the national health care system, many people within the Administration and the
Democratic Party saw it as a setback for Gore - especialy as he received the less publicly visible
"reinventing government” initiative as a consolation.

But the political debacle that ensued over hedth care reform, which was to be the Clinton
Administration’'s crowning achievement, had become aliability for both the White House, and all
the Administration members who were directly involved in the effort. While Gore had been
involved in the discussions within the Administration over the initiative, his lack of direct
connection with the defeat had left him with increased standing within the Administration,
Congress, and the public opinion polls.

119 While Gore was promoting the reelection of the Clinton - Gore ticket in 1996, he had also begun his bid for the White
House in 2000. Top Gore loyalists were already being deployed throughout the Clinton Administration, and the national
Democratic Party apparatus. While the Gore loyalist were working for the reelection of the current ticket, they were also
beginning to work at preempting any potential rivals for the 2000 nomination for President.
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Increasingly, the Clinton Administration began to push ideas directly out of Gore's previous
legislative agenda, and issues such as the environment and family values, which Gore had been
advocating while still a Senator from Tennessee, began to surface in the Administration's dealings
with the Republican Congress. Gore was particularly stuated to perform the role of
Administration spokesman over these issues because of the exemplary history of his personal
legidative conduct and his family life - which presented a sharp contrast to the endless accusations
of scandal and improprieties that were swirling around the Clintons.

While the Administration welcomed the public image that Gore presented, they were also sensitive
to the potential harmful impact such an image might present if compared too closely with Clinton's
own personal reputation. In order to effectively use Gore's public image, but avoid indirect
comparisons to the White House, the Adminigtration decided to utilize Gore as the
Administration's political "attack dog”, thus using Gore's positive public image to bolster the
Administration's political position, but to present it in a public context that would have no direct
link to the personal behavior of the President.

Gore embraced the role of political attack with arelish. He seemed ready, at a minutes notice, to
confront any and all critics of the Administration. While the Republican Congress, earlier in the
session, had tried to paint Gore as an environmental extremist because of his 1992 book "Earth in
the Balance", the environmental attack had backfired on the Republicans, driving down their
ratings in the public opinion polls. The end result was that Gore stood in an attack position as the
youthful, concerned public official warding off the damaging environmental agenda of the aging,
lackluster Senate Republican leader Bob Dole, and the equally infamous Republican House
Speaker Gingrich. The net end product of Gore's successful counter - attack against the
Republican moves to remove environmental regulations was that the Republicans, instead of Gore,
found themselves trying to fend off the public opinion label of being environmental extremists.

The Republican leadership had made a major mistake in underestimating Gore's political skillsin
terms of the environmental agenda, and were wary of a future confrontation with him over other
issues. In addition, his exemplary personal and legidative record made it difficult for the
Republican leadership to mount an attack against him over secondary lifestyle issues.

But Gore's "clean" demeanor stood, also, in stark contrast to the mounting ethics charges against
the Speaker of the House. The Republican's attempts to deflect the ethics charges against the
Speaker by mounting a public relations campaign based on personal behavior violation charges
against the Clintons, was met by Gore. Gore strongly defended the Clintons and the
Administration, and charged the Republican |eadership with attempting to obfuscate the Speaker's
own misactions. Asthe level of acrimony increased within the White House and Congressional
relations, the Republican House leadership came to see Gore as another politica opportunist
seeking to defend Clinton's for his own personal ambitionsin four years. To the Republicans,
Gore's public personawas a hypocritical display, and, in their minds, Gore was as equally at fault
as Clinton for producing the worsening public opinion polls for the Republican Congressional
leadership.

Gore's Congressional leadership, in terms of the telecommunications issue, had ranged over a
wide area of concerns. In addition to his earlier interests in promoting an information
superhighway, and advancing regulation of cable television access, he, and his wife Tipper, had
long championed a campaign to rid violence and other offensive content from children's
entertainment programming. Their position on children’'s programming access was linked to a
strong emphasis on family development, and the impact of media broadcasting on the promotion of
family values. Their effortsin this area had resulted in the development of the v-chip initiative,
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which had been advanced, originaly, by Markey in the House. Now that the final Bill appeared to
be ready to be passed, Gore, who had spent eight years working on "the Deal", wanted to gain
some credit for his pass efforts. Stepping into the limelight, Gore, not Hollings, announced the
tentative agreement over the Conference bill. (Chen, 1996).

The attempt by Gore, at the last minute, to steal credit for achieving a compromise, was more than
the Republican leadership could tolerate. Past Gore attacks on the Republican leadership, coupled
to their anger over having agreed to inclusion of public interest principles and checklist
requirements in the conference report, and the increasing party hostility created by the impending
Federal government shutdown on December 15, resulted in a pulling back from the final
agreement.

"The VP was premature, there is no deal yet." (Rep. Jack Fields, R-Texas.)

The Congressional Republicans, smiting over their failure to force the Clinton White House into
budget submission, and Gore's attempt to steal credit for the bill, began to protest restrictions on
media ownership. The bill compromise would have let television broadcasters own stations that
reached 35 percent of the nation's TV viewers, up from the then limit of 25 percent. But in order to
gain the Clinton support, which sought to limit media empires, the bill prohibited a media company
from owning more than one TV station in a market. Congressional Republicans, seeking White
House concessions in the contentious budget negotiations, balked at the limit, and proposed lifting
the mediarestriction completely. Once again, the threat of a Presidential veto arose.

The Budget negotiations, by now, had devolved into awar of words over minor details concerning
the base figures to "score” the budget negotiations, and ajockeying for political position between
the Republicans and the Democrats. On December 6 Clinton had vetoed a budget reconciliation bill,
claiming that the resolution would undermine Medicare and Medicaid. Standing on the position that
the Republican budget plan would only benefit the wealthy at the expense of the poor, Clinton
declared that he would not be "blackmailed" into agreeing to the Congressional budget by the
Republican threat to shutdown the Federal government on December 15.

The Republican Congress had fired back at the White House, declaring that Clinton did not want a
balanced budget, and would not submit “real” figures to form the base for budget calculations.
Publicly, the Republican Congressional majority warned the White House that failure to reach a
budget agreement would lead to another government shutdown on December 15. But the
Republicans were divided over the issue of passing or not passing another continuing resolution
while budget negotiations continued.

Dole, while skeptical of Clinton's sincerity, still favored the extension of discussions, and the
continued funding of the government while talks were held. To Dole, the budget conflict was
beginning to affect his Presidential election efforts. His public alignment with Gingrich, and the
public perception that the November government shutdown had been caused by the Republican's
intransigence, had placed Dole nineteen points behind Clinton in the public opinion polls. But Dole
also needed the support of Gingrich to gain the party's nomination, and thus had to accommodate
Gingrich.

Gingrich, on the other hand, faced the necessity of maintaining the House coalition, especially the
more conservative members of the freshmen group. To the freshmen, only a hard position and
resolve would force Clinton to relent on his position. A large number of the House Republican
Freshmen also thought that Gingrich had been too accommodating to Clinton. If Gingrich wanted
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to hold the House coalition together, he had no choice but to harden his public stance against the
White House.

The net result of the budget impasse was that no continuing resolution was passed, and on
December 15 the Federal government officially closed the office doors.

The House Republicans felt that Clinton would eventually relent on the balanced budget proposal
because, they thought, the public would blame the government shutdown on the President. But the
Republicans had miscal culated the public, and instead the polling data began to show that the
public felt the government shutdown was the fault of the Republicans. As the days passed, Dole,
Gingrich, and the Republicans position in the polls fell even further, especially as the media
coverage reminded the public of the plight of furloughed federal workers over the Christmas and
New Year's holidays. The ground swell of public outrage at the White House, which the
Republicans had been counting on, never materialized, and instead outrage seemed to be mounting
at the Republicans.

The linking of the Budget to concessions in the telecommunications bill completely halted further
work on reconciliation of the two telecommunications bill. The freeze in Conference work
continued as the budget battle hardened into a siege mentality between the White House and the
Congress. Congressional staffers, who had been working on the receoncillation bill every day
from Thanksgiving on, stopped even informal discussions, and left town to visit relatives and
friends for the holidays. (Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, January 6,1996.)

Taking advantage of the deteriorating feelings between the Congress and the White House, the
long distance providers renewed their lobbying attack over rules in the bill that defined the
conditions for entry into either the local or long distance exchanges. 120

The RBOCs were not prepared to watch the long distance providers play a game of delay and
obstruction. The RBOCs turned up the pressure on petulant Republican House, where the majority
of the Congressional blocking was concentrated. The worsening confrontation between the Clinton
Administration and the Gingrich Congress was undermining an agreement, and the RBOCs were
not prepared to have their industry's future held captive by political ideology. To make their point
very clear, on December 21, U. S. West Chairman, Richard McCormick, sent a letter, supporting
the RBOCs position, to every Congressional Representativesin U. S. West's 14-state region. The
RBOCs message was very clear, put politics aside and attend to the Bill, or else.

120 Bytinthe pressures of intense political lobbying, sometimes mistakes are made, and that was the case with the long
distance carriers. The long-distance companies were trying to protect their industry against competition from the RBOCs.
But the RBOCs, with officesin every Congressional district, had been able to muster locally based support for their
position. In an attempt to increase their local support base, AT&T, MCI, and Sprint hired a telemarketing company to help
stimul ate a grassroots campaign. The firm was charged to locate local individuals who supported the long distance carriers
position, and to have those individuals contact their Congressmen by either telephone or telegraph. But the telemarketing
company decided to take a short-cut, and using the telephone subscriber lists from the long distance companies, sent
telegrams to Congressmen without gaining the permission of the individuals whose names appeared on the telegrams. In
addition, in a unique take-off on voting the graveyard, some of the persons sending the telegrams were dead. Congressional
staffers learned of the deception, and while the long distance carriers disavowed any knowledge of what the telemarketing
firm had done, the damage was done - on Capital Hill you might be able to buy a vote, but the person who owns the vote
must be the person who cast it. Congress knew that the long distance companies had no one back in their home districts
that cared what happened to them. (Kupper, Andrew. 1995. "Telecom Reformers Area Getting A Busy Signal". Fortune.
December 25. Section: Special. 44.)
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Consumer advocates, meanwhile, warned that big business concerns were taking precedence over
issues of universal service and affordability. The consumer groups argued that higher cable
television and telephone rates would follow if either version of the telecommunication bill was
passed.

"If you have neither competition nor regulation, the consumer suffers,” (Bradley
Stillman, Consumer Federation of America, 1995)

But to the long distance providers, competition and media concentration were already areality, and
if they were to survive as thriving businesses, they needed to be able to engage in the head-to-head
conflict of modern economics.

"It'sabattle for survival. Within five or 10 years, you'll have three
or four major companies trying to get you sign up for everything
from cable TV to wireless." (John Tuck, 1995)

To the long distance providers, time was running out, and unless something was done, within
twelve months, they thought, consumers in any state would be able to choose which company
provided both their local and long distance telephone service.

The cable television companies, envisioning afuture that integrated television, telephones, and the
Internet, turned their lobbying efforts against the long distance providers. To the cable companies,
the future was in the local exchanges and their agreements with the RBOCs.

"They (the cable companies) want to be end-to-end companies. The caution is that
we don't give afew companies the power to impede competition.” (Binz, 1995)

Finally, the broadcasters began to pressure Congress for action on the bill. The Chief Executive
Officers from all of the major networks began to personally call Congressmen, urging them to
resolve the differences and move the bill to avote.

Over the Christmas week, the Conference slowly began work on ironing out their final
differences. AT& T, and the other long-distance providers, tried to attach a clause that would have
forced the RBOCs to charge discounted rates for use of their lines, and continue to delay the
RBOCs entry into long-distance.

The RBOCs, pointing to the three States that had already authorized local competition, argued that
the long-distance providers were aready starting to offer local service, and that the delay and
costing provisions would give the long-distance companies a year's head-start, over the RBOCs,
before they could be attacked on their own long distance turf. The tactic worked, and the final
twist in the negotiation process gave the apparent advantage to the RBOCs by speeding up their
entry into long distance. The committee also eliminated a provision that would have blocked the
RBOCs from offering long-distance until they met a numerical percentage test proving that their
local telephone business had become competitive. But the RBOCs were still required to pass
review by the F. C. C., with Justice Department consultation, before offering long distance
service.

