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ABSTRACT
In this research, I investigated the process by which a media reform organization involves the
public in informing media policy. Through a case study I examined the InternetforEveryone.org
initiative of the media reform organization Free Press, and the democratic development of media
policy, specifically the framework for a national broadband plan. I performed my research within
the larger framework of the United States democracy. For that reason, I investigate the
democratic values and practices of the initiative. To inform my research, I engaged in multiple
forms of ethnographic methods, including participant observations, open-ended in-depth
interviews, and examination of internal and external documents. I analyzed my findings
according to the initiative’s goals, strategies, and tactics and framed them within resource
mobilization theory (RMT). My findings reveal the initiative’s operations support the basic
tenets of RMT. I also found that the initiative was operating in a democratic manner on three
levels. Their primary goal and the manner in which they engaged the public and their coalition
members were all democratically significant. In addition, I call attention to the role of public
sociology in civil society. As an intern at Free Press, I had the opportunity to engage in public
sociology with policy implications. I reflect on this experience and the tension between being a
public sociologist and working in the field. Lastly, I recommend further research into the
successful adoption rates of policy recommendations developed through deliberative town hall
models such as InternetforEveryone.org’s. I also recommend further research into the effect the
Internet in general, and the use of social networking sites specifically, is having on modern
organizing.
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INTRODUCTION

MEDIA REFORM
In a broad sense, media reform includes any attempt to change an aspect of the media
(Media Development 2004:2 as cited in Carroll 2006). However, government and business
entities are typically the ones altering our media system (Carroll 2006). In fact, communication
information policy has been a main concern of Congressional activity, exceeding their focus on
other social issues such as women’s rights, civil rights, environmental and human rights
(Mueller, Page, and Kuerbis 2004). Despite its proliferation in Congress, the public is rarely
aware of media reforms. Through restricting substantive news coverage, corporate interests
strive to keep their media reform operations in Washington, D.C. from entering public debate.
Corporate media lobbyists and the government have a mutually beneficial relationship.
Government entities create media policies, regulations and subsidies while corporate media
owners receive vast sums of money from political actors to run their campaign advertisements.
As can be imagined, close friendships exist between those who run the media and those who run
our country (Stotzky 2004; McChesney 1997). The relationship between private entities and the
government has severely compromised our media’s autonomy, limiting the scope, quantity and
quality of information that reaches the public (Stotzky 2004). This has serious consequences for
America’s democratic process. When government and corporate interests restrict media reform
issues from entering the public arena, they become the sole overseers of media policy reforms
and in effect have the freedom and power to make public decisions based on private agendas
(Alger 1998; McChesney and Nichols 2002).
Taking a historical look at the development of our media system, the disproportionate
influence of corporate and government entities is apparent. In the early 1920s, radio emerged as
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a popular medium. To operate a radio did not require extensive knowledge, and this allowed for
a plethora of local stations to flourish with people operating out of spaces such as garages, attics
and basements. In 1926, Congress created the Federal Radio Commission to impose a regulatory
structure to govern the airwaves’ use and reception. Unfortunately, powerful commercial
interests such as broadcasters with their lobbyists, lawyers and special interest firms significantly
influenced the development of such regulatory structures. By 1931, NBC and CBS accounted for
nearly seventy percent of United States broadcasting (McChesney 2008). Only a few
corporations had essentially come to control radio, a once democratic medium that was open and
available for public operation.
Since the creation of the Federal Radio Commission, now known as the Federal
Communications Commission or FCC, there has been a history of private control over public
policy by a handful of powerful commercial interests. With the advent of television broadcasting,
the same dynamic between Congress and commercial interests took place with the same results.
Eventually, a few commercial interests came to control television to the extent that five
conglomerates now own roughly 90 percent of the total television medium, creating profit driven
barriers that make it nearly impossible for an independent channel to exist (McChesney 2004).
Upon the arrival of cable, the same scenario occurred with similar results. With all of these
media a policy structure came to exist that compromised the public interest by allowing a
consolidated group of corporations to dominate the system.
Now, in the 21st century, we have a privately owned media system, controlled by a
conglomerate of elites, politicians and advertisers such as Time Warner Cable, Viacom, Walt
Disney, News Corp and General Electric (Ryan, Carragee, and Schwerner 1998; McChesney
1997; McChesney 2004). There is astonishing and disproportionate power in media
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consolidation. Those who control our communication systems are able to determine our political
and social discourse and control the primary means to political and economic power
(McChesney 2004; Stotzky 2004). News coverage often goes to those with whom corporate
entities have beneficial relationships, such as advertisers and politicians (McChesney 2004). As a
result, social movements are routinely denied access to the media as a resource (Lee 2007).
In an effort to combat the undemocratic practices that control our media system, media
reform activists seek to enhance democratic values and practices, such as public discourse and
collective decision-making, through efforts to change media messages, practices, institutions and
contexts (Hackett 2000 as cited in Carroll 2006). Media activism made a start in the United
States during the 1970s and has seen a resurgence of citizen interest since the 1990s (Carroll
2006; Stein 1999). Ultimately, those involved in media activism do so because they believe that
communication is an integral means of achieving peaceful and democratic social change (Stein
1999).

FREE PRESS AND INTERNETFOREVERYONE.ORG
Engaging in democratic means of media activism is Free Press, a national non-profit
media reform organization. They engage in education, organizing and advocacy to promote
diverse and independent media ownership, strong public media, and universal access to
communications. At the time of this writing in 2009, Free Press is conducting several campaigns
focused on multiple media issues, including media consolidation, public media, quality
journalism, and the future of the Internet, the latest communications infrastructure.
InternetforEveryone.org is an initiative of Free Press’s Open Internet campaign to protect the
future of the Internet. The mandate of InternetforEveryone.org is to support open access and
distribution of media content by ensuring that any website can function as a TV or radio
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network. To do this is to circumvent the problem of monopolies controlling the cable and
broadcasting space and remedy their limiting of choices and distribution methods for
independent producers.
InternetforEveryone.org is a coalition of “public interest, civic and industry groups
[working] to bring the benefits of a fast, affordable and open Internet connection to everyone in
America” (http://www.internetforeveryone.org/). Those working at Free Press on Internet-related
issues value the mounting significance that the Internet has in the world today. While the Internet
is a revolutionary tool for many reasons beyond the scope of this research,
InternetforEveryone.org recognizes that the Internet allows all forms of media to converge into
one. With high-speed Internet connection, users are able to read the newspaper, listen to the
radio, or even watch television and movies. Increasingly the Internet is becoming the major
communication infrastructure, with people depending on it for information, news, education and
communication. Yet, at the same time we are ever more growing dependent on the Internet, we
as a nation do not have a proper plan to ensure this vital infrastructure’s open and democratic
accessibility.
InternetforEveryone.org organizers and members believe an incredible challenge lies
ahead not to repeat the same mistakes made over the past eighty years in media policy. An
Internet regulatory policy structure has yet to develop, and as with all prior media, commercial
interests are ready and waiting in the wings. Recognizing and identifying this threat to the
public’s interest will influence InternetforEveryone.org’s ability to mobilize constituents to
support their cause (Downing 2003; Garcelon 2006; Thomas 2006; Van Dyke 2003). The
threatening history of communication policy, the political and economic power of oppositional
commercial interests and the realization that collective action is the only way to safeguard the
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Internet’s future are all factors informing the need for coalition work (Van Dyke 2003). As we
move further into the 21st century, it is within the context of public participation in media policy
that InternetforEveryone.org approaches the development of a plan for the Internet, our latest
democratic media.
Compounding our need for an Internet regulatory policy in the public interest is the fact
that the United States has slipped globally in terms of broadband access, despite our reliance on
its ever-increasing social, economic and political benefits. Since 2001, the United States has
fallen from fourth in the world in broadband adoption to fifteenth. In addition, in 2007 there were
twenty-one countries with less expensive monthly broadband rates and thirteen countries with
faster speeds. We have a digital divide, the gap between those with effective access to digital
information technologies and those with little to no access, that has three dimensions: economic;
geographic; and racial/ethnic:
Economic: The transition from a competitive, inexpensive dial-up market to a much less competitive and
more costly broadband market has only exacerbated the economic digital divide. Only 35 percent of
households with annual incomes under $50,000 (approximately half of the country) have broadband—
while 76 percent of households with higher annual incomes are connected.
Geographic: Rural America is not sharing in the benefits of broadband. Only 39 percent of rural
households subscribe to broadband, and nearly 10 million rural households are in areas not served by any
broadband provider.
Racial/Ethnic: While 55 percent of non-Hispanic white households have broadband, only 40 percent of the
rest of the country’s homes subscribe. This disparity is essentially unchanged from the dial-up era.
(http://www.freepress.net/files/IFE_Brochure.pdf,).

Free Press along with elected officials such as FCC Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein,
companies from the industry sector such as Google, academics from schools such as Columbia
and Stanford Law, and grassroots organizations such as Common Cause have recognized it is
imperative to create a national broadband plan. It is out of this understood need for a national
broadband plan that InternetforEveryone.org formed a coalition with the backing of these and
many other constituents. In addition to having the support of various political, industry-based
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and grassroots organizations and academics, the United States now has an administration that
encourages technological advancements and recognizes the public benefits of the Internet.
President Barack Obama demonstrated his support for increasing United States Internet adoption
rates by allocating $7.2 billion in The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, which passed
in early 2009, for broadband deployment
(http://www.usda.gov/wps/portal/!ut/p/_s.7_0_A/7_0_1OB?contentidonly=true&contentid=2009
/03/0063.xml). Unlike the Bush administration, which did not support Internet policy or
technological advancements, the Obama administration offers a political opportunity for
InternetforEveryone.org to present Internet issues as a political imperative that deserves serious
consideration in Washington, D.C.
An excerpt from the “About Us” section of the InternetforEveryone.org website,
www.InternetforEveryone.org (see appendix A to view website), describes the initiative as
[t]o make sure everyone can benefit from the new economy and guarantee that all citizens play an active
role in our democracy, our nation must embark on a national campaign to connect every person to a fast,
affordable and open Internet. The InternetforEveryone.org initiative calls on Congress and the president to
act in the public interest by enacting a plan for the wired and wireless Internet built upon the following
principles: Access, Every home, business and civic institution in America must have access to a highspeed, world-class communications infrastructure; Choice, Every Internet user must enjoy real choice in
online content as well as among high-speed Internet providers to achieve lower prices and faster speeds;
Openness, Every Internet user should have the right to freedom of speech and commerce online in an open
market without gatekeepers or discrimination; and Innovation, The Internet should continue to create good
jobs, foster entrepreneurship, spread new ideas and serve as a leading engine of economic growth.
(http://www.internetforeveryone.org/principles, Retrieved February 10, 2009)