Other issues also began to be resolved. Hollings, who had originally insisted on removing sections

of the new law that would have barred foreign companies from owning American
telecommunications companies, dropped his opposition and agreed to inclusion of the foreign
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ownership allowance. In return, Republicans agreed to the 35 percent market ownership limit on
telecommuni cations broadcasting companies being advocated by the White House.

By December 27, the passage of Bill seemed assured. But two days |ater, December 29, two key
House and Senate Republican leaders expressed unhappiness with the proposed rewrite.

“"There are a number of problemsin the bill that could have been resolved in a
different way." (Senate Mgjority Leader Robert Dole)

Appearing with House Speaker Gingrich, Dole expressed concerns about what he described as a
"giveaway" of key parts of the broadcasting spectrum. Then, on January 3, Gingrich announced
that afinal vote on the bill would not happen until a budget bill had been worked out between
Congress and the White House. Once again, telecommunications reform had been grounded on the
rocky shoals of abalanced budget.

But while the Bill appeared to be stalled by the Congressional |eadership, other issues were now at
work, indirectly related to the Bill, that would force the issue into afinal resolution.

The Convergence

By early January, 1996, Bob Dole was considered to be the leading candidate for the Republican
Party's Presidential nomination slot. But while Dole appeared to have the nomination assured
within the party, he still faced strong challenges from other potential candidates such as Steve
Forbes, Pat Buchanen, and Lamar Alexander. The primaries Dole faced in New Hampshire, lowa,
New Y ork, and Florida were especially critical, and seemed to be shaping-up to be slug-festsin
which the various ideological factions inside the Republican Party would attack each other's
loyaltiesin front of the entire nation.

Gingrich, along with other GOP strategists, were also developing a new Congressional campaign
strategy based on the slogan "Promises Made and Promises Kept.". The promises alluded to in the
new campaign would be the origina "Contract With America’ program, and the legidative
accomplishments of the Gingrich Congress.

Dole, though, was uncomfortable with the Congressional Campaign theme. The reliance on the
Contract With America program, and its comparison with the accomplishments of the Republican
House, would have the result of publicly aligning Dole with Gingrich. By this time, though,
Gingrich's public opinion poll ratings were in the twenty percent range, and public alignment with
Gingrich might have an adverse impact on Dol€e's own public poll ratings. (Marquez 1996)

Further complicating the nomination process for Dole was that the only major piece of legidation
pending in the Congress, the Telecommunications Bill, was threatening to become entangled in the
1996 Presidential election campaign issues.

While the White House had been supportive of many of the provisions of the Conference
Committee report, Clinton and Gore continued to express concerns over the issues of media
concentration, and premature market liberation of the local exchanges for the dominant RBOCs.
The threat of a Presidential veto, while somewhat softened, still was a potentia threat to the
successful passage of the law.

The President's claim that the proposed bill would let the RBOCs into the long-distance business
before they themselves faced real competition in the local exchanges, coupled to his charge that the
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bill would result in the cable television companies raising rates, was a perfect position to stand on
to advance a veto. By standing on the issue of consumer protection in terms of cable rates, plus
advancing lower telephone rates within local markets based on true competition, Clinton could
appeal to both the economic left and right simultaneously - on the one hand advocating consumer
protection, and on the other hand advocating free market competition. It was a very appealing
political position to take, and one that worried the potential Presidentia challenger, Dole.

Adding to Dol€e's concern was a move by Clinton, on January 23, when, in his State of the Union
Speech, Clinton made passage of the bill an Administration priority., and called for public support
of theinclusion of the V-chip legidation in the final law. With this single move, Clinton now stood
center stage in support of the telecommunications industry's position toward deregulation, plusin
support of the family value issue of parental control. Once again, Clinton had stolen another key
election position from the Republicans, and successfully moved to eventually take credit for
passage of the Bill.

The lack of movement on the bill was also a public embarrassment for both Dole and Gingrich.
Both men had promised the telecommunications industry that they would get a new law on the
President's desk by Christmas. But as the budget impasse and government shutdown continued,
effortsin other Congressional areas had also slowed. The Congressional staffers began to estimate
that afinal version of the bill would not be ready until late February or March.

While Dole was becoming impatient over the legidative logjam, he also needed to remain on good
terms with both the RBOCs and the long distance carriersin order to raise funds for his campaign.
The longer the legidlation remained stalled in Committee, the more likely the bill would become a
public campaign issue, especialy over charges of vote buying through campaign contributions.

With its major stipulations supporting industry consolidation, the White House's expressed
concerns over the issue of consolidation, and the funneling of campaign contributions by the
industry into the Republican war chest, the Bill had all the potential, if further delayed, to become
involved in the Presidential Primary and Election issues. The primary season was beginning, and
onceit wasin full swing, politics and political advantage would take precedence over political
compromises. The bill had to be moved, and moved quickly, before the primary clock started in
February in New Hampshire. (Kupper, 1995)

The Bill had also become involved in another highly charged issue, namely the Balanced Budget.
Under the terms of the Conference Report, the new law would give broadcasters new frequencies,
free of charge, in order to encourage the development of television programming using digital
signals. The use of advanced digital technology in broadcasting would provide clearer pictures and
better sound than the existing analog technology offered, and aso could become a conduit for data
transmission and Internet access. The frequencies that were alocated would alow existing
broadcasters to transmit either four or five different programs on the same frequency, or asingle
program of high-resolution known as high-definition television. In addition, the frequencies could
be used for computer access, personal el ectronic paging, home alarm, and other types of digitally
based services. But the language of the bill did not require that broadcasters would immediately
implement the new technology, and also allowed the broadcasters to use the new frequencies for
the other profitable purposes at their own discretion. It was estimated that the new broadcast
spectrums, on the commercial market, were worth over $70 billion to the firms receiving them free
from the Federal government.

The spectrum giveaway was being advanced at the same time that Congress was about to cut
money for welfare, education and worker training. Sensitive to the Democratic charge of being
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pro-business and anti-consumer, Dole sought to avoid a charge being leveled against him that he
was giving away the public resources to private business, while, at the same time, cutting domestic
spending on social welfare. Dole threatened to hold up the telecommunications deregulation bill in
conference unless the spectrum giveaway to broadcasters was eliminated. Dole also demanded that
the spectrum allocation had to be auctioned off to potential bidders, and that the funds gained from
the auction would be used to reduce the Federal deficit. But the Dole position ran counter to the
media broadcasters, especially Murdoch, who had been major contributors to the Gingrich House.
(New York Times, January 19, 1996)

One other issue was pressuring Dole concerning the passage of the bill. In the late Spring of 1996,
anew round of negotiations over telecommunications access and charges was scheduled by the
World Trade Organization. High on the list of items to be considered under a new General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) was the issue of foreign ownership of
telecommunications companies. Unless the bill freeing-up the domestic ownership requirements
was passed by the time that negotiations opened, Americas negotiating position would be
weakened. Dole, a long-term patriot, felt that weakening America's negotiating position was
unacceptable.

While Dole had his own concerns over the development of legislation, and the potential it might
have on his election campaign, the Gingrich Congressional leadership was a so beginning to worry
about the upcoming e ections.

While it was true that the House had passed all of the Contract items within the first 100 daysin
which the Republicans controlled Congress, none of the major Contract items had become law.
Every mgjor item in the Gingrich Contract had either been defeated by a Republican Senate
unwilling to support the radical agenda, or a Presidential veto by a President who publicly
portrayed the Congress as being mean spirited and cruel. The proposed campaign slogan
"promises made, promises kept", had a nice sound to it, but also had little substantive support for a
claim of success.

Compounding the Congressional reelection problems over the legidative record was also the
emerging fact that the Balanced Budget War between the Congress and the White House had
turned into a public relations debacle for the Republicans. The origina strategy of using the
Balanced Budget as a means of weakening the Democrats and Clinton in the 1996 elections had
backfired on the Republicans. Each day that passed with the government shutdown seemed to
direct the opinion polls against the Republicans. By early January it was becoming evident to the
Republican leadership that they would have to abandon the budget weapon in their war with the
White House.

Facing the real possibility of having to relent on the budget fight and reopening the government,
and afailure of continued budget talks through the 1996 el ection season, the House Republicans
decided to design alegisative agenda for the upcoming months that would provide some much-
needed victories, and highlight key election issues.

While the battle over the budget would continue, instead of direct confrontation the new leadership
would resort to debate and hearings. Hearings over flat tax plans and school prayer amendments
would replace the rhetoric of revolution. In spite of the opposition of the Freshmen
Representatives, Gingrich and the House and Senate |eadership decided to end the Budget War.
On January 6 the House and Senate passed a continuing resolution, and the 21 day government
shutdown was ended. (Kirchhoff, 1996)

438



With the budget battle now on hold, attention could now be refocused on passage of the
telecommunications bill, and that meant dealing with the Dole issue over the spectrum allocation
without alienating the broadcast media donors needed to finance the upcoming election effort.

Gingrich, working with Bliley, was able to persuade all five of the F. C. C. Commissioners to
send aletter to Dole promising that they would not issue the new spectrum licenses until after they
had received additional legidation from Congress. In addition, Bliley promised Dole that he would
hold bearings on the new licenses, and Pressler scheduled March hearings on a"grand spectrum”
bill.

With the assurances from the F. C. C., Gingrich, and Pressler, Bliley approached Dole about
relenting on his opposition to the Bill. Gingrich and Bliley argued that the bill would unravel if
Doleforced itsreturn to the conference committee. Dole relented, based on the assurancesin the
F. C. C. letter, and agreed to allow the bill to come to avote in the Senate. But Dole also issued a
clear threat to the F. C. C. to not move on the spectrum issue until Congress had passed further
legidlation.

"l am determined to turn the F. C. C.'s commitment to us into avictory for the
American taxpayer. For those who think thisis an idle threat, guess gain. ( Dole,
2/1/96).

Not everyone, though, was pleased with Dole's decision to allow the bill to come to avote. The
consumer's groups warned of major rate increases.

"Cable rates are going to go up in small towns immediately, and could rise
significantly in three years across the country.” (Kimmelman, Consumer's Union,
1996).

Civil liberty groups vowed awar against the violence and obscenity clauses within the law.

"The Internet has been given second-class speech rights, and we are going to take
them to court over it." (Berman, Center for Democracies and Technology, 1996).

And some Democrats continued to charge that business, not consumers, had won under the new
law.

"It isahuge charitable corporate gift . . . consumer protection must take a back seat
to industry demand.” (Representative John Conyers, Democrat, Michigan, 1996).

In spite of the threats and warnings, on February 2, 1996, the Bill was voted on in the House,
where it passed by amargin of 414 to 16. One hour later the Senate approved the same version by
avoteof 91to 5. 12

Everyone cheered, and then began to take credit for the passage of the Bill. In what can only be
considered an unusual, even by Washington's standards, gushing of praise, American citizens
were assured that the "good life" was just around the corner due to the new law

121 The five Senators voting against the Bill were McCain (R/AZ), Leahy (D/VT), Feingold (D/WI), Simon (D/IL),
Wellstone, D/MN).
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"Today we have broken-up two of the biggest government monopolies left; the
monopoliesin local telephone service and in cable television. For the first time ever,
Americans will be given choices. Besides lower rates and better service, the result
will be innovative new products and services that will create thousands of new
American jobs." (Bliley, February 2, 1996).

"This bill isablueprint for the 21st century. It breaks down all the old models of
one cable company and one telephone company. It is not perfect, but it is the best
overall blueprint that any country in the world has ever come up with . . . Some
companies will be winners, and some companies will be losers, but there will be
more winners than losers. The country will be the big winner." (Markey, February
2, 1996)

Even the White House and Congress sought to capitalize on the cameras.

"It's a bipartisan victory, a textbook example of how the White House and
Congress can work together. Creativity that has been bottled up for decades will be
let out in avery constructive way." (Gore, February 2, 1996).

So, after eighteen years of Congressional efforts, the spending of over sixty million dollarsin
campaign contributions by the telecommunications industry, and the active engagement of over
3,000 full-time lobbyists, the 1934 Communications Act had finaly been revised. A new
telecommunications policy regime had arisen, and it was called "the free market”.

Structurating Principles

The break-up of A. T. & T. under the final MFJ ruling lead to the unleashing of competition within
the telephone industry. The carefully crafted policy and economic regime that had been established
under the Kingsbury Agreement of 1914, and the subsequent Willis-Graham Act of 1920, was
suddenly ended, and the forces of both economic and technica competition which had been
suppressed since the 1920s once again came into full play within the industry.

While both the Greene Court and the United States Justice Department sought to establish the
development of new rules for the creation and maintenance of the industry, both were limited in
their ability to influence the industrial structure due to the fragmentation of authority and resources
in both the structure of government and the industry itself.

In terms of the governmental structure, judicial influence was limited to the Federa level of long
distance service, and in particular to only one of the long distance companies actually under the
control of the court, namely A. T. & T. The original fragmentation of political power within the
Federalistic system left al decisions relevant to the local and intrastate exchanges solely under the
authority of the State Public Utility Commissions. Both the Greene Court and the Justice
Department'sinfluence at the State level was limited to only those aspects of orders relevant to A.
T. & T., and specifically in terms of the services and operations of the company. The ability of the
Federal judicial system to extend its authority over other aspects of the industry within the state
exchanges was curtailed by the constitutional border of authority defined within the tenth
amendment.

In terms of the industry itself, the court's influence was limited exclusively to A. T. & T. Other
long distance providers, who were not offending parties under the original lawsuit, were outside
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the authority of either the Court or the Justice Department, and thus could not be constrained in
their industrial development by the Federal Court system.

Once again, the original fragmentation of authority within the American system of Federalism
limited the ability of the Centralized government to influence the development of both the legal and
economic practices of the industry.

In addition to the limits set within the Federal system of authority, the industry itself experienced a
further fragmentation as an unintended consequence of the MFJ ruling. The break-up of A. T. &
T. not only created a new environment for economic competition, it also unleashed the forces of
technological innovation.

The body of technical knowledge that had been suppressed since the 1920s, was suddenly
available for developmental purposes by other potential industrial competitors, both domestic and
foreign. The previous F. C. C. rulings concerning interconnection of foreign devices within the
network, coupled to the MFJ ruling requiring full disclosure of technical standards for both long
distance and local exchanges, provided the necessary information needed by equipment and service
providers to devel op new offerings within the industry. The freeing up of the technical information
occurred at the same time that digitalization of transmission signals began to displace the older
analog system of transmission. The development of a new transmission standard, coupled to the
availability of technical standards information within the network, alowed for the devel opment of
newer services which merged different systems of media. Thus sound, data, and video
transmission where now able to converge on a single transmission source, and the possibility of
merging different industria structures came into existence.

The problem facing policy makers in the late 1980s and early 1990s was that the MFJ had
fragmented the industrial structure in order to encourage decentralization and competition. In a
sense, the MFJ strengthened the traditional American value of equity of access in terms of
economic opportunity by allowing for the devel opment of alternative carriers within the industry.
On the other hand, though, the freeing-up of technical information, coupled to advances in digital
transmission, created a situation where the industrial forces were moving toward merger and
consolidation, and thus advancing toward eventua centraization of all elements of the
telecommunications industry.

These developments also coincided with the decline of the traditional industrial base of the
American economy. The necessity of developing a new economic base for the society became
linked to the development of telecommunications, and the requirement of advancing the American
position in the industry in both the domestic and international markets. But devel opment of a new
industrial base for the society, and locating the baance between centralization versus
decentralization, was blocked by two opposing forces, one within the nature of the industry itself,
and one within the nature of the governmental order.

In terms of the nature of the industry, a fundamental blocking point revolved around the political
and social order's respect for the concept of private property rights. Until the issuance of the final
MFJ, both local and long distance exchanges were held in common ownership within a single
corporatetrust, A. T. & T. While state incorporation laws, and state utility laws, required that each
local Bell company establish aindividual set of both organizational and accounting entities, these
separate incorporation’'s were held in common through stock ownership by the central officein
New York City.
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To agreat extent, this common ownership of separate corporate entities reflected the nature of the
technology within the network itself. While, technically speaking, the local exchanges were
physically separate from the long distance exchange, in fact, though, both the local and long
distance exchanges were integrated into a single network. Thus the legal and organizational
separations conformed to various state and federal laws concerning private property ownership,
but the actual operation and provision of services was within asingle, integrated organizationa and
technical structure. Further clouding the issue of ownership was the fact that by the time of the
final MFJ, A. T. & T. stock ownership of local Bell Operating Companies accounted for over
eighty-five percent of the common stock issued in al the local Bell companies.

Since A. T. & T. owned the stock of the local Bell companies, access to the local exchanges, and
the conditions for access, were defined within the corporate headquartersin New Y ork, not within
the local Bell Operating Company offices. In addition, since the exchanges were integrated into a
single national network, there did not exist any economic incentive at either the national or local
level to set conditions of access to the local exchanges within the total organization structure. This
entire concept of private ownership rights and lack of economic incentives was completely
destroyed by the final MFJ.

The MFJ took what was a single, unified network and corporate structure, and fragmented it into
eight separate organizations. one long distance organization and seven regional local exchanges. In
the process of creating the eight organizations, the court's rulings divided the single organization's
property into eight separate parcels. In addition, the court ruling fragmented the single unified
network into eight separate networks. Thus the ruling established property rights to not only the
organizational assets, but also to various elements of the national network.

While the court ruling required that al long distance companies, including the now separate A. T.
& T., had aright to interconnect to all local exchanges, the ruling could not establish the total
conditions for access to the local and intrastate exchanges. Thus there was created in the network a
new economic and competitive incentive to control the conditions and costs for access which had
previoudly not existed in the single network.

In addition to the property right division created by the MFJ, and the subsequent issue over
economic conditions for access, the ruling also created a new incentive in terms of future
development. Now, in addition to the major long distance carriers in the national market, there
existed seven potential competitorsin terms of future long distance service.

Almost from the very first day of the MFJ, the seven newly created RBOCs began to seek access
to long distance service, while at the same time, continuing to protect access to their loca
monopolies granted under the Greene ruling. Since the RBOCs now had proprietary rights to the
local network, legally they were entitled to set access requirements and costs. Blocking their
efforts, though, was the second aspect of fragmentation facing the policy makers, namely the
fragmentation of regulatory authority under the Constitutional separation of powers grounded in
the tenth amendment rights of the various State governments.

Prior to the MFJ ordered break-up of the national network, the Federal and State levels of
government pursued separate, but compatible, policy agendas. At the Federal level, the F. C. C.
pursued the expansion of competition within the national long distance network, and as such
promoted a decentralized approach to the industrial development of telecommunications. At the
State level, the PUCs pursued a policy of universal access grounded on the use of cross-subsidies
to maintain local residential access rates. In order to sustain the national and state cross-subsidy

442



structure, the State PUCs pursued a policy to promote the maintenance and continuation of a
centralized system and industrial structure.

The two levels of government had diametrically oppossed policy agendas, but heir actions were
somewhat mitigated by the integration of the network into a unified system under the management
and control of A. T. & T. While both levels of government attempted to advance their agendas,
their actions were somewhat constrained by the corporate structure that existed in controlling the
total national and local network.

But once the MFJ fragmented both the corporate structure and the national network, the internal
constraintson both the F. C. C. and the State PUCs were destroyed. Since both levels of
government had constitutionally defined "rights of place”, each sought to protect their policy
agenda by blocking the other level of government's actions. The aggressive preemption policy
pursued by the F. C. C. against the State PUCs was met be an equally aggressive counter-attack
by the State PUCs. The subsequent Court rulings restricting the F. C. C.'s authority, and the
decision by the State PUCs to set varying access and technical standards, further aggravated the
industrial competition which had become part of the world of telecommunications after the MFJ.

The RBOCs, attempting to protect their local exchanges, aligned their business strategy with the
State PUCs, and blocked access to the local network exchanges. A. T. & T., in response, joined
the other long distance carriersin seeking F. C. C. support for over-riding the State PUCs and
thus opening the local exchanges. Since both levels of government had "constitutional rights of
place”, and since both network owners had " proprietary rights of place”, the resolution of the issue
of local access seemed destined to a protracted legal battle waged over every single ruling issued by
either regulatory authority, and every attempt by the long distance companies to negotiate access to
provide local exchange service.

Seeking to resolve the conflict, and promote the devel opment of the American telecommunications
industry, Congress attempted, at first, to bring a series of economic incentive packages into play
directed at the RBOCs. Adopting a classical Hamiltonian policy of national industrial development,
Congress attempted to create incentives for loca exchange access and the underwriting of
capitalization requirements for loca and long distance exchange upgrades. The Clinton/Gore
program of funding for the creation of a national information superhighway program, coupled to
economic incentive programs for developing commercia use of the Internet, were used to
encourage the opening of exchanges to competition.

While the Clinton/Gore programs received Congressional support, they were unable to convince
the various factions within the telephone industry of the necessity for concessions. Instead, the
lines of conflict hardened, and the industry fell back on various Congressional factions to advance
their specific agendas against their competitors.

But the Clinton/Gore agenda for an information society did allow for the telephone problem to be
re-conceptualized in a different format. What had previously been a discussion concerning
competition and equity of access between the various tel ephone companies, now was redirected
toward the concept of the development of a new information society. Rather than focusing
exclusively on either economic or jurisdictiona issues, the problem was reframed into the
development of anew industrial and social basisfor American life.

The reframing of the argument also allowed for the opponents of national industrial development to

advance their case for a complete decentralization of the industry, and the creation of the new
information society through the principles of pure free market competition. Advancing traditional
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concepts of Lockean advancement of community wealth through the fruits of individual effort, the
de-centralist were able to counter the centralization argument for industrial development.

The net result of the shift in the perspective from discussions over exchange access and
competition to the development of a new information society, weakened the arguments of both the
long distance carriers and the RBOCs. In addition, the constitutional separation issues between the
F. C. C. and the State PUCs were placed in a secondary level of consideration. Thus, both the
industrial competitors, and the constitutional regulators, were recast by the political leadersinto the
roles of blockers of the development of a new economic and social order for the American society.
Suddenly, in terms of the issues being fought over, all the major combatants in the arena were
placed into a defensive position.

Seeking to counter the effects of the new reframing of the argument, the industrial competitors
sought to develop a sense of personally intertwined destiny between themselves and the public
officials. Using campaign contributions, the industrial competitors sought to create a sense of
mutualism between both the public officials and the private entrepreneurs, and in the process
advance arguments that would ultimately position themselves for the up coming competition in
both markets.

While the efforts at creating a sense of mutualism were effective, in the end they were counter
productive. The level of funding used to influence the decision was so pervasive across the
Congressional body, that in the end the Congress, itself, was divided in terms of its loydties
toward the various factions. In addition, the convergence of the political arguments in terms of
centralization versus decentralization, became immersed in the ideological battle of wills between
the political parties, and between the authority of the Congress versus the authority of the White
House.

Faced with no single side, centrdization or decentraization, able to muster a commanding
majority, the political actors opted for a new policy regime which allowed for the devel opment of
an organic industrial structure based on the convergence of different types of medium, but still
retained governmental oversight within a split system of regulatory control by both the federal and
the state levels of government. Thus, in the end, the concepts of limited government linked to older
values developed under the origina theory of dual federalism were retained within Lockean
concepts of community wealth created through individual efforts and the protection of private
property rights. But in the process of reconciliation of the conflicting values anew form of organic
industrial development had arisen through the mutualistic relationship established between both the
public and private actors in the policy subsystem.

Process M odel

In terms of pressure for change, during the deregulatory period of policy development the pressure
originated from three levels, economic, technological, and ideological. While the three factors
developed through separate channels, they eventually merged within the Halls of Congress, and
became a single policy stream.

The economic pressure originated within the MFJ decision to break-up the national A. T. & T.
network into eight separate entities and networks. The division of the network into eight separate
parcels created an new level of economic incentives within the industry which had not previously
existed. The new incentives involved two factors. The first factor was access to customer market
bases, and the second factor involved maintenance of the physical structure of the network.
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In terms of access to customer market bases, the MFJ divided the national customer base into
seven regionally defined markets, and placed total access to these local markets in the hands of the
seven newly created RBOCs under the older principle of anatural monopoly. Previous to the MFJ
and the rise of alternative long distance carriers, access to either long distance exchanges or local
exchanges was not hindered by either the physical network structure, or the corporate separation
between A. T. & T. and the local Bell Operating Companies.