Based around the four principles of access, choice, openness and innovation are the
coalition and all its deliberations. Ultimately, they foresee a national broadband plan as being
drafted around these four principles, which act as containers for all discussions and ideas. When
InternetforEveryone.org members sign up to join the coalition, they are agreeing that these four
principles are necessary to the development of a national broadband plan. Coalition
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organizational members include national organizations, state and local organizations and small
businesses (See Appendix B for full list of members). Individuals can also join the coalition.
InternetforEveryone.org embraces national town hall meetings and open-ended interviews as
their main sources of public engagement and ascertainment. To reach and engage an even wider
audience, they also maintain a “Digital Town Hall”. The “Digital Town Hall” allows users to
join the discussion and voice their opinions regarding the Internet’s future (See Tactics section
for further discussion of the town hall meetings, citizen interviews and Digital Town Hall).
A well functioning democracy requires a knowledgeable, objective, informative and
independent media, open debates that contribute to the political decision-making processes, and
the right for organizations to promote political and social involvement (Stotzky 2004). In
essence, InternetforEveryone.org is exercising their right to promote political and social
involvement to ensure that our only standing democratic communications infrastructure, the
Internet, remains capable of providing the knowledgeable, objective, informative and
independent media that our democracy so desperately needs. In the words of Free Press’s policy
director, Ben Scott the Internet is “the greatest engine of free speech and commerce since the
printing press” (http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=h9lJQMHxaQk).
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METHODS

RESEARCH QUESTION AND DESIGN FOR A CASE STUDY OF INTERNETFOREVERYONE.ORG
In this study, I investigate the process by which a media reform organization involves the
public in informing framework for media policy. Through case study I examine the
InternetforEveryone.org initiative of the media reform organization Free Press, and the
democratic development of media policy, specifically the framework for a national broadband
plan. Free Press is seeking to construct a broadband plan within the larger context of American
democracy. By involving the public and encouraging them to express their ideas, thoughts and
concerns regarding the future of the Internet, Free Press wants to inform, and potentially draft,
media policy that truly represents public interest. To inform my research, I engaged in multiple
forms of ethnographic methods within my case study, including participant observations, openended in-depth interviews, and examination of internal and external documents.
It is important to examine the socio-historic context in which Free Press is working to
involve the public in the creation of a national broadband plan. Given America’s current state of
economic recession in 2009, recently elected President Barack Obama has invested over 200
billion dollars into The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act with the hope of boosting the
economy out of recession. As part of the package, President Obama invested 7.2 billion dollars
into broadband development. This massive and rapid investment in broadband is an
unprecedented enterprise. Free Press’s efforts to engage the public in media policy development
are also unlike any previous efforts. For these reasons, a careful examination of Free Press and
the manner in which they seek to achieve their goals is the best way to study the phenomenon of
public engagement in media policy development.
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DATA COLLECTION
Participant observations were particularly helpful in informing my research because they
allowed me to become quickly familiar with the InternetforEveryone.org initiative and the many
elements that contribute to the initiative’s work. It also afforded me a historical record that
allowed me a greater understanding of the time constraints in which the initiative operated. Indepth interviews allowed me to inquire further into the themes I saw emerging in my field notes.
In addition, through conducting interviews with three key staff members I gained multiple and
sometimes diverse perspectives of the initiative’s operations as well as the benefit of learning
from their various areas of expertise.
I took on the overt role of participant as observer in order to enhance the understanding of
my observations (Seale 2006). This method of gathering evidence provided me the vantage point
of being able to understand the reality of operating in a media reform organization. This allowed
me to observe the obstacles that such an organization must overcome in their everyday
operations, obstacles potentially not identified in documents. In addition, this provided me
further insights regarding the effectiveness of the decisions they made in an effort to achieve
their goals. Throughout my observations, I took daily field notes concerning decisions and events
while they were still fresh in my mind.
I supplemented my observations with qualitative, face-to-face and telephone interviews
that I carried out with the use of an interview guide. For two of my three interviews, I used
similar interview guides. For my third interview, I constructed a guide unique from the first two.
(Attached in Appendix C are my three interview guides, in the order I used them). The
interviews were non-standardized, which meant I had a set of topics that I wanted to cover, but
the exact order in which I asked the questions and the wording of questions varied (Seale 2006).
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This enabled me to guide the interview to allow the interviewee to speak at length about distinct
goals and practices of the organization and any obstacles they may have faced.
During my case study, the following two facts may have worked to my advantage. First, I
was an intern and a media activist like those involved in my participant observations. Staff likely
viewed me as another member of the team and a media reformer, thus an additional resource for
the organization and the movement. Second, the group also may have seen me as a source of
promotion for their organization and for their efforts to engage the public in democratic media
reform (Seale 2006). Thus, they may have perceived me as supporting their efforts through my
research and ability to speak articulately about the benefits of involving the public in a
democratic process of media reform.
My sources of evidence do present some reliability issues, as do any sources of evidence.
Concerning my participant observations, I was cognizant of reflexivity, the fact that those within
the organization may have been aware that I was observing them and thus proceeded differently.
Additionally, I was aware of my own bias in the situation and potential to manipulate events.
However, Stanley and Wise (1993) argue, “we should not try to remove the researcher’s values.
Instead, we need to understand the political implications of our location as researchers” (Seale
2006:25). Following this logic, I do not think that it was possible for me to eliminate my biased
values, nor do I think that it would have been beneficial to my research. Instead, I am aware that
my research has policy implications and that I play a crucial role in generating knowledge with
the potential to benefit proponents and activists for a democratic media movement. To ensure
that my research is trustworthy, I left a documentation trail consisting of my data, methods and
decisions made during my investigations and asked my direct supervisor, the coordinator of
InternetforEveryone.org, to review my findings for accuracy (Seale 2006). Before I describe
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findings from my case study of InternetforEveryone.org, I will first describe my duties and
research activities as graduate intern for the organization.

GRADUATE INTERNSHIP IN MEDIA POLICY AND RESEARCH
In the summer of 2008, Free Press offered and I accepted their graduate internship
position for twenty-five hours per week, from early January to the end of April. In November
2008, shortly before the start of my internship, the Program Manager e-mailed me a description
of the project I was to work on at Free Press. (See Appendix D for full description). The focus of
the project was the “Digital Town Hall”, the online forum that complements the
InternetforEveryone.org face-to-face town hall meetings, which I discuss further in the
“communication tactics” section of my paper. I was to be responsible for promoting the “Digital
Town Hall”, moderating and contributing to the discussions, helping to spark conversation and
dialogue, and analyzing and thematically coding the content. My data analysis would then
contribute to the town hall data, with the intent of presenting the compiled information to the
organizational members. As I outline in the “events tactics” section of my paper, the
organizational members were then to use the information derived from this analysis to inform a
national broadband plan framework and possibly make policy recommendations. As I discuss
during my description of the “Digital Town Hall”, however, the forum was not producing the
anticipated results and consequently there was not enough data to analyze. In light of the lack of
public participation with the “Digital Town Hall”, I undertook alternative projects regarding
outreach and data management.
During my internship at Free Press, I almost exclusively worked with the
InternetforEveryone.org initiative, primarily under the supervision of Campaign Coordinator.
When I joined the campaign in January 2009, InternetforEveryone.org was preparing for their
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second town hall meeting, which was taking place in Durham, North Carolina. The decision to
hold the town hall meeting in North Carolina was made in January, and thus they were still in the
early stages of local outreach to establish potential organizational allies and town hall meeting
participants. In addition to helping them build an initial list of potential ally organizations in the
area, I took on the responsibility of conducting outreach to potential academic constituents,
inviting them to join InternetforEveryone.org and participate at the town hall meeting. To do this
I utilized my network of academic associates in North Carolina, asking them to introduce me to
their networks, or forward relevant e-mails explaining InternetforEveryone.org and the upcoming
town hall meeting in North Carolina.
In addition to utilizing my networks, I contacted many potential allies with whom I had
no prior connection. In doing this, I researched the universities neighboring Durham, North
Carolina, and their relevant courses. Schools I contacted included University of North Carolina
Chapel Hill, North Carolina Central University, Duke University, North Carolina State
University, University of North Carolina Wilmington, and North Carolina School of Science and
Mathematics. The relevant courses I identified included: communications studies; computer
science; criminology; sociology; education; film studies; liberal studies; management;
entrepreneurship and business development; environmental studies; instructional technologies;
political science; marketing; music; public policy; mass communication; public administration;
applied science program; computer information science; computer information systems; graphic
communication; humanities and social sciences; and, science technology and society. I
proceeded to contact via e-mail all professors who were teaching the relevant courses. In
addition, I contacted relevant student organizations from the aforementioned schools. Student
organizations tended to fall in the categories of activist, arts, cultural, international, media
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publications, political science, and special interest. In total, I contacted over one hundred and
fifty potential academic constituents.
In making my initial contact, it was important that I personalized the e-mail.
Personalizing the e-mail involved addressing the recipient by their name and not sending a mass
e-mail. It also required that if I had any connection the recipient, that I identified that connection
in the opening of the e-mail. In addition, during my academic outreach I referenced my position
as a graduate student at the University of North Carolina Wilmington. I did this to identify our
shared network, the University of North Carolina school system, in an effort to create a greater
sense of connection and potential accountability on their part.
In addition to conducting outreach, I assisted in other preparations for the town hall
meeting. I was largely responsible for cleaning up the presentation of the PowerPoint, facilitator
guide, discussion guide and agenda, as well as ensuring that all said documents were
representing identical information. The Campaign Coordinator entrusted me to use my discretion
and alter the PowerPoint questions to facilitate a more logical order. During the Los Angeles,
California town hall meeting, the first town hall meeting InternetforEveryone.org held, they were
not able to complete all of their polling questions. Unfortunately, the organizers had to skip over
five polling questions due to time restraints. It was my responsibility to rearrange the questions
and combine them where possible to ensure that future participants could answer all questions. In
doing this, I kept in mind that the importance of maintaining the original questions as best as
possible to collect data comparable to that of the Los Angeles, California town hall meeting.
My largest responsibility while interning at Free Press was entering, coding and
analyzing the data collected from the InternetforEveryone.org Los Angeles, California and
Durham, North Carolina town hall meetings. I first focused on the Los Angeles town hall data. I
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entered over two hundred records. Data comprised of participants’ answers to four discussion
questions: 1) How has the Internet improved your life? If you do not have Internet access, how
do you think it could improve your life?; 2) What could be done to increase Internet access and
create more choices for communities nationwide?; 3) What actions need to be taken to keep the
Internet open for users and innovators?; and, 4) What steps can InternetforEveryone.org take to
advance these goals? At the town hall meetings, the data derived from these questions was
themed on site by a feedback team. However, because the feedback team only had roughly thirty
minutes to theme the answers to each question, the themes were not exhaustive and systemically
coded. When the feedback team themed the recommendations, there were nineteen themes for
two hundred and four records, some of which only contained one record. It was my
responsibility to re-theme them in a more systematic manner.
After I entered the Los Angeles data, I developed a coding scheme. I coded each record
according to the action proposed and the purpose of the action. I used red font to code the action,
or verbs, of the statement, and blue font to code the purpose of the action, or the noun. Here is an
example: opening up more public airwaves. This streamlined my theming processes because it
allowed me to focus on the main points of the recommendations in an effort to develop and
operationalize themes based that information. In addition, the coding scheme provides easily
recognizable evidence for anyone who wants to revisit the data and examine the rationale for the
themes. I developed ten themes: government intervention; grassroots efforts; infrastructure
development; legislation; local access; network neutrality; political activism; public education;
public utility; and, technological innovation.
The themes I created were broad and acted as an umbrella under which multiple
recommendations could fit. From there, I created thirty-five sub-themes, to further analyze the
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information. I did all of this without the use of analyzing software. I then created an outline of
the themes and sub-themes to show to the coalition members at the InternetforEveryone.org
Coalition Member Meeting. From this outline, I designed a closed, qualitative survey instrument.
I used the demographic questions as well as questions two, three and four from the town hall
meetings and operationalized the themes as answer choices. The purpose of the survey was to
collect additional data from a wider public and potentially jump-start the activity on the “Digital
Town Hall” by providing users with material to which they could respond.
After InternetforEveryone.org staff returned from the town hall meeting in Durham,
North Carolina, they brought with them the data they collected from the meeting. My job was to
synthesize the newly collected data with the Los Angeles dataset. To do this, I entered the data
into the same Microsoft Excel document and used the same coding scheme, themes and subthemes. After sorting and analyzing the data in this manner, I realized that the themes were still
too broad to refine into concrete recommendations to present to the coalition members or
operationalize for the survey. For this reason, I then created a new theming category called
strategy. I reexamined the data, and sorted it accordingly. I made some minor changes to the
themes, and employed the sub-theme category for identifying the aim of the recommendation, or
the blue element of the code, and the strategy for identifying the action of the recommendation,
or the red element of the code. While this was a lengthy procedure, it immensely aided my
process of operationalizing the data for use in the survey.
Once I properly coded and analyzed the data, I revised the survey to incorporate the
Durham, North Carolina data. At this stage of the survey development, I met with my supervisor
and we analyzed the content together. My intentions were to assure that InternetforEveryone.org
organizers were satisfied with the content of the survey before moving to rework wording of
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answer categories. Upon eliminating and further rewording some answer choices, it was time to
involve Campaign Director to make some executive decisions regarding the content of the
survey. At the town hall meetings, participants did not always answer the polling questions
thoroughly. Despite the fact that I provided instructions for table facilitators to explain the
importance of identifying who, what, where, when, why and how when developing their
recommendations, those details were often not included. Thus, it was up to
InternetforEveryone.org organizers to make inferences regarding recommendation specifics. The
Campaign Director used his experience and expertise with Internet related issues and policy to
adjust the survey answer choices in a way that would provide respondents with concrete choices,
while still maintaining the integrity of the public’s recommendations.
Upon the finalization of the survey, I was responsible for uploading it into the survey
developer, SurveyMonkey. In uploading the survey, I deferred to researched recommendations
regarding web-based surveys (Dillman 2007). Such recommendations influenced my decisions
regarding the use of a bar indicating the percentage complete of the survey, how many questions
to ask, what to put on the introduction page and how to instruct the participants to answer the
questions. I also aided in the dissemination plans for the survey. InternetforEveryone.org
organizers are going to disseminate the survey to all organizational members, and in some cases,
the organizers will ask the members to forward it on to their members. In addition, I compiled
the demographics from town hall participants, compared them against the demographics of the
larger United States population, and identified underrepresented populations at the town hall
meetings. I then used that information to create targeted e-mail outreaches, explaining
InternetforEveryone.org’s goal of developing a national broadband framework informed by all
members of society and urging them to take part in the survey.
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CASE STUDY FINDINGS
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
As a sociologist, I engage in the scientific study of the social world, and in this case, the
world of media reform. As a public sociologist, I am responsible to share that knowledge with
those I have studied and the public at large (Burawoy 2005). My research goal is to encourage a
civic dialogue intended to advance our collective understandings of how to effectively engage
the public in media reform policy and hence advance the media reform movement itself. As part
of my engagement as a public sociologist, I will be disseminating my project to
InternetforEveryone.org staff so that my research my research may be delivered back to the
public I have studied.
Applying my public sociology skills in a real life setting has given me firsthand
experience and an understanding of public sociology’s potential contribution to civil society. To
highlight this, I have chosen to weave past research into my findings. This is different from
typical thesis papers, which normally present a review of the literature as a separate section
delegated to the beginning of the paper. I feel my style will enhance the reader’s understanding
of the context in which my findings exist. It is also my hope that as a result of integrating past
research with my findings, I will bring past research to life and exemplify its practical
applications while creating a document that interests and serves both academics and the public.
I examine my findings within the framework of resource mobilization theory (RMT).
RMT “examines the variety of resources that must be mobilized, the linkages of social
movements to other groups, the dependence of movements upon external support for success,
and the tactics used by authorities to control or incorporate movements” (McCarthy and Zald
1977:1213). For the purpose of this research, I draw from McCarthy and Zald’s (1977) definition
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of a social movement as “a set of opinions and beliefs in a population which represents
preferences for changing some elements of the social structure and/or reward distribution of a
society” (1218). In the case of InternetforEveryone.org, the social structure they are seeking to
alter is twofold. First, through altering the policy structure of the Internet to represent public
interest and incorporate the four principles of access, choice, openness and innovation,
InternetforEveryone.org is seeking to decrease the digital divide, the gap between haves and the
have nots of online access, and its accompanying benefits. Second, as a result of their effort to
bring together public and private sector groups in an unprecedented initiative to inform
broadband policy, they are in effect altering the policy making process. InternetforEveryone.org
is providing a new model for a more democratic means of informing and constructing media
policy.
In applying RMT to the process by which the InternetforEveryone.org initiative is
engaging the public to inform media policy, it is important to recognize that researchers have
historically applied RMT to more traditional forms of media. Access to and support from the
media is an important element to a social movement’s success (Ryan et al. 1998; Gamson and
Wolfsfeld 1993 as cited in Thomas 2006). Having access to the media affects a social
movement’s ability to influence public policy, the popular understanding of political issues, and
the reward distribution of resources to marginalized communities (Ryan et al. 1998). Langman
(2005) has called into question the applicability of RMT to contemporary social movements due
to our current technologies of communication, specifically the Internet. The Internet “…has
enabled new means of transmitting information and communication that has in turn enabled new
kinds of communities and identities to develop. These new kinds of Internet-based social
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movements, cyberactivism, are fundamentally new and require new kinds of theorization”
(Langman 2005:44).
Contemporary applications of RMT attempt to gain a new understanding of social
movements within our media-saturated environment. The nature of the media used by a social
movement produces its own unique consequences. The Internet has allowed social movements to
break from their total dependence on broadcast media as their main communicative resource
(Garcelon 2006). The Internet’s decentralized communication networks allow social movement
participants to take advantage of its capability to deliver information across any geographical
distances (Garcelon 2006:57). The Internet allows for a peer-to-peer (p2p) exchange of
information, information expressed from the many to the many, through the uploading of articles
and comments to Internet servers (Garcelon 2006). Consequences of the Internet are that
democratic interaction is encouraged due to the free flow of information (Reinhold 2002, as cited
in Langman). While the Internet has transformed the way movements organize, allowing now for
online organizing efforts to take place, through my examination of InternetforEveryone.org, I
have found it is possible to apply the basic tenants of RMT. Through my findings, I have
discovered that InternetforEveryone.org utilized a variety of resources, linked their efforts to
other groups, relied on external entities for support and involved elected officials in their efforts.