When alternative long distance companies where approved, initially, by theF. C.C.,,A. T. & T.
used interconnection to the local exchanges as a means of blocking access to the new carriers, and
to dampen their corporate growth. While the blocking tactic was challenged in the courts, itsimpact
on the total number of local and long distance customers was limited. At that time, prior to 1984,
the alternative long distance carriers only accounted for five percent of the total telephone customer
base in the United States. But once the MFJ separated A. T.& T. from the local Bell companies,
the potential impact for blocking radically increased.

After the MFJ, A. T. & T. combined with the other long distance carriers accounted for one
hundred percent of the long distance customer base, while the seven newly created RBOCs
accounted for almost eight-five percent of the local exchange customer base. What had previously
been an almost total combined customer base for both local and long distance access was not
separated into two distinct customer markets. In the newly created economics of the industry,
blocking or restricting of access to local exchanges would radically affect all customers of long
distance service within the United States.

In the new economics of the industry, the RBOCs had a commending position in terms of being
able to set or influence the conditions and costs for access to their local markets. Since the long
distance network was of no value to its potential customers unless interconnection could be made
to the local exchange, the long distance providers were at a distinct disadvantage in terms of their
relationship with the RBOCs. In essence, the RBOCs held direct "bottleneck” control over the local
customer base, and indirect control over access to the national long distance exchanges. It was
from this strategic economic position that the second economic factor came into play, namely the
physical maintenance and costs of the network.

A.T. & T.'sdecision to seek an agreement with the Justice Department on separation of long
distance from local exchanges, contained within it the on-going problem of the costs of the
network maintenance and upgrades. At the time of the final MFJ, capitalization costs for upgrade
of the long distance segment of the network had been finalized, and was being implemented. But
upgrade of the local network level still remained an issue, and very little upgrade work had actually
been authorized or ingtituted. Further complicating the problem of local exchange upgrades was the
extensive network of wires and equipment required within the local exchange network.

The division of the network under the final MFJ left the RBOCs in the uncomfortable position of
both maintaining the existing local network, and locating capital funds for upgrading the lines and
equipment. This problem was further acerbated by the fact that the long distance cross subsidy
funds were now removed from the revenue streams of the local Bell companies, and no alternative
source of funds seemed available.

Seeking to offset the funds problem, both the F. C. C. and the State PUCs approved a new charge
for long distance access to the local exchanges. These access charges were designated as funds to
underwrite the maintenance and upgrade of the local exchanges, and were an aternative to the older
long distance cross subsidy payments. But the development of access charges also created a new
element of economic competition within the industry.
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Since the access charges directly affected the long distance companies rates, there was an incentive
on the part of the long distance companies to keep access charges as low as possible. On the other
hand, though, since the higher the access charge the more money would be available for local
maintenance and upgrades, there was an incentive on the part of the RBOCs to set the access
charges as high as possible. In addition, since the access charges also hel ped subsidize the local
rates charged for local customers, higher access charges supported the State PUCs long standing
agenda of universal access, and thus would be supported within the utility commissions rulings.

The combination of strategic bottle neck control over accessto the local exchanges, coupled to the
incentive by both the RBOCs and the PUCs to set high access charges, placed the RBOCsin a
controlling position in terms of competition within the telephone industry. After the fina MFJ, the
initial level of conflict within the telephone industry revolved around this interconnection accessto
the local exchanges, and the costs for such access. It was here that the initial Congressional efforts
were directed in the late 1980s. But the issue of economic competition and access within the local
exchanges became more complicated for policy makers, by the end of the 1980s, by technological
developments that affected not only the telephone industry, but also all aspects of the
telecommunications industries.

The final MFJ decision not only divided the nationa network into different segments of
competition, it also unleashed the forces of competition and innovation within the technological
research and development end of the telecommunications industry. Fueling this development was
the adoption of technical knowledge from the rapidly expanding fields of computer science and
data processing.

Starting in the 1950s with the Department of Defense's use of dedicated long distance tel ephone
lines to transmit computer data between distant locations, the application of computer technol ogy
within the private and public sectors had rapidly expanded. While at first limited to the largest
corporations, the new technology had begun, by the mid 1980s, to enter medium and small
business use through the development of microcomputers and the creation of local area networks.
During the late 1980s, these devel opments were further pushed into the society by the introduction
of anew form of computer architecture called client/server based around intelligent stand alone
work stations, and the use of a new form of data transmission known as packet switching which
allowed for amajor increase in the speed in which data could be transmitted between locations.

Asthe use of computer technology increased within the society, the telecommunications industry
began to integrate the new technology into their service and product offerings. Digitalization, the
primary base for data processing, began to move into other areas of telecommunications
devel opment.

Initially restricted to the transmission of data, the application began to move over into graphics,
sound, and both motion pictures and video transmissions. Even the older forms of print medium
began to become digitized as computer typesetting and fulltext database access began to be used
between publishers. Where previously the telecommunications industry had been segmented based
on different platforms of transmission constructed around separate bodies of scientific knowledge,
they now began to merge as they moved toward a common platform of transmission.

The process of digitalization was also having a profound impact on the telephone industry. The
application of computer technology into the physical network allowed for the development of
advanced methods of transmission, and the application of new forms of communications conduits.
The development of fiber optic cables alowed for transmissions at higher rates with little risk of
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errors within the signals. The creation of ISDN as an alternative method of access to high speed
lines began to enter the telephone field. And the linking of satellite and microwave transmissions
into the network saw the development of cellular telephones and wireless data transmission. As
with all the other industries within the telecommunications field, the telephone's anal og based voice
grade signal now also began to move toward the single transmission platform.

The movement toward a single transmission platform opened the possibility of industrial cross-
merger. The convergence of the telecommunications industry onto a single transmission platform
based on a unified body of scientific knowledge meant that all the separate services and products
offered within the various telecommunications industries could be merged into a single grouping of
products. In essence, from atechnical standpoint, there no longer existed any form of separation
between pictures, sound, voice, data, or print, and therefore industrial consolidation could occur
based on the commonalty of shared knowledge forming the base of the new technology.

The technological convergence began to be translated into pressure within the industries to be
allowed to pursue both competition in other separate industries, and eventually consolidation of
different industrial areas into a single corporate grouping. Within the telephone industry, the
convergence process a so offered the potential for both long distance carriers and the local RBOCs
to penetrate each others respective market bases. "Bypass', the old fear of the A. T. & T. coalition,
was now possible utilizing the new technological platform.

In addition, though, to the ability of penetrating each other's markets, both the RBOCs and the
long distance carriers faced the very real possibility of other telecommunications industries seeking
to compete within their existing customer bases. Cable television, energy utility companies, and
other broadcast based industries were also seeking access to voice and data transmission within the
local and long distance exchanges. On the other hand, though, the convergence was a two way
street, and suddenly the possibility existed for the telephone companies to enter new lines of
services such as pay-per-view movies and cable television which had previously not been possible.

But tapping the new industria structure, for any of the industries involved in the
telecommunications field, was solely dependent on gaining interconnection access to the network,
and specificaly to the local exchange network. Once again, the RBOCs held the strategic
bottleneck, and from their position of dominance could set the conditions and costs for such
access.

Policy makers, thus, by the early 1990s saw their decision process further complicated by the
technological convergence occurring within the total telecommunications industry. Interconnection
access between the two tiers of the telephone industry was now expanded, and began to takein al
aspects of telecommunications. But the process of decision making was to be even further
complicated by the introduction of a new element based on economic and political ideology and
nationalism.

The technological convergence that was occurring within the domestic telecommunications
industries of the United States, was also beginning to affect the global telecommunications
industries. The same forces of industrial consolidation that were being experienced within the
United States were aso beginning to emerge in other countries, especially those that had advanced
telecommunications platforms. As Western and Asian nations invested in upgrading their
telecommunications platforms, and further pushed the digitalization process into a single technical
area, the pressures for industrial consolidation and reconfiguration appeared in other nations.
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This process of convergence pressure coincided with the decline of the traditional industrial base
within al Western economies and Japan. The development of off-shore manufacturing, distributed
manufacturing networks spread around the world, and the movement of labor intensive industries
into lower labor costs markets, began to be trandated in all Western nations into anew policy area
that sought to create anew industrial base for various nations.

The growth potential for advanced telecommunications services and products became a major
industrial development arenafor all nations involved in the World Trade Organization, and the
various international trade agreements. Long standing pressure from the United States in terms of
market access and trade liberalization became involved in the newly emerging telecommunications
industries. Seeking to exploit it's competitive advantage in telecommunications, the United States
advanced a platform of privatization of the various nationally owned telephone companies, and the
opening of foreign markets to United States tel ecommunications industry members.

The American strategy was successful in opening the foreign markets, but required that, in turn,
the United States telecommunications markets would a so be opened to foreign competition. Now
the telephone issue in the United States was further complicated by the inclusion of foreign trade
access into the discussion.

But the movement of the policy discussion into the area of foreign competition also allowed for the
development of anew view on the issue of local exchange access and interconnection. Democratic
Party leadership in both Congress and the White House formulated a new policy area based on the
concept of developing an information society, and creating a new information based economy in
the United States. Using a combination of infrastructure underwriting, industrial incentives, and
national regulatory authority, the Democratic leadership sought to create a national industrial
development policy that incorporated all aspects of the telecommunications industry under asingle
program.

The attempt to move toward a national telecommunications industrial policy though was met by
counter-force based on the concepts of a deregulated, competitive market driven policy. The
Republican Congressional leadership formulated an information society policy based on their
predisposition toward a reduced role for the national government, and a completely open
competitive market that would allow for the telecommunications industry to organically consolidate
based on market factors.

While the development of a new policy theory related to the telecommunications industry allowed
the discussion to move off the issue of telephone exchange access, it also opened the doors to
various industrial pressures being brought to bear against individual members of Congress. The
ensuing conflict between the industrial politica champions in Congress, coupled to the
deteriorating ideological confrontation between the centralization policy of the Democrats versus
the decentralization policy of the Republicans, ultimately resulted in a compromise development

policy.

The eventua policy which combined some economic freeing of the telecommunications industries,
but within aframework that retained limited Federal and State regulatory oversight, in fact, retained
the original split authority levelsthat had previously existed within the industry. While the industry
was allowed to move toward consolidation and competition, oversight authority over the industries
development was still retained within the policy regime.
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In terms of the development of a policy subsystem, the period from 1984 to 1996 sees the
continued expansion of both issues and membership within what originally was defined as the
telephone policy subsystem.

By 1984, the telephone policy subsystem had evolved into a combination of various governmental
and industrial groups pursuing separate policy agendas and areas of interests. The configuration of
the subsystem, after the MFJ ruling, appeared as follows.

Theolder A. T. & T. group had been dismembered, and in the processA. T. & T.'spolicy issues
became separated from both the independent telephone companies, and the former state
incorporated Bell systems. In the process of dismemberment, A. T. & T.'s agenda was no longer
linked to the issues within the various local exchanges. Instead of being aligned with the local
exchangeissues, A. T. & T. aligned it's policy agenda with the other alternative national long
distance providers. From the position of being along distance provider, A. T. & T. began to attack
the local exchange concerns related to the older issues of cross subsidy support, and loca
interconnection requirements.

The other members of theold A. T. & T. group, namely the independent tel ephone companies and
the seven newly created RBOCs, remained aligned as ajoint issue group. This group was focused
on maintaining rights to set interconnection requirements, and continuing high access charges to
offset the loss of the national long distance cross subsidy payments. In addition to access issues,
the local network group was also concerned with recovering enough funds through the access
charges to capitalize the local exchange network upgrade, and thus entering new forms of line of
business services centered around data processing transmissions.

The Department of Defense group's concern over an integrated national network communications
backbone to support national defense ill remained a priority. While national defense access
remained a high priority, the removal of A. T. & T. asthe "network manager", and the failure to
develop an equivalent "manager”, added a degree of complexity to the national defense equation.
Faced with an expanding network of providers, the Department of Defense shifted it's priority to
assuring that a national common standard of communication was maintained across all networks,
and thus assuring that interconnection quality would be maintained through the backbone system.
In the process of shifting toward the standards agenda, the Department of Defense abandoned
championing any one company as the network manager

The Department of Justice's agenda also shifted after the MFJ. Previous to the MFJ, the DOJ
attempted to be involved in all aspects of interconnection access, and equipment standards. After
the MFJ, though, DOJ focused exclusively on A. T. & T. and the seven RBOCs. The new agenda
of "constant surveillance" of both A. T. & T. and the RBOCs is seen as necessary to assure that
the older configuration of the Bell and A. T. & T. structure is not recreated. In the process of
monitoring, DOJ ignores developments that were occurring in other sectors of the industry.

The State PUCs agenda remains primarily focused on the maintenance of universal service, and the
continuation of some form of cross subsidy payments to underwrite the costs of local access. In
pursuit of this agenda, the State PUCs focus exclusively on supporting the RBOCs and the
Independent telephone companies, and opposing the long distance providers attempts to achieve
reduction in local exchange access charges. While the PUCs have agreement on the concept of
universal service mechanisms and principles, there is also a degree of tension developing within
the group. Thistension isthe result of various states devel oping independent economic policies
focused around telecommunications, and seeking to advance their individual state's economic
condition at the expense of other state members of the PUCs.
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The F. C. C.'s agenda also became exclusively focused on the promotion of market competition
within the industry and the overall network. While still trying to maintain network standards at the
national level, the F. C. C. pursued a policy of encouraging competition within both the national
and local exchanges. The encouragement of competition within the local exchanges, put the F. C.
C. into direct confrontation with the State PUCs, and lead to a series of Federal Court Challenges
by both the F. C. C. and the State PUCs..

Surrounding the entire policy subsystem, during the middle to late 1980s, are also the newly
emerging issues over globa competition and technological convergence.

On the global economic level, the opening of competition within the American telephone network
immediately leads to a penetration of the equipment market by foreign firms. This equipment
penetration is tranglated into a trade deficit within the telecommunications industry of the United
States. Responding to the trade deficit, the United States Department of State beginsto pressure
other nations to open trade in both the equipment and transmission sectors of international
telecommunications. Eventually, the pressure for market access is translated into a round of new
treaty agreements to open the telecommunications borders. The new treaties put further pressure on
the domestic industry to open access to both long distance and local exchanges.

Technological developments, during the same time period, also begin to impact across the
spectrum of various types of telecommunication industries within both the United States and other
nations. The process of technological convergence of the communication platform destroys the pre-
existing industrial boundaries between the various members of the telecommunications industry.
The possibility of cross industrial merger and consolidation suddenly becomes feasible. In the
process of expanding the communications platform access, the technological convergence also
expands membership and issues within the telephone policy subsystem.

The convergence of both domestic and international telecommunications economics, plus the
convergence of the technological platform of the industry, eventualy is trandated into a new
political and economic agenda dubbed "the information society”. The political agenda that is
devel oped seeks to offset the deteriorating industrial base of the nation which has been built on an
older technological platform. The new economic development platform, though, requires that
previous separations within the telecommunications industry be abolished.

The emerging members of the new industrial order do not, though, share mutual knowledge in
terms of either economics, law, or science. While distinct in their social and legal development,
they now share a common need in terms of accessto the "network™. But the concept of the
"network™ has now also changed, and rather than being exclusively a single type of network, the
network now includes telephones, entertainment, data processing, international and national trade,
defense, and wireless communications. The "network™” has actually come to mean a "network of
networks", and each member has become dependent on access to all the nodes of the various
networks. Suddenly the older principle of network access by customers and locations has taken a
guantum leap in meaning and scope.

The newly developing members of the subsystem while not sharing a common body of knowledge
or principles, now find that they are resource dependent on access to each other's network. At this
point in time, the issue network that had been in existence falls, and in it's place a dissipative
network made up of separate spheres of interests and knowledge, linked to each other by the
resource exchange between the network, comes into existence.
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Each of the groups of networks within the new dissipative field find themselves cycling around
various ranges of resource exchange between other groups, and constantly adapting both their
internal processes and organizational structures. Their very existence now depends on their ability
to adapt and transform themselves as the network evolves, and new innovations and services enter
the network. At this point in time all internal cohesion islost within the membership, and the
historical self-identity is discarded.

As for the authoritative shell that previously surrounded the telephone policy subsystem - the
Judicial, Executive, Congressional, and State Executive and L egidative structures - their powers of
supervision have been removed. Unable to conceptualize what this newly emerging technology
may mean to society, the authoritative level of society decides to allow the technology to emerge
within the arena of private competition. Placing their faith on the older principles of scientific
determinism and belief in economic opportunity from scientific development, the leaders of the
political order opt for a non-interference philosophy.

In the end, the government has been minimalized in it's activities within the arena of industrial
competition, and waits to see what social structure will emerge. Thus the new social order will be
defined by the process of industrial competition rather than the exercise of Hume's "cam
passions’. Hobbs has triumphed !
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The Duality of Structure

The concept of an information society presents to the American mind a medium which is new and
unfamiliar, and yet somehow also familiar.

On the one hand the information society is unfamiliar and unlike anything previously known to
mankind. We are presented with a new form of human interaction which allows for forms of
mediating technology to merge all of our separate communications mediums into a single unified
format. In addition, the mediating technology alows us to individualy transform the
communications into new formats and new bodies of information and knowledge at will. This new
concept is further enhanced by its linkage to a global communications network which, in essence,
destroys our traditional concepts of both time and distance in terms of our personal interactions
between senders and receivers of communications. We are thus faced with a new and powerful
instrument for advancing human understanding and knowledge, and one which possess both
personal and commercial potential.

At the same time, though, the new concept is still somewhat familiar. While the technology allows
for the merging of media formats, and dramatically increases the access we have to information,
the final medium we view resembles traditional formats that we have previously encountered.
Sound, data, graphics, text, still retain their original representational values, and are interpreted
through human symbolic structures we have formally devel oped within our social and commercial
existence. In fact, it isthis retention of previous representational values and structures which
allows for the process of transformation to occur, and to be quickly adapted into our existing social
order.

Political leaders, commercia developers, and general citizens are thus presented with a new
potential for both personal and economic development which can be quickly adapted into our
existing social structures, but one that also requires modifying preexisting frames of social,
commercial, and legal knowledge to accommodate the new technological format.

Compounding the adaptation process for society is the fact that the technology itself is grounded in
an economic devel opment process that is by its very nature destabilizing. Information technology,
at this point in its development, is highly dependent on innovation. In terms of the telephone
industry, the concept of a value added network (VAN) is agood example of thisinnovation factor
at work.

Under the concept of aVAN, data, voice, image are sent across a single transmission link. In and
of itself, the content of transmission has no value within the link. But under the concept of aVAN,
value is added to the transmission by it's ability to be manipulated and transformed into a new form
of data. Thus, in the case of abusinesstraveler, value is added to the initial transmission by linking
the transmission to airline reservations, hotel reservations, automobile reservations, etc. Each time
the transmission is linked to another commercial node, the value of the original transmission is
increased. The same concept of value being added through increasing linkages can be replicated in
banking transactions, commodity exchanges, stock purchases, group conference work, and so on.
In fact, any human endeavor which requires group interaction and processing can become a
potential commercia development areafor the concept of aVVAN.

But, since the value of the linkages is directly connected to the pervasiveness of the

communications network which is open to all, and since the capitalization costs of such services
are low - requiring only computers and high speed communications links - the potential for
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competition among different VAN resellersis high. Any VAN reseller must stay competitive by
increasing the value of the original transmission by increasing the potential number of applications
the data can be subjected to while being processed. Thus, the competitive advantage goes to the
reseller who can introduce innovation in the processing stream, thus continuing to increase the
value of the data.

Thisinnovation factor is critical in al elements of the telecommunicationsindustry asit is presently
evolving. Theinteresting point about this new innovation factor, though, isthat corporate size does
not, in itself, offer a competitive advantage. In fact, larger organizational size could become a
liability in such an environment. Traditional organizational models that incorporate both vertical
and horizontal integration within the service and product processes tend to produce internal stability
within an organization, but at a cost of slowing the introduction of innovation into the
organizational system. In a highly competitive environment such asis created with VANS, speed of
innovation in the service and product development line is critical for success and to maintain
competitive advantage.

The new economic factor for the information industry is thus the ability to quickly innovate new
services and products, and to constantly be seeking newer and more advanced applications.
Internal production and staff capacity, in the new economics, haslittle or no value to such newly
devel oping companies.

Thus the new industrial format for telecommunications involves, first, dropping off the concept of
vertical integration within the organization. Vertical integration within an organization produces
side affects such as layering of processes, construction of hierarchies of authority and decision
making, and freezing of resources to internal capacity which may be operating at below peak load,
all of which block innovation in terms of product and service devel opment time.

The new technology itself assists the industry in this process of dropping vertical integration
because the equipment utilized in the system and networks is modular, and rather than being
repaired asit failsit isinstead completely replaced. Thus there does not exist the necessity of
having repair or service integrated within the organization. In addition, equipment utilized within
the network is now produced by an expanding group of suppliers, and based on industry standards
that are commonly known. Thus the telecommunications organization of today, unlike the older A.

T. & T. and Western Electric model, has no interna requirement for equipment production

capacity.

Once the vertical integration is dropped from the organization, the new telecommunications
organizations can concentrate on the horizontal integration of the firm. Once again, the new
company is assisted in this effort by the very technology it is using.

Previously, horizontal organizational structures incorporated such components as market and
distribution centers, retail outlets, customer service, and management into a single organization.
The development of advanced telecommunications, though, alows the newly developing
telecommuni cations companies to devel op the horizontal integration, but without the necessity of
having to own the eements involved in the horizontal structure. By using sub-contracting
techniques, and monitoring horizontal services through communications networks, these new
companies can create the distribution and retail outlets required to advance their services, but
without the necessity of directly owning such companies. It is exactly this horizontal format which
has produced such dominate telecommunications and computer firms such as M. C. |. and
Microsoft Corporation.
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By de-coupling ownership from horizontal structure, telecommunications firms can continue to
pursue innovation within their product and service offerings by forming contractual relations with
product devel opers, software creators, distribution networks, and other companies willing to form
along-term relationship with the core telecommunications company. It is also possible, under the
new horizontal format, for various types of telecommunications providersto link their services and
products, and expand their market and user base, both domestically and internationally.

Thus the end result is anew form of telecommunications organization that is able to quickly adopt
innovation into its services, with minimal advanced capitalization investments, while also able to
merge formats and media across different types of telecommunications producers. But it is exactly
this new organizational capacity which runsdirectly into conflict with the traditional cultural values
and knowledge of the American society.

Historically, the United States political and social order has tried to create a balance between
centralization versus decentraization in both political and economic power. We have tried to
achieve this balance in our political world by fragmenting authority and power between the various
branches of government, and between the State and Federal governments. In terms of economic
power, we have sought to curtail economic centraization through, first, reliance on State
government powers over incorporation laws, and latter through the introduction of anti-trust
concepts through the Sherman and Clayton Acts. In both the political and economic arenas, we
have advanced this concept of balance through traditional social values which have held as an
individual right the ability to have access to political decision making, and, in the economic arena,
the individual right to have equitable access to economic opportunity.

In terms, though, of economic concentration we have not, though, created a prohibition against the
development of an economic monopoly. Both the Sherman Act and the Clayton Act have always
recognized that naturally occurring monopolies do exist, and that an economic monopoly is
possible through equitable and fair competition within any market place. Thus, in the United
States, it is possible for a monopoly to exist if the factors leading to its creation either were
"natura”, or were the result of economic efficiency in a competitive environment.

While we do allow for the possibility of some forms of monopolies, we do prohibit the use of
Trusts to create a monopoly in any commercial sector. In essence, atrust is the formation of a
cartel. It is an attempt by various suppliers within a commodity exchange to form a closed system
of exchanges between themselves which ultimately lead to their control over the total capacity of
production within the commodity chain. By gaining control over the capacity, they are able to
block the offering of alternative goods, and thus can set the price for the commodity beyond the
true market value.

The prohibition against the use of Trustsin the United Statesis based on two values. Thefirstis
that atrust violates the public interest by placing the citizen at an unfair advantage in the market
place. The second value isthat atrust violates the rights of a citizen to equitable access to economic
opportunity by closing out the possibility of an individual developing as an alternative competitor
to the members of the trust. But the traditional American values concerning the prohibition toward
the use of forms of trusts and cartels is a magjor impediment to the development of a new
telecommunications industry, and the emergence of the information society.

The new economics of the development of value within both information and innovation require
the development of organizational structures which, in many ways, resemble the older forms of
trusts and cartels. In addition, historically the telecommunications industry, due to both the
increase of value of a network through customer access, and the costs associated with the
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duplication of transmission systems, have generally driven the industry toward consolidation and
merger. Thus any change in the existing telecommunications laws ran a great risk of violating the
bal ance between centralization versus decentralization of economic development and access within
traditional American values and laws.