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
One of the most powerful capabilities in a democratic society is to mobilize a previously
un-mobilized constituency to affect change (Cornelius 1998; Van Dyke 2003). The Internet
community represented an un-mobilized constituency. They were not in an organized position
from which they could guide the policy debates that would shape the Internet’s future. For this
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reason, Free Press saw the need to organize the Internet community and guide them through the
process of informing a national broadband plan that may become the foundation for policy.
Development of InternetforEveryone.org Goals
When Free Press staff first conceived the idea to form the InternetforEveryone.org
coalition in the spring of 2008, they quickly asked themselves what results they were seeking.
Primarily, they knew that a main goal of the coalition would be informing a national broadband
plan to lead to national broadband legislation. In May of 2008, Free Press hired Internet
Campaign Coordinator. Since her hire, the Campaign Coordinator has played an important role
in helping to develop and refine the InternetforEveryone.org goals. Through her past organizing
experiences, the Campaign Coordinator has come to believe strongly that organizing efforts are
fruitless without clear goals. It was very important to figure out initially what the goals were to
facilitate the organizers’ understanding of how to structure the coalition in order to achieve those
goals. Additionally, when setting goals it is very important to ensure a clear understanding of the
goals to all members, as well as to the organizers. Having a clear understanding of the goals
helps people understand the rationale behind the group’s strategies and tactics. When people
have questions, it is then easier to answer them within the context of their goals.
Coalition members also played a role in the development of the InternetforEveryone.org
goals. Once InternetforEveryone.org had approximately fifty organizational members, they held
their first organizational call. InternetforEveryone.org valued the need for a participatory process
to the extent that they even incorporated it into the coalition’s internal operations. The initiative
organizers presented members with a document that outlined their goals, objectives and vision
for InternetforEveryone.org proceedings. On the call, they asked members for their input
regarding the goals, objectives and town hall structure. InternetforEveryone.org organizers
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informed the coalition members that although they would produce the initial suggestions for the
public ascertainment process, including the town hall meeting structure, they sincerely wanted
the coalition members to be responsible for informing, dismantling and reassembling that
structure so that it represented the coalition’s group conscience. They ideally were seeking to
create a back and forth process so that all the coalition members were actively informing the
town hall meetings.
Out of InternetforEveryone.org’s first organizational call came an explanation document
that InternetforEveryone.org subsequently forwarded to current and potential members. The
document worked as a pitch document, which took about a month to develop. This pitch
document essentially contained the information they planned to present to potential allies during
the buy-in process. The goals have since developed to meet the evolving group conscience of the
coalition.
Internal and Public Faced Goals
While the primary goal of InternetforEveryone.org is to bring fast, affordable and open
Internet access to everyone in America, the organizers may present to their various
constituencies sub-goals aimed at advancing their progress toward the primary goal. To their
coalition members, InternetforEveryone.org presents three sub-goals. At their town hall
meetings, they have one sub-goal and three objectives, and on their website, they reference only
the primary goal. The three sub-goals InternetforEveryone.org communicates to their coalition
members are to inform a national broadband plan, build new relationships and strengthen
existing ties while allowing their allies the same opportunity, and to use the initiative as an
opportunity to educate the public. At the town hall meetings however, the sub-goal is to “[b]uild
a public mandate for better Internet in America and forge new alliances that will form a strong
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constituency in [location of town hall meeting] to support InternetforEveryone.org’s efforts by
engaging a large and demographically diverse group of citizens in a town meeting about the
benefits of universal and open Internet access” (InternetforEveryone.org Table Facilitator Guide
2009). Accompanying the town hall meeting sub-goal are three objectives. Objectives of the
town hall meeting include: 1) “Identify public priorities for a policy framework to be developed
by InternetforEveryone.org members and delivered to Washington”, 2) “Support participants to
commit to actions that will advance the goals of InternetforEveryone.org and connect them to an
infrastructure that supports that action”, and 3) “Expand InternetforEveryone.org’s network of
local and national endorsers”. Lastly, on their website, InternetforEveryone.org identifies the
primary goal as “working to bring the benefits of a fast, affordable and open Internet connection
to everyone in America” (InternetforEveyone.org).
Working in the field of media reform organizing is not as scientific a process as it may be
in the organizing literature. The Campaign Coordinator made this point to me when I asked her
to speak to the specific wording and presentation of their goals. InternetforEveryone.org words
and presents their sub-goals differently depending on the constituency they are communicating
with and the role that constituency is going to play in the initiative. Because of this, the wording
and presentation are adapted to fit the relevant needs of the situation while always striving
toward the ultimate goal, to inform a national broadband plan based on the four principles of
access, choice, openness and innovation. In particular, the sub-goals of building and
strengthening relationships with allies and educating the public are most relevant to the
InternetforEveryone.org members, who work intimately with the coalition from an internal
position. Strengthening existing ties and creating new constituents enhances public support for a
movement (Mauss 1975 as cited in Howley 2004). By establishing these as two of the three sub-
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goals before the coalition, they are recognizing the importance of garnering public support for
their efforts and building the coalition through the creation of new allies.
In strengthening their relationships with existing allies, InternetforEveryone.org has taken
advantage of their networks developed through Free Press campaigns, such as
SavetheInternet.com. Networks such as this can influence a potential participant’s decision to
join a movement by structurally connecting them to participation opportunities, socializing them
to protest issues and shaping their decision to become involved (Passy and Giugni 2001). Free
Press structurally connects SavetheInternet.com members to InternetforEveryone.org. In
addition, participating in SavetheInternet.com socialized members to Internet related issues and
the principle of openness that is central to both campaigns. Twenty-nine of the 160
InternetforEveryone.org members are also members of SavetheInternet.com, exemplifying the
influential role that networks have in a participant’s decision to join a movement. It was
important to InternetforEveryone.org organizers, however, that they were not simply rallying the
“usual suspects,” hence their goal of building relationships with new constituencies.
Given InternetforEveryone.org members’ role in advancing the cause, the sub-goals of
strengthening ties, building relationships with new constituencies and educating the public are
very relevant. However, these same sub-goals are not necessarily relevant to the everyday citizen
who may be interested in informing the national broadband framework but not necessarily
helping to shape the coalition and its maneuvers. Thus, those sub-goals are the organizational
members’ purpose for working with the coalition, while the overarching intent to ensure
broadband to everyone in America is the only goal mentioned to the public via the website (see
appendix A). In addition, at the town hall meetings it is very relevant to inform participants that
the sub-goal of the event is to garner their community’s support and input while facilitating them
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through the process of informing a national broadband plan and expanding their own network of
endorsers. These sub-goals are town hall meeting specific and would not be relevant to the
organizational members or public. For these reasons, InternetforEveryone.org organizers see
their sub-goals as having two faces, an internal face, presented to members and to town hall
participants, and a public face, presented to the public or any individuals that may join the
coalition. While InternetforEveryone.org presents the two faces of their sub-goals slightly
differently to the public then to their members or town hall participants, the overarching goal is
the same, to ensure that every home and business in America has access to a fast, affordable and
open Internet connection.

STRATEGY
Inside Outside Strategy
An initiative strategy is a big picture or overall plan outlining how the initiative intends to
achieve its goals and objectives. This includes provisions for who will be involved in the
campaign and to which important publics they will direct their message. InternetforEveryone.org
follows an “inside outside” strategy. This strategy outlines the importance of cultivating
relationships among insiders and powerful constituents in Washington, D.C. while engaging in
complementary grassroots organizing outside the beltway. It is essential to achieve a balance
between the credibility of the policy experts and creativity of the field (Karr and Aaron n.d.). In
addition, identifying a means of access to the political system and allies within can influence the
mobilization of constituents (Van Dyke, Dixon, and Carlon 2007).
The “inside” part of the strategy recognizes that in order to mobilize the grassroots
support, it is often helpful to know what is happening in Washington, D.C. to anticipate their
activities and mobilize accordingly. InternetforEveryone.org has the advantage of being an
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initiative of Free Press, which has an office in D.C. and thus has “inside” experts, researchers
and lobbyists. This inside knowledge helps them know the right decision makers to target and the
right times to do so. In addition, the office of Senior Program Director Craig Aaron is located in
Washington, D.C. This further assists the program team in Massachusetts to stay in touch with
the activities in Washington, D.C.
The “outside” part of this strategy proposes that if you want Washington, D.C. insiders to
recognize and attend to an issue, you need to demonstrate that there is grassroots support for the
issue. Organizations can exemplify the power of a movement through their ability to gain public
support and transform potential constituencies into large numbers of mobilized participants
(Dixon, Roscigno, and Hodson 2004; Jenkins 1983; McAdam 1982, 1988; McCammon 2001;
McCarthy and Zald 1977; Morris 1981; Taylor 1989 as cited in Van Dyke et al. 2007; Van Dyke
2003). InternetforEveryone.org understood that if they were to have their desired effect in
Washington, D.C. they needed to garner public support and form a coalition that equally
represented civic and industry organizations, and community leaders and academics, thus
making it obvious that this issue cuts across all sectors of society. This reflects the notion that a
social problem is not inherently a problem until “it is made a problem by the entrepreneurship of
various interest groups, which succeed in winning over important segments of public opinion to
the support of a social movement aimed at changing that condition” (Mauss 1975:16 as cited in
Howley 2004:237). Having a diverse group of constituents participate in the coalition will allow
InternetforEveryone.org to take all the data amassed from their public engagement and use it to
show that almost every constituency whether it be by age, race, economic status, etc., is
represented in this conversation. It allows them to sustain the public’s viewpoint in Washington,
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D.C. because it is strategically much harder for antagonists to criticize a position when it has the
support of a broad and diverse constituency.
InternetforEveryone.org’s use of an “inside outside” strategy exemplifies research
findings that social movements essentially function to communicate their message to two distinct
targets, power holders and the public. Social movements address political authorities with the
intent of gaining recognition and enhancing their demands. They address the public in an attempt
to gain support, which is very important to any social movement (Passy and Giugni 2001). It also
exemplifies research findings that a social moments’ identity, how they frame social issues and
their actions, are influenced by the interactions of government officials, corporations and those
considered allies and enemies (Van Dyke 2003). These findings relate to the
InternetforEveryone.org initiative because it represents a leading coalition within the larger
context of the media reform movement.
Strategic Planning
When thinking about the big picture of the InternetforEveryone.org strategy, it is helpful
break it down in terms of their strategic planning. A strategic plan includes how to:
•

position the campaign

•

reach out to important publics

•

how important publics can benefit the campaign

Positioning
Free Press has been working on Internet issues since 2005 and has an Open Internet
campaign that incorporates the InternetforEveryone.org initiative and their SavetheInternet.com
campaign. While SavetheInternet.com is not the focus of this research, it is worth mentioning the
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difference between the SavetheInternet.com campaign and the InternetforEveryone.org initiative.
The purpose of SavetheInternet.com is to lobby elected officials to enact a policy that ensures
Network Neutrality. Network Neutrality prevents Internet providers from blocking, speeding up
or slowing down Web content based on its source, ownership or destination
(http://www.savetheinternet.com/=faq). InternetforEveryone.org, however, specifically decided
to position their campaign as one that is not pushing policy and thus did not form with the intent
of lobbying to enact a particular policy.
Instead of pushing policy, organizers positioned the coalition as one that sought to inform
policy through developing a national broadband framework based on the four principles of
access, choice, openness and innovation. Members joined the coalition because they wanted to
ensure that no matter what specific broadband policy the federal government enacted, it would at
least include the InternetforEveryone.org four principles. Positioning the campaign as one that
was not pushing policy allowed InternetforEveryone.org to the garner the support of
organizations from a wide spectrum of sectors. Several different staff members reiterated the
distinction between pushing and informing policy, indicating to me that the positioning of this
campaign as opposed their SavetheInternet.com campaign was one of significance.
Reaching Important Publics
Specifically developing the four principles to be very general, or ideologically broad,
aided InternetforEveryone.org in communicating a message that was far-reaching and could
garner the support of a large and diverse group of constituents. The development of these four
principles of access, choice, openness and innovation was a deliberative process of engagement
and participation with organizations outside of InternetforEveryone.org. Early in the formation
of the coalition, InternetforEveryone.org held meetings with some of the organizations that Free
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Press had previously worked with on Internet policy issues. Through their engagement with such
organizations, it became apparent to them that there existed a common and universally agreed
upon set of Internet-related principles. Out of this process of engagement,
InternetforEveryone.org was able to compose a list of these more commonly agreed upon
principles. The organizers then presented the list of principles to their initial members and
through further collaborating, they refined the list to include the four principles of access, choice,
openness and innovation. They continued to gather feedback on the four principles by holding
small meetings with groups from both the public and private sectors.
Once InternetforEveryone.org reached a critical mass in consensus among their already
existing members regarding the four principles, they began a more widespread recruitment
process. At this point, they asked themselves some questions regarding what they wanted the
coalition to look like. Such questions included: What were the different sectors they wanted
represented in the coalition? With whom have they already worked? With whom have they yet to
work? Whom were they missing? Throughout all the coalition work, InternetforEveryone.org
continues to think about whom they might be missing and makes efforts to include those who
may be un- or under represented.
In order to engage a broad and diverse group of coalition members,
InternetforEveryone.org promoted as a selling point the fact that they were not pushing any
specific policy, but instead were rallying around four very broad principles of access, choice,
openness and innovation. InternetforEveryone.org informed the potential members that the
coalition is seeking to engage the public and discover sentiment regarding how to provide
everyone in the United States with fast, affordable and open Internet service. The understanding
was given that their engagement would eventually inform a national broadband framework. The
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coordinators understood that it is easier to rally a broad and diverse group of people around four
equally broad principles, but it is much harder to rally that same group around a specific policy
or policy recommendations. The hope was that the four very broad principles would help the
coalition members to find a common ground upon which they could all agree, creating a broad
consensus which would then make the process of openly passing polices and legislation that
much easier.
Part of strategic planning is thinking about not only how to position the initiative and
who the important publics are, but also how those publics were going to be reached in a way that
facilitated their awareness and education of the initiative and its issues. How a potential
constituent perceives a social movement organization’s efficacy is influential in their decision to
take part in the movement (Passy and Giugni 2001). For this reason, it makes sense that
InternetforEveryone.org includes educating the public on their issues as one of their
organizational member goals. Educating potential constituents that a social justice problem exists
will influence their decision to take part in the movement (Wiggins, Wiggins, and Zanden 1994
as cited in Johnson 2005). One of the most important tools used to inform the public and promote
the initiative in the beginning was the beta form of the website, which has gone through a major
transformation since. Early on, the beta version was InternetforEveryone.org’s primary means of
providing information to the public about what InternetforEveryone.org was and what it stood
for. InternetforEveryone.org staff also used a series of e-mail pitches followed by phone calls to
promote the initiative and spread the word.
InternetforEveryone.org worked diligently from June to December of 2008, both
internally and externally, to build membership buy-in, and continued to engage in ongoing
recruitment efforts through the life of the initiative. The initial recruitment process involved
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engaging more groups across the United States and asking them to join the
InternetforEveryone.org coalition. The only criterion for joining the coalition was to agree that
the four principles of access, choice, openness and innovation are the core issues of importance
regarding the future of the Internet. InternetforEveryone.org was self reportedly very successful
at getting many diverse political, business and social groups to sign on to these four principles.
How Important Publics Can Benefit InternetforEveryone.org
When recruiting, evidence suggests that some attempts are more successful than others
(McAdam and Paulsen 1993). How an organization undertakes recruiting a participant, affects
the subsequent intensity of that participant’s involvement. Both recruitment by a strongly
involved activist and recruitment through strong ties increase a participant’s intensity of
involvement (Passy and Giugni 2001). For example, to recruit high profile organizations to be
InternetforEveryone.org coalition members, the Executive Director of Free Press or someone
from Free Press that had an already established connection with that organization, contacted the
potential organizational member about joining the coalition. Because the level of involvement
asked of organizational members is high, it was prudent for InternetforEveryone.org to utilize
their most high profile staff and already established connections.
To inform a national broadband plan supported by a broad range of constituents that cut
across all sectors of society, InternetforEveryone.org knew they would have to increase and
ensure the public’s voice by creating a campaign in which a deliberative public process was
central. They wanted to operate in a way that advanced the coalition’s goals and empowered the
public through a participatory and democratic process of gathering input. One of the main tactics
they strategically planned to execute was to hold a series of deliberative town hall meetings
across the county. These town hall events are so central to the campaign that their discussion
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receives its own section under the “event tactics” heading in this paper. InternetforEveryone.org
specifically designed a series of town hall meetings to encourage discussions around the four
principles and brainstorm ideas for how to achieve a fast, affordable and open Internet
connection for every home and business in America.
During the fall of 2008, InternetforEveryone.org staff members were having weekly
meetings to help them hammer out what their first town hall meeting was going to look like.
During the meetings, they focused on moving every element of the initiative, including how they
were going to structure the town hall meetings and conference calls (I discuss conference calls in
the “communication tactics” section of this paper), enlarge the coalition, and keep members
engaged. As an aside, I think it is interesting to note that originally InternetforEveryone.org
referred to themselves as an initiative and not a coalition. Early on, they were uncertain if their
activities could qualify as coalition practices and were aware that they should not call themselves
a coalition if in fact they were engaging in un-coalition like practices. Coalition work involves an
alliance among various organizations whose focuses may be different on immediate causes, but
who all function within a broad ideological agenda (Van Dyke 2003). As the campaign
developed and continued to move forward, however, the organizers felt like it transformed into a
coalition based on the way it was functioning. InternetforEveryone.org’s members represented a
broad cross section of society, yet despite their primary interests, ranging from business, politics
and technology to social, economic, racial justice and beyond, they were all able to rally around
the four broad principles of Internet access, choice, openness and innovation for all
After InternetforEveryone.org held their first town hall meeting, the staff stopped holding
their weekly internal meetings. Essentially, the coalition organizers needed that first town hall
model, after which the Campaign Coordinator, and Campaign Director, had the liberty to make
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more decision on their own. The Campaign Coordinator and Campaign Director continued to
work closely on a daily basis through calls, e-mails, instant messaging, etc. This allowed them to
know what components each other were leading and thus hold one another accountable to
manage and complete their responsibilities.
Although the staff may have ceased their weekly internal meetings, internal means of
communication were still very important to the success of the campaign, they just occurred
through other modes. InternetforEveryone.org used an online collaborating and organizing
project management and task software called Basecamp to continue internal communications
(http://www.basecamphq.com/). This software system is relatively new to
InternetforEveryone.org and Free Press. As can be expected, the use of this communication and
collaboration system is not flawless and thus staff is still in the process of figuring out best
practices for its use.
Another means of internal communication are weekly cross-team communications
meetings held every Friday at Free Press. During these meetings, time is devoted to
InternetforEveryone.org announcements. InternetforEveryone.org announcements include press
updates and releases as well as America Offline updates and video releases (America Offline is a
video project that is a part of InternetforEveryone.org. It acts as another way to engage and
educate the public while further promoting the InternetforEveryone.org message. I discuss
America Offline in further detail in the “communication tactics” section of this paper). During
one particular cross-team communications meeting in mid January, the Free Press staff member
responsible for the America Offline project gave an update regarding her recent Washington,
D.C. trip where she shot some America Offline footage. In the video, she was able to capture
twenty children as they asked president Obama to give them broadband. She mentioned the need
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to make this video “viral”, which means
to promote their videos so they are widely
viewed by many, and asked for
suggestions from the rest of the group
(Double click box to view video).
In addition, at the cross
communication meetings staff also
discusses town hall logistical, travel and outreach plans, such as on the ground site visits,
identifies areas to address further, and provides press updates. For example, at the same meeting
when the staff member responsible for the America Offline project discussed the Washington
D.C. America Offline video, the communications coordinator discussed the advertising and press
rollout plans for the InternetforEveryone.org town hall event. Lastly, InternetforEveryone.org
organizers have also used this time as an opportunity to encourage staff to visit and comment on
the “Digital Town Hall”, which I discuss in further detail in the “communication tactics” section
of this paper.
TACTICS
The activities specifically designed to execute the strategy in a way that will allow
InternetforEveryone.org to reach their goals and objectives are their tactics. They are the tools
that the organization uses to expose the coalition and its message to their important publics. To
describe the InternetforEveryone.org initiative, I break their tactics down into two different
types, communication tactics and event tactics. Communication tactics are an organization’s
verbal tactics, which use speech, written words or visual imagery to communicate their message.
Such tactics can include newsletters, flyers, brochures, mailings, advertisements, slogans,
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websites and videos. Event tactics are an organization’s non-written, non-verbal tactics such as
special events, demonstrations, exhibits, community contributions etc.
Social movements often utilize communication media as provided by society’s
infrastructure as a tactic to achieve their goals (Downing 2003; Garcelon 2006; Hackett and
Adam 1999; McCarthy and Zald 1977). Media outlets are one way to engage and inform the
public regarding social issues. For this reason, the media has the ability to play an integral role in
many social conflicts (Carroll 2006; Stein 1999). Unfortunately, due to over eighty years of
media reform practices organized in the interest of private corporate wealth, we do not have a
mass media system that acts as a truly accessible resource for grassroots, democratic social
movements. However, the rise of the Internet presents social movements with an accessible
communication infrastructure through which they can engage and inform the public.
InternetforEveryone.org certainly highlights the importance of the Internet not only through their
messages, but also through their messaging, for they use the Internet as one of their primary
means of communication.
Communication Tactics
Communication tactics are the verbal tactics used by InternetforEveryone.org; they can
be oral, written and/or visual. InternetforEveryone.org’s communication tactics are conducted
via:
•

Internet, such as through:
o E-mail outreaches
o InternetforEveryone.org website
o

“Digital Town Hall”

o Social networking sites
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•

Videos, including:
o America Offline project
o Publicize upcoming events
o InternetforEveryone.org launch