When examining the development of the telephone policy subsystem from 1984 to 1996, we see a
definite process of structuration occurring.

Thefirst element of development relates to the area of ontological security. Historically, the
telecommunications industry has tended toward centralization. Driving this tendency toward
centralization has the combination of the high costs associated with capitalizing the network, and
the perceived necessity of maintaining the overall technical standards within the network in order to
promote transmission quality. While the industry has a natural tendency toward centralization and
consolidation, this tendency has been oppossed in the United States by a societal value which has
generally manifested itself within the historical development of the nation.

In general, the American social order has viewed industrial concentration with suspicion, Attempts
to move in this direction have generally been viewed as a means to concentrate both economic and
political power in asmall number of individual hands, and thus a direct threat to both individual
rights of freedom and individual rights of equality of economic opportunity. When translated into
the telecommunications industry, the tendency toward centralization and consolidation has been
met by a broad based social opposition which isrouted in abelief in the threat to the ontological
security of society. Thisthreat is generally perceived as limiting one's right of choice, and reducing
access to economic opportunity.

In order to offset this underlying principle within the overal society, the telecommunications
industry, and it's political supporters, needed to devel op assurances that both the patterns of social
conduct in terms of individual choice and economic opportunity were not disturbed. In addition, by
1996 the telecommuni cations system had become incorporated into the routinization patterns of the
majority of citizens, and thus existing patterns of conduct could not be disturbed without creating
broad based social opposition.

The industry, on the other hand, had to develop a strategy that would allow for it to maintain
existing levels of service, and yet provide enough flexibility to evolve new structures for the
industry through consolidation. To achieve the balance, the industry along with the politica
leadership, developed a strategy that would not allow for complete dismantling of the existing
regime. Rather a strategy was developed that allowed for a slow dismemberment of the industry,
and a new reconfiguration, but done in such a way that there would be a period of societal
incorporation and adjustment. In this manner, it was hoped, a new form of social conduct and
routinization would appear, and fit the new industrial order.

In order to move to these new patterns of conduct, it was necessary that changes be created at both
the practical and discursive levels of consciousness. At the practical level of consciousness, the
underlying belief within the American society and social level coming from the advancement of
science, were tapped.The information society agenda was advanced as an extension of the
historical belief in the economic and social benefits to be derived from scientific development. The
shift in this direction allowed for the telephone policy subsystem's arguments concerning access
and interconnection to be subsumed under the new information society banner. Cloaking the issues
under this banner led to a more positive image, and the ability to shift arguments away from the
practical level of consciousness and toward the discursive levels of consciousness.
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At the discursive level of consciousness the concepts of regulatory and judicial oversight to protect
the public interest were directly attacked by both the industrial and legislative members of the
policy subsystem.

The basic principles of regulatory oversight and anti-trust action were attacked, and presented as
blockages to achieving the new economic order available through the wonders of modern science.
Assisting in this process of reframing was a general social uneasiness over the slow displacement
of traditional industrial orders within the country, and the emergence of the global economic order.
Thus government structures were reframed as forming blockages to the advancement of the
economic well being of the average citizen, and an understanding of the perceived superiority of
the new American economic order.

To implement this new level of discursive consciousness, the levels of normative and semantic
knowledge were altered. At the normative level was an existing social knowledge related to the
historical distrust of industrial consolidation and monopolies. In order to offset this"conventional
wisdom", the new knowledge advanced stated that the freeing of the system from regulation would
allow entrepreneurs access to the network, and thus create a system of decentralized competition.

This normative knowledge was translated into semantic knowledge by requiring that the network,
at all levels, was open to access to any and all competitors. It was further advanced by opening
access to multiple types of industrial members, thus assuring that a reasonable level of economic
equals would enter the competitive arena simultaneously.

Top promote this access, the authoritative and allocative levels of resources were also redefined.
On the authoritative level, the rights of network ownership were reduced by requiring complete
network access. On the allocative resource level, the separation based on transmission type was
abolished, and the network was open to al communications mediums.

In order to reframe the social system and socia practice, the regulatory system was changed. The
F. C. C. and State PUCs oversight role was altered, and rather than acting as guardians of the
public interest, they became policemen to assure that fair competition would occur between the
industrial competitors.

On the social practice side, the combination of service expansion to appeal to consumer choicein
the network, was reinforced, and thus looped back to speed the processes of routinization. By
looping the process back to the applied level, the system would be able to continue to reify the
underlying assumptions framing it's inception.

Thefinal bill that was passed by Congress, and signed into law by the President, seeks to retain
the traditional belief in the balance between centralization and decentralization within both the
political and economic arenas, while, at the same time, freeing up the telecommunications industry
to move toward the new economics of competition. In terms of political power, we once again see
the split of regulatory authority between the State and Federal governments, but with the attempt to
mediate between the two levels through the use of Joint Review Boards. In terms of anti-trust, the
concept of trust formation is somewhat liberalized, allowing for industrial consolidation and
merger across mediums, and the formation of horizonta relationships through contracts and
mergers. But, while the F. C. C. is given exclusive review authority over these mergers, the
Justice Department must be consulted in terms of evaluating the potential development of an anti-
competitive trust. In addition, both the regulatory and economic oversight controls must be donein
amanner that encourages continuing growth of market competition.

457



In the end, the final law is an attempt to once again reconceptualize the traditional American values
in terms of the diffusion of both political and economic power within the society, but in
relationship to a newly emerging economic and technological base for the society. Once again,
human values and institutional structures interact to reify the fundamental beliefs of the society, but
how successful this attempt will be, though, is still in question.

Telecommunications Structuration Loop:1996

Social System and Practices:
—® Regulatory Policing of Fair Competition

Authoritative and Allocative Resources:
Total Network Access

Normative and Semantic Knowledge:
Technological Competition

Practical and Discursive Consciousness:
Government Blockage of the Information Scociety

Patterns of Conduct and Routinization:
Gradual Industrial Dismemberment and Reconfiguraﬁgﬁ

Ontological Security:
—— Economic Centralization versus Decentralization

458



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Akira, K. (1981). "The Palitical Influence of the Japanese Higher Civil Service". Japan Quarterly.
Volume 28. Number 1. January - March. 45 - 55.

Allen, Robert. (1995). Press Release. “F.C.C. Involvement in Access’. Washington, D. C.:
American Telephone and Telegraph.

Alliance for Competitive Communications. (1995). Press Release. “Position on Conference
Committee”. August. Washington, DC

Aronson, A. and Peter F. Cowhey. (1988). When Countries Talk: International Trade in
Telecommunications Services Cambridge, Massachusetts: Ballinger.

Atlanta Journal and Constitution. (1995). "Baby Bells Call For Help Via Gingrich". August 3.
Section A. 7A.

Austin Business Journal. (1995). " Telecommunications Battle Heats Up". April 14. Austin, Texas.
Austin Business Journal, Incorporated. Volume 15. Number 8. 14 - 16.

"Bangemann”. (1994). Europe and the Global Information Society. Paris: Bangemann Group.
European Commission, European Union. July 1.

Belifante and Tarcliff. (1993). "The Effects of the Breakup of AT& T on Telephone Penetration in
the United States'. American Economic Review. May. 178 - 184.

Benton Foundation. (1995). Analysis of SR. 652. July 5.
. (1995). Analysis of H.R. 1555. August.

Berman, Jerry. (1996). Press Release. "Internet Freedom of Speech”. February 1. Washington,
DC.: Center for Democracies and Technology.

Billboard. (1995). "Dingell Dangles Deal Change". February 4. Volume 107. Number 5. 115.
Bingaman, Anne K., Assistant Attorney General, Antitrust Division, United States Department of
Justice. (1995). “Promoting Competition in Telecommunications’. Address before the National
Press Club. Washington, D. C.. Feb. 28.

Binz, Ron. (1995). Press Release. in Denver Post, Business News, December 22.

Blau, Andrew. (1995). "Conflicting Views of the Information Superhighway". Benton
Foundation. /Benton/Com.Policy Forum. June.

Bliley, Thomas. (1996). Press Release. "Teecommunications Monopolies'. February 2.
Washington, DC.: United States House of Representatives.

“Bliley Profile”. (1995). America OnLine (AOL). November 6.

Breaux, John. (1995). Press Release. "The Congress Can Break the Telecommunications Policy
Stalemate”. March 3. Washington, DC.: United States Senate.

459



Broadcasting and Cable. (1994). "Communications Invests in Political Leaders'. November 28.
Volume 124. Number 48. 84.

. (21995). "Pressler Top Corporate Fund-raiser”. August 21. Volume 125. Number 34. 39 -
40.

. (21996). February 26. Volume 126. Number 9. 22 - 23.

Brock, Gerald. (1986). The Telecommunications Industry: The Dynamics of Market Structure
Cambridge, Massachusetts.. Harvard University Press.

Busch, Noel F. (1972). Japan. New Y ork: American Heritage Publishing Company, Inc.
Cdiforniaversus F.C.C., (1977). 567 F. 2d 84. District of Columbia Circuit Court.
Cadliforniaversus F.C.C. (1990). 905 f. 2d 1217. Ninth Circuit Court.

Chen, Edwin. (1996). "Gore Laying Foundation for Higher Office Even as He Promotes Clinton's
Reelection, Aides are Mobilizing for a White House Bid in 2000". July 16. Los Angles. Los
Angles Times. Section A. 5A.

Clinton, William. (1995). “ Statement Announcing Intent To Veto Telecommunications Legidation
H.R. 1555”. August 1. Washington, D. C.

Coall, Steve. (1986). The Ded of the Century: The Breakup of A. T. & T.. New Y ork: Athenaeum.
Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report. (1993). "High Performance Computing”, "National
Competitiveness Act”, "Bell Telephone Regulations’. Washington, DC.: Congressional Quarterly,
Incorporated. Volume 51. Issue 49. December 12. 3372 - 3388.

. (1994). "GOP Leadership Fight Opens As Lott Takes On Simpson”. November 19.
Washington, DC.: Congressional Quarterly Incorporated. Volume 52. Number 45. 3327.

_.(1994). "Sides Fielding New Teams In Legidlative Battle". November 26. Washington, DC.:
Congressional Quarterly Incorporated. Volume 52. Number 46. 3406 - 3409.

. (1995). "Conflict of Interest Questions Raised by Bliley's Holdings'. Washington, DC.:
Congressional Quarterly Incorporated. Volume 53. Number 21. 1475 - 1479.

. (1995). "Bliley Investments Go to Blind Trust". June 10. Washington, DC.: Congressional
Quarterly Incorporated. Volume 53. Number 23. 1613.

. (1995). “Pressler Stumbles, Gets His Footing and Wins High Praise Colleagues’. June 17.
Washington, DC: Congressional Quarterly Incorporated. Volume 53. Number 24. 1728 - 1729.

. (1995). "House Pressures Deregulation, Undaunted by Veto Threat". August 5. Washington,
DC: Congressional Quarterly Incorporated. Volume 53.

. (1995). "Tdecommunications Bills Compared’. September 21. Washington, DC.:
Congressional Quarterly Incorporated. Volume 53. Number 37. 6 - 7.

460



. (1995). "Talks Begin to Show Progress, But Agreement Looks Elusive". November 11.
Washington, DC.: Congressional Quarterly Incorporated. Volume 53. Number 44. 3451.

. (1995) “Final Conference Bill”. December 12. Washington, DC: Congressional Quarterly
Incorporated. Volume 53. 14.

. (1996). "Telecom Conference Stalled by Budget". January 6. Washington, DC.:
Congressional Quarterly Incorporated. Volume 54. Number 1. 58.

__.(21996). "New Problems Replace the Old for Stalled Overhaul™. January 27. Washington.
DC.: Congressional Quarterly Incorporated. Volume 54. Number 4. 219 - 220.

. (1996). "Gingrich Faces New Complaint About House Rules Violations'. April 27.
Washington, DC.: Congressional Quarterly Incorporated. Volume 54. Number 17. 1154.

__.(21996). "Pressler's Career On the Line". September 21. Washington, DC.: Congressional
Quarterly Incorporated. Volume 54. Number 38. 2686.

. (1996). "South Dakota'. October 19. Washington, DC.. Congressional Quarterly
Incorporated. Volume 54. Number 42. 3028 - 3029.