•

Telephone, for the purpose of
o Conference calls

•

Print, such as:
o Postcards

•

In person by means of:
o On the ground organizing

A society’s “ability to define, debate, publicize and ultimately resolve social problems and
conflicts depends first and foremost on the communication processes” (Stein 1999:5). By
communicating their message through media outlets, movement actors are able to bring an issue
to the public’s attention, affect the popular understanding of an issue, generate concern and
support, and influence public policy (Best 1990; Garcelon 2006; Ryan et al. 1998).
Some InternetforEveryone.org tactics use multiple forms of communication to advocate
their message to important publics. For example, InternetforEveryone.org’s press relations use
the Internet, print and radio to promote the campaign. In addition, some of their communication
tactics intersect with one another, such as their use of the website to promote America Offline
videos or use of e-mails to announce upcoming conference calls (See Appendix E for example).
In light of this, it is important to keep in mind that their communication tactics are not separate
from one another, but often related to and dependent upon one another. For the ease of
understanding, however, I have chosen to talk about them in somewhat distinct terms.
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Internet
To reach their goals, InternetforEveryone.org primarily utilizes the Internet for their
communication tactics. Through the Internet, they send e-mail outreaches to segments of their
list of 500,000 activists, maintain website presence, write op-eds and blogs while also utilizing
their network of other bloggers, writers and opinion leaders, share their research in Washington
D.C. and engage in grassroots communication work. The Internet plays a big role in
InternetforEveryone.org’s communication tactics and is a common means through which
activists often communicate their message (Smith, McCarthy, McPhail, and Augustyn 2001).
The InternetforEveryone.org initiative has an inherent advantage in the fact that those who are
most concerned about the Internet, bloggers, online activists and the high-tech community, have
a strong web presence and therefore are invested in the success of InternetforEveryone.org. For
these reasons, Internet related issues such as those InternetforEveryone.org tackles are “more
conducive in online organizing than just about any other issue” (Silver April 6, 2009).
E-mail outreaches are an important way InternetforEveryone.org engages coalition
members and activists, communicates with coalition members, potential allies and town hall
participants, and keeps everyone informed of the latest InternetforEveryone.org activities. For
example, when promoting the town hall meeting in Durham, North Carolina,
InternetforEveryone.org used a series of e-mail outreaches to inform potential participants of the
event (See Appendix F for an e-mail example). E-mail is one of the primary ways
InternetforEveryone.org communicates with their members. In addition, one of the ways they
promoted a multi-media report they produced was via e-mail (See Appendix G to view Five
Days on the Digital Dirt Road report). I discuss the multi-media report in further detail when I
discuss the America Offline videos.
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Concerning e-mails, however, there is a recent phenomenon known as e-mail fatigue.
From the time when e-mails became a popular means of communication in the late 1990s, people
have increasingly used them as a means of communication. We are now at the point, in the early
21st century, where there is such a proliferation of e-mails that recipients are more likely to delete
the e-mail than they are to read it (Silver April 6, 2009). This is something to keep in mind when
using e-mail as a major means of communication.
Another important communication tool used by InternetforEveryone.org is their website.
At their website, www.InternetforEveryone.org, an interested visitor can learn about the coalition
and upcoming events, read informational resources, view America Offline videos, participate at
the “Digital Town Hall” and join InternetforEveryone.org. Under the “About Us” tab,
InternetforEveryone.org lists their overarching goal, provides information about the four
principles, and lists all the coalition members and links to their websites. Under the events tab,
InternetforEveryone.org not only provides written information regarding the logistics of
upcoming events, but also an
informational video from their latest town
hall meeting in North Carolina (double
click the box to the right to see video).
Resources provided include the print
materials for the events such as the
discussion guide and a report entitled One
Nation Online, which provides statistical information regarding the digital divide and broadband
deployment, adoption, quality and prices in the United States as compared to other countries (See
Appendix H for the full report).
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The “Digital Town Hall” is also located at the InternetforEveryone.org website. In
addition to the town hall meetings that Free Press is hosting across the country, they have an
interactive forum to allow those who cannot be physically present at the town hall meetings to
join the conversation. Such a model is new to Free Press and they are still trying to figure out the
best ways to promote it and fashion it to encourage robust dialogue and free flow of thoughts and
ideas. In doing this, InternetforEveryone.org organizers are trying to figure out how to make the
site not just another place to go on the Internet. At the “Digital Town Hall”, one can join the
conversation and comment under any and all of the main topics of access, choice, openness and
innovation (See Appendix I to view front-page from Digital Town Hall).
Unfortunately, the “Digital Town Hall” is not taking off as InternetforEveryone.org
organizers had anticipated. One of the reasons they believe the “Digital Town Hall” is not
meeting their expectations is because it has not yet been fully promoted. InternetforEveryone.org
first engaged the “Digital Town Hall” in a slow rollout, which acted almost as a pilot study for
the site. InternetforEveryone.org invited only some of their coalition members to visit and
comment on the “Digital Town Hall”. Before they could promote the site to the public at large,
they needed to have posts available to engage visitors and spark conversations. In addition, they
wanted to gather feedback from their members regarding the site. Through the slow rollout, they
discovered that the “Digital Town Hall” might not produce the desired results.
Another potential reason for the “Digital Town Hall’s” lack of success is that when you
ask people to write something such as a blog post, which is essentially how people interact with
the “Digital Town Hall”, it is often a bar to participation set too high. InternetforEveryone.org
organizers, however, are not giving up on the “Digital Town Hall” and are taking steps to revive
it. In order to make it a site that people want to visit and continue to engage with, they are
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considering new ways to spark the robust conversations that they are seeking, such as through
live events. One of the live events that they are going to use is to post a survey on the “Digital
Town Hall” (See section “Graduate Internship in Media Policy and Research” in this paper for
further discussion of the survey). It is easier for people to fill out a survey and answer some
simple multiple-choice questions than it is for them to comment independently at length.
Another approach taken to engage people with the “Digital Town Hall” is through
actually recruiting some of their members, staff and other important publics to comment on the
“Digital Town Hall”. Recognizing that they still need to promote the “Digital Town Hall”, the
plan is to get a broader engagement piece by contacting the various InternetforEveryone.org
organizational coalition members and asking them to forward the survey to their activists. In
addition to the survey, they plan to provide their members and their members’ members the
opportunity to take any number of actions, ranging from those that are quite easy like filling out
the survey, to those that require more involvement like writing a complete comment or blog post
on the “Digital Town Hall”. InternetforEveryone.org thinks that providing those options will
guarantee that they get a higher rate of response than they currently have.
In addition to e-mails, their website and the “Digital Town Hall”,
InternetforEveryone.org makes use of social networking sites. The most effective online
organizing usually involves very simple actions such as signing a petition, putting a name on a
letter or simply clicking a button that in turn creates some sort of activist response. Some refer to
this as clicktivism, cyberactivsm, or derisively as slacktivism. InternetforEveryone.org
organizers, however, recognize the truth to this trend is that many people simply do not have
time to commit beyond simple web-based actions. Social networking sites include but are not
limited to Facebook, Myspace, YouTube and Twitter.
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The InternetforEveryone.org organizers recognize that these social networking sites have
incredible potential to spread their message to new constituents, or at least to those on that
network. Facebook, for example, has roughly 175 million active users. The potential audience is
there if an organization can figure out how to effectively use that network to spread their ideas
and messages out beyond their core group of friends. While there is an incentive to take
advantage of clicktivist tactics such as online petitions, as with the use of e-mail, people are
increasingly ignoring online petitions due to their prevalence. Thus, people are signing less and
less petitions with the belief that they are not effective. They are also not forwarding even the
compelling petitions because they are aware that their friends likely suffer from e-mail and
petition fatigue as well.
Aside from petition fatigue, the reality is that online petitions do not carry that much
weight in Washington, D.C. Online petitions and pre-written letters to local congress people are
tactics used by many organizations. Often times, unless the activist sending the letter or signing
the petition personalizes it somehow, members of Congress feel like they are receiving spam.
They are aware that these petitions and letters ultimately come from a social movement
organization and therefore disregard them. If the individual constructs a more personalized letter
that does not look copied and pasted from Free Press, then the letter is more effective.
Interestingly, however, the Executive Director of Free Press mentioned that phone calls to an indistrict member continue to be important. If a member of Congress sees an incoming phone call
from their district, they are more likely to answer. For this reason, targeted phone call campaigns
from that member’s constituents are still effective.
InternetforEveryone.org has been using social networking sites for the past six to nine
months. Although they consider themselves an organization that utilizes these sites better than
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most, they are still new to it and recognize they have more to learn. Although they are very keen
to utilize them for organizing purposes, InternetforEveryone.org Campaign Director admits that
InternetforEveryone.org has yet to perfect the use of such sites. One way they continually try to
improve their effective use of social networks it by learning from other organizations and
examples of excellent organizing through social networks. For example, when Facebook
changed its privacy terms to allow advertisers to learn more about its members and push targeted
advertising, MoveOn.org and a few other activist groups organized Facebook members to the
extent that Facebook changed its terms. By looking to such examples, InternetforEveryone.org
hopes to learn more about organizing through social networks so when the next big Facebook
moment comes, they will be prepared to seize the opportunity. In addition, keeping in mind the
issues of e-mail and petition fatigue, Free Press is aware that they should not bombard users with
announcements via the social networks. Instead, the Executive Director suggests they “keep their
musket dry”. In other words, he believes they should make fewer and more targeted
announcements so when they do post something on a social networking site people are more
likely to notice and be interested.
It is interesting to note that in the past, research has recognized the news media as
benefiting social movements. According to such research, news media can potentially allow
social movements to reach prospective constituents who they might not otherwise reach through
movement-oriented outlets, and validate the cause as being worthy of support (Gamson and
Wolfsfeld 1993 as cited in Thomas 2006). I would call into question whether the news media
still serves this role for social movements and if it has ever served such a role for the media
reform movement. Given the fact that the media reform movement seeks to reform the very news
media that this research claims to serve social movements, I find it highly unlikely that they
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would cover relevant stories in a way that would serve the movement. Despite the fact some
journalists covering social movements may exist, social networking sites seem to be replacing
the role that news media played in advancing a social movement’s message.
While it is not the primary purpose of social networking sites to serve social movements,
recent organizing efforts are certainly exploiting them for such purposes. As my findings show,
they provide a means to reach potential adherents who might otherwise not encounter the social
movement organization. In addition, sites such as Facebook have “cause” applications that allow
the user to take actions to garner support for the cause. Such actions include inviting your friends
to join, donate money, and check out the cause’s website. The user then has the option to post
their action as a news feed that allows the user’s friends to view their recent activity. This, in a
sense, helps to validate the cause by demonstrating that there is prior support for the issue and
people are actively working to advance the cause. If nothing else, it helps put the cause on the
radar of other social networking users.
Video
Tied to InternetforEveryone.org’s electronic communication tactics, is their use of video
for the America Offline project. America Offline is another way InternetforEveryone.org is
working to inform and educate the public about the initiative and why the issues related to it are
important. The project sheds light on the fact that millions of Americans live without regular
Internet access or lack the training and equipment to get online. This supports the organization’s
need to affect how people think about social problems by highlighting the injustice faced by
those without Internet access (Hirsch 1990; Polletta and Jasper, 2001; Wiggins, Wiggins, and
Vander Zanden 1994 as cited in Johnson 2005). A small reporting team that heads America
Offline travels to communities across the country to capture the stories of Americans without
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Internet access. They also hire local videographers to help them with the projects. Using local
videographers allows them to not only save money in transportation costs, but also work with
people who know and have a connection to the community.
As to be expected, a challenge of these interviews is finding the people who are offline.
To do this, the America Offline coordinator identifies, contacts, and arranges the citizen
interviews through organizations aimed at helping connect people to the Internet. The team then
travels to interview the identified citizens about a month before the next town hall meeting in
that area. The footage captured in the America Offline videos are akin to open-ended interviews
and are sometimes internally referred to as
citizen interviews (double-click box to the
right to view an America Offline video). The
video project allows InternetforEveryone.org
to interview people around the country in an
effort to obtain real life perspectives on
Internet issues. It is for this reason that the
America Offline videos are so instrumental
in helping to bring beltway policy into
reality. In the words of the America Offline Coordinator, stories equal power.
In addition to utilizing their website to publicize the America Offline videos,
InternetforEveryone.org also publicizes the videos through of the “Digital Town Hall” by
posting them as a comment and on social networking sites like YouTube. In fact, the America
Offline videos have a detailed plan for how to make their videos go “viral”. In addition to
YouTube and the “Digital Town Hall”, America Offline also promotes their videos by making
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use of their connections to Free Press. This includes promoting videos on the Free Press and
SavetheInternet.com websites, as well as by e-mailing them to staff. They also use press releases,
e-mail lists, blogs, Facebook, Myspace, Twitter, and their coalition members’ websites.
YouTube enables viewers to post video responses via a public comment. The comments
posted in response to the America Offline videos provide some insight as to whether viewers
consider the issue of Internet access to be legitimate. Whether or not a person interprets an issue
as legitimate partially determines her or his decision to participate in the relevant social
movement (Passy and Giugni 2001). I was surprised to see there were negative comments about
the America Offline D.C. video, which was also their most viewed video. While some comments
reflected viewers’ perceptions of this as a legitimate issue, others did not.
Examples of comments that supported the legitimacy of InternetforEveryone.org’s goal
included “Unless these kids get access to high-speed Internet, they will be left behind in our
increasingly digital world.” and “This is a more important issue than a lot of people realize.
Without information, we are all likely to be misled and exploited. That is why the entire nation
needs Internet.” Negative comments included, “Duh, where does it say in the Constitution of the
United States state that the Access to the Internet is a RIGHT? Well so isn’t owning a gun, but I
don’t see the government buying me one...” and “Dear Barack, For Christmas I want free
internet, free healthcare, a new car, an earned income tax credit (welfare), free gas, free public
transportation, free college education, and funding for my abortion I will have in 6th grade.
Could you please give me all these things King Obama so that I could become even more
dependent on a bankrupt government who steals money from working class citizens under the
false claims of a "stimulus package" that will benefit "all Americans."” and “We didn't have the
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Internet in our classrooms, and we BUILT the Internet.” Essentially, the negative posts reflected
the commenter’s perception of the issue as illegitimate.
In the similar vein that news media used to serve social movements, researchers also
found that television in general served social movements. This is in part because of the
significant power television has over viewers due to its potential for graphic images and a largescale audience (Best 1990; Kepplinger 2007; McChesney 1997; Stotzky 2004). While YouTube
is not an equal counterpart to television, it does allow for graphic images and is the dominant
provider of online video in the United States with a market share of around 43 percent. In
January of 2009 alone, they had more than six billion videos viewed
(http://www.comscore.com/press/release.asp?press=2741). In November of 2008, YouTube
ranked as the third most viewed website, behind Yahoo! and Google
(http://www.alexa.com/site/ds/top_sites?ts_mode=global&lang=none).
I believe you can make the argument that YouTube certainly has the potential to advance
a social movement if organizers are able to capitalize on its ability to reach countless potential
and existing constituents. This is especially relevant given recent technologies merging television
and the Internet. According to the Executive Director, “YouTube is making a huge difference in
politics, political discourse and entertainment. As download speeds increase and the quality of
the delivery software increases, YouTube will no longer be a grainy small video but it will be a
high definition quality video streaming on your computer or television” (Silver April 6, 2009).
The difficulty with using sites like YouTube to publicize InternetforEveryone.org is distribution.
When making the comparison of television to YouTube, television has the advantage of easily
reaching a mass audience, whereas with YouTube videos, a viewer generally must first be aware
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the organization’s existence in order to search for the video. Despite this, the Executive Director
recognizes the importance of Internet video in communicating information.
InternetforEveryone.org uses the America Offline videos to publicize their events, such
as the town hall meetings and the upcoming InternetforEveryone.org Coalition Member Meeting
(which I discuss in further detail in the “event tactics” section of this paper). The video shot in
Washington, D.C. during the month of January 2009 acts as a good example of how the America
Offline project is using videos to not only allow people to express their situations and needs, but
also to promote InternetforEveryone.org. In addition to highlighting the children’s messages,
there is also footage of a teacher explaining why the Internet is important to children’s learning
and how lack of access is affecting their education. Overall, America Offline has made and
posted fifteen videos, all of which are now on YouTube. The aforementioned Washington, D.C.
video has been the most popular, as of March 16, 2009, with 5,825 hits. Collectively, the fifteen
videos have received 11,477 hits, and counting; that is an average of 756 views per video. Some
of the videos are polished sixty-second clips featuring the America Offline Coordinator’s voice
over footage discussing the need for broadband. Other videos, however, focus on the citizens’
dialogue and last up to twice as long.
Not only has InternetforEveryone.org made use of video footage through America
Offline, but they also have featured the InternetforEveryone.org launch meeting as well as some
other early InternetforEveryone.org explanation videos. The InternetforEveryone.org launch
meeting featured multiple speakers, including: Robin Chase, co-founder and former CEO of
Zipcar; Michael Winship, president of Writers Guild of America East; Van Jones with Green for
All; Brad Burnham with Union Square Ventures; Jonathan Adelstein, FCC Commissioner;
Lawrence Lessig of Stanford Law School; Jonathan Zittrain of the Berkman Center for Internet
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and Society; David All with TechRepublican.com; Tim Wu of Columbia Law School and Chair
of the Free Press Board; and Josh Silver, the Executive Director of Free Press.
The America Offline videos also act as another avenue through which
InternetforEveryone.org receives media hits. In addition, press for the event takes place on a
local and national level via all media, including print, radio, television and the Internet. For
example, with the rollout of the town hall meeting in North Carolina, the press coordinator
publicized the event via the Huffington post. In addition, they contacted all local bloggers and
asked them to blog about the upcoming event. In addition, they used online calendars to post the
upcoming event.
Telephone
Online means of communication, however, are not the only way that
InternetforEveryone.org communicates. Utilized in the beginning of InternetforEveryone.org and
still proving to be an important mode of communication is the good old-fashioned telephone. In
addition to e-mail, a weekly or monthly call is one of the primary ways InternetforEveryone.org
communicates with their members. They are able to do this by using a phone system that
provides a number and code specific to the call, allowing multiple callers to be on the phone at
once (See Appendix E for example).
On the calls, a facilitator, sometimes an in-house and sometimes an outside facilitator,
aids the flow of conversation. This person receives a call agenda and provides guidance to allow
for an effective phone call. Such guidance includes reminding people of unfortunate but
necessary time restraints and the need to mute their phones as to avoid noise interference. The
call agenda often includes an introduction to the initiative by the Campaign Director. Discussion
time to allow InternetforEveryone.org organizers to network with their members’ allies, form
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new allies, and strengthen ties with existing allies is also included in the calls. In addition,
InternetforEveryone.org uses this opportunity to inform callers of America Offline videos and
town hall specifics such as date, location, logistics and next steps. Next steps have included
upcoming announcements, e-mail outreaches and discussions regarding how to continue
engagement with participants.
As mentioned before, InternetforEveryone.org organizers are regularly seeking feedback
from their members and for this reason they include time in the call to answer any questions
from the members, ask the members questions and listen to their feedback. Examples of common
questions include inquiries about who the coalition’s target audience is or what the rationale for
choosing a specific town hall location was. The organizers have asked members for their
thoughts regarding who they should ask to speak at the meetings, how to best incorporate
creative presentations at the town hall meetings and recruit people without Internet access.
Suggestions for speakers have included elected political officials, public school superintendents,
and the vice president from the institute of minority development center, former professors and
the founder of a local credit union. Suggestions regarding how to recruit participants without
Internet access included publicizing the event through school Facebook networks, Spanish
newspapers, Native American newspapers, centers for non-profits, the institute of minority
economic development and action for children and at libraries via flyers, postcards and posters.
Recommendations also included sending home flyers with children and making use of vistas and
the North Carolina Triangle United Way database of families in need. Coalition members have
also highlighted the importance of involving funders early in the process. When seeking
feedback InternetforEveryone.org gives members on the call a chance to voice their ideas and if
none percolates, they inform them to contact a relevant InternetforEveryone.org organizer after
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the call if any ideas do come to mind. People on the calls have included industry group
representatives such as Catherine Sloan from the Computer and Communications Industry
Association (CCIA). The CCIA promotes open markets, open systems, open networks, and full,
fair, and open competition (http://www.ccianet.org/) and their members include some high
profile companies such as Google, eBay, Microsoft, T-Mobile and Yahoo.
Print
In addition to these somewhat more technologically advanced means of communication,
InternetforEveryone.org also uses postcards to communicate with town hall participants. At the
town hall meeting, participants fill out their name, physical address and e-mail address on a post
card. On these post cards are six personal commitment action statements with check boxes next
to them. The participants check off all actions that they are willing to take after the day’s event.
Actions include: Tell two friends to join InternetforEveryone.org; Post a comment or video on
the “Digital Town Hall” at www.InternetforEveryone.org/townhall; Reach out to local
organizations in my own community; Write an op-ed or letter to the editor of my local
newspaper; Urge my elected officials to speak out in support of InternetforEveryone.org; and add
me to InternetforEveryone.org e-mail list.
InternetforEveryone.org maintains a Microsoft Excel document of all the participants’
information according to whether they registered via pre-registration, walk-in or did not register.
InternetforEveryone.org used the postcards as a way to update and verify participants’
information and to indicate the actions each participant was willing to take. As of now, April
2009, InternetforEveryone.org does not have a mechanism for utilizing the information to target
participants based on their specific commitments, such as through targeted e-mail outreaches.
Their rationale for the postcards is much simpler. The organizers believe the sheer act of writing
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down their commitments will further cement the participants’ personal accountability to stay
involved. InternetforEveryone.org highlights the “Visit the ‘Digital Town Hall’” commitment
and adds a personalized statement encouraging them to “help advance the conversation (fill in
name)!” The intention for adding the personal touch is to make the participants feel included and
entice them to continue their involvement.
In Person
Lastly and very importantly, a communication tactic utilized by InternetforEveryone.org
is in-person, on the ground organizing. A point stressed by InternetforEveryone.org coordinator
is that if you expect to build relationships, you have to talk to people. Although this type of
organizing is labor intensive and expensive, it is nonetheless necessary. On the ground
organizing affords the benefit of having one-on-one communications with people. In such a
meeting, an InternetforEveryone.org organizer is able to learn why the issue is important to the
potential ally, discuss the initiative and reveal how their values connect. Supported by research
findings is the importance of emphasizing shared interests, noting its positive influence on an
organization’s ability to mobilize constituents (Carroll 2006). In fact, Executive Director of Free
Press believes that their “most successful moments in terms of [their] organizing on Internet
issues, however, really have been when [they] have been able to marry the online organizing
with the offline organizing” (Silver April 6, 2009). To exemplify this point, he referenced a
moment in their Save the Internet campaign when they used online organizing and petition drops
to get in-district meetings in several cities across the country, equipped with television crews and
groups of twenty to thirty activists armed with Save the Internet signs.
In addition to recognizing shared interests, a one-on-one meeting allows the potential
constituent to connect a face to the organizer’s name. The organizer shifts from being a name on
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an e-mail or a voice on the phone to a real person with whom the potential constituent met, had a
conversation with and potentially grew to like. This helps with relationship building because the
next time the person receives contact from the organizer, they are more inclined to remember her
or him and favorably respond to the outreach. In preparing for the town hall meeting in North
Carolina, for example, the InternetforEveryone.org Campaign Coordinator spent a week in early
January 2009 meeting with potential and existing allies all day, every day. They have learned the
hard way the importance of this type of organizing. Resulting from their abundant on the ground
grassroots organizing efforts was their recent North Carolina multi-media report, Five Days on
the Digital Dirt Road (See Appendix J).
Event Tactics
InternetforEveryone.org has two main event tactics:
•