Congressional Quarterly, Special Report. (1995). "The Fine Print: A Side-by-Side Comparison of
the House and Senate Telecommunications Bills'. September 23. Washington, DC.:
Congressional Quarterly, Incorporated. Volume 53. Supplement to Issue 37.

Congressional Record. (1995). March 9.

Conyer, John. (1996). Press Release. "Corporate Give Away". February 1. Washington, DC.:
United States House of Representatives.

Cowhey, Peter. (1990). "The International Telecommunications Regime: The Political Roots of
Regimes For High Technology”. in International Organization. Vol. 44. Number 2. Spring. 169 -
199.

Daley, Michael. (1995). Press Release. “ F.C.C. Involvement in Access’. Washington, DC: Bell
Atlantic.

Deagon, Brian. (1996). "Antsy Phone Firms Try to Sway Congress. July 18. Computers and
Technology. A8.

"Detariffing the Installation and Maintenance of Inside Wiring". (1986). Final Rule, 51, F. C. C.,
Federal Regulation 84987, 59 Rad. Reg. 2d.

Drew, Elizabeth. (1996). Showdown: The Struggle Between the Gingrich Congress and the
Clinton White House. New Y ork: Simon and Schuster.

Digitd Media. (1994). "Gore Outlines Communications Policy". January 31. Seybold
Publications. Volume 3. Number 8. 8 - 12.

461



Dole, Robert (Bob). (1996). Press Release. "F.C.C. Spectrum Auction”. February 1.
Washington, DC.: United States Senate.

Drake, William J.. (1994). "Asymmetric Deregulation and the Transformation of the International
Telecommunications Regime.” in Asymmetric Deregulation: Dynamics of Telecommunications
Policy in Europe and the United States. eds. Eli Noam and Gerald Pogorel. Norwood, New
Jersey: Ablex Publishing Company.

Eilperin, Juliet. (1995). “Ethics Panel Stops Inquiry of Bulk Sales for Speaker Gingrich’s Book”.
Roll Call. Washington, D. C. November 13.

Faulhaber, Gerald R.. (1987). Telecommunications in Turmoil: Technology and Public Policy.
Cambridge, Massachusetts: Ballinger Publishing Company.

F. C. C., "Brief". (1982). Brief of the Federal Communications Commission as Amicus Curiae,
On Stipulation and Modification of Final Judgment. April 20. U. S. vs. AT&T. CA Number 74-
1698, 82-0192, Misc. Number 82-0025. (PI) (D. D. C.).

F. C. C., "ENFIA". (1983). Exchange Network Facilities for Interstate Access Tariffs. 93 FCC
2d 739. Washington, D. C. : Federal Communications Commission. April 5.

F. C. C., "Fowler". (1983). "Investigation of Access and Divestiture Related Tariffs", October 19.
Mark S. Fowler to the Honorable Robert Packwood. Memorandum Opinion and Order. FCC CC
Docket 83-1145. Washington, D. C.: Federal Communications Commission.

Feketekuty, Geza, and Jonathan D. Aronson. (1984). "Meeting the Challenges of the World
Information Economy,” The World Economy, March, Vol. 7, No. 1, pp. 63-86.

“Fields Profile”. (1995). AmericaOnLine (AOL). July 25.

Finkelstein. Joseph. (1989). Windows On A New World: The Third Industrial Revolution. New
Y ork: Greenwood Press.

Fortune. (1995). "The House Makes The Call on Telecom Bill". July 24. New York: Time
Incorporated. Volume 132. Number 2. 17.

France. (1991). France; Country Profile: 1990 - 1991. London: The Economist Intelligence Unit
Limited.

Frantzich, Stephen E. (1982) "Communications and Congress,” in ed. Benjamin , pp. 88-101.
Friedman, Milton and Rose. (1981). Freeto Choose. New Y ork: Avon Books.

Galup, G. Jr. (1992). "The Gallup Poll: Public Opinion 1992". Wilmington, Delaware: Scholarly
Resources.

Gingrich, Newt. (1995). Where We Go From Here: The House Republican Plan for a Better
American Future. . News Release. April.

__(1995). House Republican Plan For A Better American Future. Washington, D. C.: House
Republican Caucus.

462



. (1995). To Renew America. New Y ork™ Harper and Collins.

Glapion, Roy. (1994). Press Release. "Telecommunications Upgrade”. New Orleans, Louisiana:
New Orleans City Council.

Gore, Albert. (1994). Speech. Televison Academy. University of Caifornia at Los Angles.
January 11.

__.(2995). "Telecommunications Policy Reform Initative". Speech at UCLA, January 11. Vita
Speeches. February 1, 1994. Volume 60. Issue 8. 229 - 234.

. (1996). Press Release. "Executive and Congressiona Cooperation”. February 2.
Washington, DC.: Office of the Vice-President of the United States.

Grace, J. Peter. (1987). "Bringing Efficiency to Government,” Leaders, a Specia Tenth
Anniversary Edition: The World in the Next Ten Years'. The Information Decade. John Diebold
as Guest Editor, January-March, p. 70.

Grace, J. Peter. (1984). Burning Money--The Waste of Y our Tax Dollars. New Y ork: MacMillan
Publishing Company.

"Green Book". (1987). Green Book on Telecommunications. Paris. Commission of European
Communities.

Hadden, Susan. (1994). White Paper. Policy Committee. Alliance for Public Technology.

Hall, Alix-Marie and Jean Terren. (1987). "An Effective Strategy for Information Delivery". The
Journal of Business Strategy. Vol. 8. Number 1. Summer.

Haring, John R. and Kathleen B. Levitz. (1989). "The Law and Economics of Federalism in
Telecommunications'. Federal Communications Law Journal. Los Angles: UCLA School of Law.
Volume 41, Number 3. 261 - 328.

Heginbotham, Stanley J. (1987). "Foreign Policy Information for Congress: Patterns of
Fragmentation and Advocacy,” The Washington Quarterly, Summer. pp. 149-162.

Hillen, Hank. (1992). Al Gore Jr.. His Life and Career. New York: Birch Lane Press, Carol
Publishing Group.

Hinckley, Ronald H. (1986). "National Security in the Information Age," The Washington
Quarterly. Spring. pp. 125-140.

Hitchings, T. E.. (1992). "Facts on File". New Y ork: Facts on File. Volume 52. Number 2675.

Hollings, Ernest. (1995). Press Release. "Hollings Pushes New Communications Reform
Measure". February 15. Washington, DC: United States Senate.

. 1995. (Press Release). “Hollings Says Telecom Bill Protects Consumers.” December 6.
Washington, DC: United States Senate.

463



HR 820. (1993). National Competitiveness Act. 103rd Congress. Ist Session. House.
HR. 1757. (1993). High Performance Computing. 103rd Congress. Ist Session. House.
HR. 2639. (1993). National Competitiveness Act. 103rd Congress. Ist Session. House.
HR 3333. (1979). Communications Act. of 1979. 96th Congress. st Session. House.
HR. 3626. (1993). Bell Telephone Restrictions. 103rd Congress. st Session. House.
HR. 3636. (1993). Cross-Ownership Restrictions. 103rd Congress. Ist Session. House.
HR. 5158. (1981). Telecommunications Act of 1982. 97th Congress. Ist Session. House.
HR. 6121. (1979). Telecommunications Act of 1979. 96th Congress. Ist Session. House.

Hundt, Reed. (1995). Statement. “Standards and Staffing Mix”. Federal Communications
Commission. Washington, DC

Indianapolis Business Journal. (1995). "Tryst on a Love Boat: Politicans and Media Magnets'.
July 17. Volume 16. Number 16. 6B.

Johnson, Chalmers. (1989). "MITI, MPT, and the Telecom Wars. How Japan Makes Policy for
High Technology". in Palitics and Productivity: How Japan's Development Strategy Works. eds.
Chamers Johnson, Laura D'Andrea Tyson, and John Zysman. New Y ork: Ballinger,

Johnson, John L. (1992). Vital Speeches. Vol. 58, #7. Jan. 15.

Johnson, Tim. (1993). Interview Transcript. "Senator Larry Pressler”. South Dakota Public
Television.

Karraker, Roger. (1991). "Highways of the Mind," Whole Earth Review, #70, Spring. pp. 4-9.
Kawakita, Takao. (1985). The MITI - MPT Wars. Tokyo: Kyoiku Sha.

Keller, Tim. (1994). Press Release. "Louisiana Telecom List". Baton Rouge, Louisiana
Governor's Task Force on Telecommunications.

Keyworth, George. (1995). Press Release. "Abolish the F.C.C.". Washington, DC.: Progress
and Freedom Foundation.

Kimmelman, Gene. (1996). Press Release. "Telecommunications Bill Vote'. February 1.
Washington, DC.: The Consumer Union.

Kirckhoff, Sue. (1996). "Republican Revolution on Hold Due to Budget Impasse”. January 19.
Wire Service Report. Reuters World Service, Incorporated.

Kosak, Rick. (1994). Press Release. "New Orleans Competition”. New Orleans, Louisiana
American Communications Services.

464



Kupper, Andrew. (1995). "Telecom Reformers are Getting a Busy Signal”. December 25. New
Y ork: Fortune Magazine. Special Section. 44.

Leopold, George. (1995). "Power to the F. C. C.". Computer and Communications Magazine.
October 1. P. 26.

Lewin Leonard. (1990). Telecommunications in the U.S.: Trends and Policies Dedham, MA:
Artech House, Inc..

Lightwave. (1995). "Pressler Discussion Draft Divides and Conquers - Maybe". April 1.
Washington, DC.: PenWell Publishing Company. Volume 12. Number 5. 26.

. (1995). "States Block Loca Competition, Out-Maneuver Federal Government”. June.
Washington, DC.: PenWell Publishing Company. Volume 12. Number 7. 36.

. (1995). "Telecommunications Reform Legidation a Candidate for Veto". September.
Washington, DC.: PenWell Publishing Company. Volume 12. Number 10. 32.

Louisiana Public Service Commission versus F. C. C. (1986). 476 U.S. 355.

Maraniss, David and Michagl Weisskopf. (1995). " Speaker and His Directors Make the Cash Flow
Right". The Washington Post. November 27. p. AOL.

Markey, Edward. (1996). Press Release. "Economic Blueprint”. February 2. Washington, DC.:
United States House of Representatives.

“Markey Profile”. (1995). AmericaOnLine (AOL). July 14.

Marquez, Myrian. (1996). "Promises Made, Promises Kept - But They Don't Amount Too
Much". March 22. Orlando, Florida: The Orlando Sentinel. Section A. A18.

Mayer. Robert. (1995). Press Release. “ Survey Results’. Washington, DC: Delotte and Touche.
June.

McAvoy, Kim. (1994). "Industry Funnels $50 Million To Congress'. Broadcasting and Cable. 2
May. p. 47. (Source: Common Cause).

. (2994). "Communications Invests in Political Leaders'. Broadcasting and Cable. November
28. p. 84. (Source: Common Cause).

McBee, Gary. (1995). Press Release. February 1. Washington, DC: Alliance for Competitive
Communication.

. (1995). Press Release. "ACC Reaction to New Pressler Telecom Draft". March 22.
Washington, DC.: Alliance for Competitive Communication.

. (1995). Press Release. December 6. Washington, DC: Alliance for Competitive
Communication.

Mcloskey, Bill. (1996). Press Release. "Momentum". Washington, DC.: Alliance for Competitive
Communication.

465



Mellman Group. (1995). Opinion Poll on Telephone Market Access. April 5. Washington, DC
"Memorandum™ (1968). 13 F.C.C. 2d 571.

Mollison, Andrew. (1995). "Congress Opens Talks on Balanced Budget Today. November 28.
Atlanta, Georgia: Atlanta Journal and Constitution. Section A. 12A.

Mother Jones. (1996). "Newt and the Dirty Dozen". September/October. 38 - 42.
Nader, Ralph. (1995). Press Release. “Letter to President Clinton”. Washington, D. C. August 4.

Nadler, Jonathan Jacob. (1995). "Give Peace a Chance: FCC - State Relations After California
[11". Federal Communications Law Journal. April. Volume 47, Number 3. 457 - 510.

NARUC. (1982). Annual Report on Utility and Carrier Regulation. Washington, D. C.: National
Association of Regulatory Utility Commissions.

National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners versus F.C.C. (1989). 880 F. 2d 422.
District of Columbia Circuit Court.

National Economic Research Associates. (1995). Press Release. “NERA Access Study”. May 8.
Washington, DC

Nau, Henry R. (1990). The Myth of America's Decline: Leading the World Economy into the
1990s. New Y ork: Oxford University Press.

NTIA. (1983). Long Range Goals in International Telecommunications and Information: An
Outline for United States Policy. Washington, D. C. : Nationa Telecommunications and
Information Administration. Government Printing Office.

New York Times. (1994). December 18. New Y ork: New Y ork Times Incorporated.

. (1996). Mr. Dole Fights a Big Giveaway". January 19. New York: New York Times
Incorporated. Section A. 28A.

. (1996). "Congress Votes to Reshape Communications Industry. February 2. New York:
New York Times Incorporated. Section A. Al.

Noam, Eli. (1992). Telecommunicationsin Europe. New Y ork: Oxford University Press.

___and Gerard Pogorel. (1994). Asymmetric Deregulation: The Dynamics of Telecommunications
Policy in Europe and the United States. Norwood, New Jersey: Ablex Publishing Company.

Noll, Roger G. and Bruce M. Owen. (1987). “United Statesv. AT& T: An Interim Assessment.”
Discussion Paper No. 139. Stanford, Californiac Workshop on Applied Microeconomics,
Industrial Organization, and Regulation. Stanford University. June.

. (1990). "State Regulatory Responses to Competition and Divedtiture in the
Telecommunications Industry”. in_Antitrust and Regulation. ed. R. E. Grieson. Lexington,
Massachusetts: Lexington Books.

466



Norton, Paul. (1996). "New Ethics Flap Comes to Madison". May 2. Madison, Wisconsin:
Capital Times. Section A. 1A.

North Carolina Utility Commission versus F.C.C. (1976). 537 F. 2d 787. Fourth District Court.

Okimoto, Daniel 1. (1989). Between MITI and the Market: Japanese Industrial Policy for High
Technology. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

"Olier". 1(994). "Claude Olier News Release”. Paris. Eunetcom.

OECD. (1992). Communications Outlook. Paris. Organization for Economic Co-operation and
Development.

. (1992). Convergence Between Telecommunications Technologies. Paris: Organization for
Economic Co-operation and Development.

"Order". (1983). United Statesvs. A. T. & T.. August 3. C A Number 82-0192, Misc. Number
82-0025, 569 F Supp. 1057.

OTA. (1990). "Ciritical Connections: Communications for the Future”. Washington, D. C.: Office
of Technology Assessment, Congress of the United States. O. T. A.-C. . T.-407. January.

. (1995). Assessmentsin Progress. Communications. Unpublished Work. Washington, D. C.
. Office of Technology Assessment. Congress of the United States.

"Oxley Profile". (1995). American OnLine (AOL). July 14.

Penn, Mark. J. and Douglas E. Schoen. (1996). “Why Our Game Plan Worked”. Time. Special
Issue: The Election of 1996. New Y ork. Fall.

Pepper. (1995). “ Statement”. Federal Communi cations Commission. Washington, DC

Perl and Taylor. (1991). "Telephone Penetration” in After the Breakup. ed. Barry G. Cole. New
Y ork: Columbia University Press.

“Presder Profile’. (1995). AmericaOnLine (AOL).

Phillips, Almarin. (1991). "Changing Markets and Ingtitutional Inertia’. Telecommunications
Policy. February. 49 - 61.

Pomper, G. (1993). The Election of 1992: Reports and Interpretations. Charham, New Jersey:
Chatham House.

Poree, James. (1994). Press Release. "Telecom Competition in Louisiana’. Atlanta, Georgia: Bell
South Incorporated.

Power, P.. (1984). Proposed Decison 83-06-91. Sacramento, California: State of California,
Public Utilities Commission. 190 - 191.

467



"Program”, M. I. T. .. (1994). Program for An Advanced Information Infrastructure. Tokyo:
Ministry of International Trade and Industry. May.

Progressive. (1995). "Senator Larry Pressler”. September. Volume 59. Number 9. 29 - 33.
Purnell, Robert. (1989). Washington Post. June 13. B3.

Redman, Carl. (1994). “Polarizing Displacing Compromising”. The Advocate. Baton Rouge,
Louisiana. September 4. Metro Section. 11B.

Reich, Robert. (1991). "Secession of the Successful,” The New Y ork Times Magazine. January
20. pp. 16-17, 42-45.

Reich, Robert. 1991. The Work of Nations; Preparing Ourselvesfor 21st- Century Capitalism.
New York: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc..

Resolution. (1995). National Association of Utility Regulators. 107th Annual Convention. New
Orleans, Louisiana. November.

"Roanoke Times". (1996). "Phone, TV Bill Passes'. February 2. A1l.
S. 4. (1993). National Competitiveness Act. 103rd Congress. st Session. Senate.
S611. (1979). Communications Act of 1979. 96th Congress. Ist Session. Senate.

S 622. (1979). Telecommunication Competition and Deregulation Act of 1979. 96th Congress. Ist
Session. Senate.

S. 652. (1995). Telecommunication Competition and Deregulation Act of 1995. 104th Congress.
1st Session. Senate.

S. 898. (1981). Telecommunications and Deregulation Act of 1981. 97th Congress. Ist Session.
Senate.

S. 1086. (1993). Bell Telephone Access. 103rd Congress. Ist Session. Senate.

S. 1822. (1994). Universal Service Telecommunications Act. 103rd Congress. 2nd Session.
Senate.

S. 3693. (1995). “Breaux Bill”. United States Congress. 104th, First Session. Washington, D. C.

Schact, Wendy H.. (1988). "Trade, Technology, and Competitiveness'. Washington, D. C. :
Library of Congress. Congressional Research Service. Issue Brief 87053. April 14.

Schmandt, Jurgen, Frederick Williams and Robert H. Wilson (eds). (1989). Telecommunications
Policy and Economic Development: The New State Role New Y ork: Praeger Publishers.

Schroeder, Aaron. (1994). "Did the Breakup Redly Do Anything?'. unpublished paper.
Blacksburg, Virginia: Center for Public Administration and Policy.

468



"Separation of Costs of Regulated Telephone Service From Costs of Nonregulated Activities'.
(1988). Report and Order, 2 F.C.C. Rcd. 1298.

Shultz, George. (1986). "A New International Era: The American Perspective,” Address before
the Pilgrims of Great Britain, London, December 10, 1985, Department of State Bulletin.
February. pp. 24- 28.

Shumpei, Kumon. (1984). "Japan Faces Its Future: The Political - Economics of Administrative
Reform™. Journal of Japanese Studies. VVolume 10. Number 1. Winter. 143 - 165.

Smith, Raymond. (1994). "Speech”. USTA Conference. October 11. Bell Atlantic.
"Sprint". (1994). "Sprint Deal Seen Boosting Deregulation Body". Reuter News Service. June 8.

Stalon, C. (1994). "Comments". in Telecommunications Access and Public Policy. eds. M. A.
Baughcum and G. R. Faulhaber. Norwood, New Jersey: Ablex Publishing.

Stillman, Bradley. (1995). Press Release. Washington, DC.: Consumer Federation of America.

Stone, Alan. (1989). Wrong Number: The Breakup of AT&T. New Y ork: Basic Books, Inc.,
Publishers.

Stone, Peter H. (1996). “Lots of Friends’. The National Journal. Washington, D. C. December
21. Volume 26. Number 51-52. 27 - 37.

Stowe, Ron and Mike Brown. (1995). Interview on Nationa Public Radio, “All Things
Considered”, Feb. 24.

Sullivan, Lawrence A. (1977). Handbook of the Law of Antitrust. St. Paul, Minnesota: West
Publishing Company.

"Task Force". (1994). News Release. Tokyo: Headquarters for Promotion of an Advanced
Information and Communications Society, Governmental Task Force to Promote Japan's
Information and Communications Infrastructure. August 2.

Taxpayer Asset Project. (1995). “Press Release”.

“Telecommunications Competition and Deregulation Act of 1995”. (1995). 104th Congress, 1st
Session. Jan. 13.

Telecommunications Conference Staff Recommendations for Resolution of Issues. (1995).
Congress of the United States. 104th , First Session. Washington, DC December 12.

Telecommunications Reports. (1980). "In Landmark Action, House Committee Favorably Reports
Amended Legidation to Revise Communication Act By 34 - 7 Margin: Prospects for Final
Adoption This Y ear Seems Dim, As Senate Committee Leaders See No Possibility of Completed
Consideration This Year." August 4. Vol. 46. # 31. P. 4.

_(1985). April 15. 40.
_.(1985). June17.1-2.

469



_ (1986). June9.1- 3.
_(1986). June 16. 2.
Telerent Leasing Corporation. (1974). Memorandum Opinion and Order. 45 F.C.C. 2d 204.

Temin, Peter and Louis Galambos. (1987). The Fall of the Bell System: A Study in Prices and
Politics. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Cambridge University Press.

Teske, Paul. (1995). American Regulatory Federalism and Telecommunications Infrastructure.
Hillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Publishers.

Thimm, Alfred L. (1992). Americas Stake in European Telecommunications Policies Westport,
Connecticut: Quorum Books.

Time. (1995). “The Man on the Line”. June 12. New Y ork: Time Incorporated. Volume 145.
Number 24.

"Third Computer Inquiry"”. (1986). Report and Order, 104 F.C.C. 2d 958.

Toner, R. (1991). "Casting Doubts: Economy Stinging Bush”. The New Y ork Times November
6. Al.

"Transition”, M. P. T.. (1994). Transition to Globalization of an Intellectualy Creative Society.
Tokyo: Ministry of Posts and Telecommunications. October 4.

Tuck, John. (1995). Press Release. Washington, DC.: AT & T, M C, and Sprint Coalition,

Tunney Act. (1974). The Antitrust Procedures and Penaties Act. 15 United States Code
Annotated. @ 16 (b) - (h).

“Universal Service Telecommunications Act of 1995”. (1995). 104th Congress, 1st Session. Feb.
14.

US News and World Report. (1994). "Bypass on the Information Highway". January 24. New
York: U S News and World Report, Incorporated. Volume 116. Issue 3. 63.

Variety. (1995). "Reconciling Panel Off to Rough Start". October 30. New York: Variety
Incorporated. Volume 360. Number 13. 184.

Vital Speeches. (1994). "Information Conduits, Providers, Appliances, and Consumers®. City
News Publishing Company. Volume 60. Issue 8. 229 - 234.

Vogel, Ezra. (1975). Modern Japanese Organization and Decision Making. Berkeley, California:
University of CaliforniaPress.

Walerstein, Immanuel. (1984). The Politics of the World Economy. London: Cambridge
University Press.

Ward, Robert. (1978). Japan's Political System. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall.

470



Washington Post. (1981). "Nominee Schmults Removes Self From AT&T Antitrust Case.”
February 6. D1.

Washington Post. (1983). "The Great Phone Robbery™. John Dingell and Timothy Wirth. October
26. A27.

Washington Telecom Newswire. (1995). “Action Could Come Next Week on Telecom
Conference’. October 5. Washington, DC.: Phillips Business Information Incorporated.

. (1995). “45 Conferees to Shape Outcome of Telecom Legidation”. October 23. Washington,
DC.: Phillips Business Information Incorporated.

. (1995). “Pricing Returns to Telecom Conference Agenda’. December 11. Washington, DC.:
Phillips Business Information Incorporated.

. (1996). "WTN Newsmakers'. February 26. Washington, DC.: Phillips Business
Information Incorporated.

Weinberger, Casper. (1981). "Testimony of Casper Weinberger". Hearings on S. 694. United
States Senate. Committee on Armed Services. 97th Congress. Ist Session. March 23. PP. 21 -29.

Wharton, Dennis. (1995). “Telecom Panel’ s Off to Staggering Start”. Daily Variety. October 26.
17.

Will, D.. (1987). "The Impact of National Deregulation Policies on the Structure and Activities of
the ITU." in The Law and Economics of Transborder Telecommunications. ed. E. J. Mestmacker.
Baden-Baden: Nomos V erlagsgesell schaft. 353 - 372.

Wilson, James. (1994). Press Release. " Telecommunications Upgrade”. New Orleans, Louisiana:
New Orleans City Council.

Zpevak, Michael J. (1993). "FCC Preemption After Louisiana PSC". Federal Communications
Law Journal. April. Volume 45, Number 2. 185 - 217.

471