nationwide town hall meetings

•

InternetforEveryone.org Coalition Member Meeting taking place May 13, 2009

Historical Context
To frame properly the rationale for InternetforEveryone.org’s choice of the town hall
format as one of their main event tactics, it is important to examine the historical context of Free
Press organizing. To this end, I first am going to discuss the event tactics Free Press has used in
the past and why the town hall format is different and more conducive to the goal and sub-goals
of this initiative. In the early days of Free Press organizing, they utilized the forum format as one
of their event tactics. A forum is the FCC’s public hearing process of deciding policies on media
ownership. To hold a forum, the FCC rents a large public hall, which is then flooded with a mass
of agitated people. At the front of the room sits a panel of “experts” from the field that speak to
the issue at hand and sometimes deliver prepared speeches. After the panel members finish
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speaking, the floor opens up to the audience. If a public attendee desires to speak, they do so at a
microphone located in front of the “expert” panel.
The forum format only allocates each public attendee two minutes to make her or his
voice heard. This process can go on for four to five hours. Unfortunately, during the time allotted
for public commentary, the so-called experts often leave the room. In addition, the participant’s
time at the microphone amounts to little more than an airing their grievances. Elected officials
enter their comments into the public record, file them in an archive at the FCC and often never
regard them again. Public engagement is not a top priority in this format; it does not allow for
communication that would lead to any demonstrable and constructive results.
Town Hall Meeting
Free Press and InternetforEveryone.org organizers believed that not only does
Washington, D.C. have to change, but they also had to change in the way they organize. They
were compelled to adopt a deliberative process of public engagement, which they hope will fix
the problem of private corporate interests controlling media policy reforms in the United States
and give the public a chance to participate in the policy making process. To do this, they are
engaging citizens in nationwide conversations via town hall meetings, during which they are
documenting and synthesizing their feedback. Ultimately, the ideas recorded from these
conversations become deliberative recommendations and a deliverable framework that
InternetforEveryone.org can take to Washington, D.C. This process will also show
Congressional officials and the FCC a model for creating better media policy that truly engages
the public and serves public interest.
Free Press debated internally whether or not they should adopt the participatory style of a
town hall meeting versus the forum format, with which Free Press was traditionally more
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comfortable. Often times, different tactics carry with them different connotative identities and
those identities influence an organization’s notion about which ones are instrumental, strategic,
effective and political, hence influencing their decision regarding which ones to use (Polletta and
Jasper 2001). For example, those who work more closely with policy may identify more with the
forum format, which engages elected officials on-site and can tend to be rather wonky during the
“experts” discussions. In addition, while the forum does act as a mass demonstration of power
via packing a large room full of supporters, it does not provide avenues for those supporters to
offer their input in a meaningful way. In contrast, those who work more closely with grassroots
organizations may identify more with the town hall meeting format. The town hall meetings
more closely connote a democratic identity because they directly engage the public to influence
elected officials in their decision-making, creating an opportunity to have their opinions not only
heard but also meaningfully considered.
When recruiting potential constituents, it is important for organizers to convince them
that the institutionally provided mechanisms for participation and reform are not sufficient to
achieve desired changes and that other means are necessary to advance the cause (Hirsch 1990).
InternetforEveryone.org’s decision to use the town hall format instead of the forum format
reflected this. They recognized the institutionally provided forum format was not well suited for
garnering public input to inform policy and that other means were necessary, such as the town
hall meetings. In seeking to reform media in a way that represents, serves and reflects all people,
national bodies must build means of communication that hold officials accountable to the public
and are genuine mediums for the formation of public opinion (Stein 1999). These participatory
forums allow InternetforEveryone.org to fill this need and shift toward a more democratic
approach in their media reform organizing. A democratic means of media reform seeks to
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enhance democratic values and practices and influence our media structure through public
discourse and collective decision-making (Hackett 2000 as cited in Carroll 2006).
To help them achieve the public deliberations that they were envisioning,
InternetforEveryone.org modeled their town hall meetings after AMERICASPEAKS’ 21st
Century Town Meetings. The town hall meeting format had a revolutionary influence on
InternetforEveryone.org and the way they engaged the public. AMERICASPEAKS is an
organization based out of Washington, D.C. whose mission is to reinvigorate American
democracy by engaging citizens in a public decision-making process around the issues that affect
their lives. Their 21st Century Town Meetings “give citizens an opportunity to have a strong
voice in public decision-making within the increasingly short timeframes required of decisionmakers. As a result, citizens can impact decisions and those in leadership positions can make
more informed, lasting decisions” (http://www.americaspeaks.org/). InternetforEveryone.org
spent from September to December of 2008 consulting with their members and
AMERICASPEAKS to decide how to construct their first town hall meeting. Although the
process was rather lengthy, the campaign organizers felt secure in the fact that the coalition
members played an immense role in informing the format.
InternetforEveryone.org structures their town hall meetings based on the
AMERICASPEAKS 21st Century Town Meeting methodology to engage in a very participatory
approach to town hall meetings. AMERICASPEAKS consultants, and InternetforEveryone.org
coalition members and organizers all contributed to the design of the town hall meeting. As a
result, InternforEveryone.org has developed their unique town hall meeting model. Instead of
having people at the front of the room, talking down to an audience, they purposefully structure
the space in an alternative manner to better facilitate discussions. There are no “experts” and the
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people are not an audience, but rather equally important participants. They hold the meeting in
large halls or auditoriums with multiple round tables of roughly ten people from different
background talking about the issue at hand.
InternetforEveryone.org organizers made considerable efforts to invite a truly diverse and
representative group of participants and facilitate their interactions with one another. In an effort
to ensure robust conversations and reach their goal of allowing allies to strengthen and build
their networks, InternetforEveryone.org arranges the seating structure so participants are at a
table with people whom they do not yet know. InternetforEveryone.org strove to have the town
hall meetings be truly representative of the community’s demographic. Over the course of
several town hall meetings, they sought to have the participants be representative of the broader
United States demographic (see Graduate Internship in Media Policy and Research section in this
paper for further discussion regarding matching demographics).
InternetforEveryone.org wrote and published a discussion guide and consulted
AMERICASPEAKS to review the guide and offer additional edits and advice. This guide
structures the conversations at the town hall meetings (See Appendix K). At every table there is a
trained facilitator ensuring everyone has the opportunity to speak her or his mind and that no one
person dominates the conversation. InternetforEveryone.org organizers provide the table
facilitators with a guide outlining a detailed agenda as well as her or his role throughout the day.
To direct the table facilitators and overall structure of the day, InternetforEveryone.org event
staff makes us of a PowerPoint presentation on a large screen at the front of the room (See
Appendix L). The power point presentation introduces participants to the goals and objectives of
the event, various speakers and staff, and polling questions and results. Polling questions gather
information regarding the participants’ demographics, Internet use, and ideas for fostering
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access, choice, openness and innovation. InternetforEveryone.org made use of a wireless keypad
response system, Turning Point Technology, to administer the polling questions, collect the data
and display the results onto the PowerPoint presentation in real time.
The table facilitator uses note cards to record the thoughts and ideas that emerge among
participants. It is then the job of table runners to collect the cards and deliver them to the
feedback team. The feedback team is a group of people who are responsible for reading all of the
ideas and sorting them based on the themes that emerged. Displayed back to the entire group via
the PowerPoint presentation are themed recommendations the feedback team identified. The
event’s lead facilitator, often an outside consultant, then invites everyone in the room to use their
keypads to vote on the recommendations they believe to be most important. This methodology
creates an environment that fosters equal recognition of all ideas, regardless of whose they are.
The rationale for holding town hall meetings is to compile through participatory and
transparent process information generated by public consensus. By the end of the meeting,
InternetforEveryone.org arrived at well-documented recommendations that will go ultimately
into the hands of decision makers. This allows InternetforEveryone.org to use a democratic
process of public engagement and deliver the results in a way that will lead to better
policymaking. InternetforEveryone.org has been engaging in this town hall format for the past
six months and thus is still new to the process. Despite the fact that they are still new to the
process, they have a fervent faith that it does allow people to become informed enough to make
intelligent recommendations. In their experience, InternetforEveryone.org organizers have
witnessed the deliberative process transform participants’ understanding and confidence in their
abilities to make solid communication policy recommendations.
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As of this point, I have discussed four deliberative and democratic processes that
InternetforEveryone.org has engaged in:
•

The development of the principles

•

The development of the goals

•

The development of the town hall structure

•

The process of engagement via the town hall meeting

Therefore, it is not surprising that the development of the discussion guide and polling questions
was also a participatory process informed by the coalition members. InternetforEveryone.org
began with the creation of the discussion guide. They constructed the discussion guide to provide
participants with basic, unbiased information about the four principles. Their intent was to dig a
little deeper into the overarching principles of Internet choice, access, openness and innovation
and present them in a way that would prompt participants to understand their importance. From
there, they turned their attention to the polling questions and asked themselves what they wanted
to get out of the discussions. They knew they wanted questions that would help the participants
go beyond understanding the importance of the four principles to expressing why they are
important to them and what policy options are availed to ensure and preserve the principles in the
Internet’s future.
In an effort to arrive at the questions best suited to achieve their goals,
InternetforEveryone.org first did some vetting of the questions and then engaged the coalition
members via a conference call to discuss their thoughts and opinions. On the call, members
provided feedback regarding the polling questions, which included questions that pertained to
participants’ demographics, the town hall discussions and potential future actions. The
InternetforEveryone.org organizers incorporated the coalitions’ feedback and accordingly
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developed more refined and targeted questions, which they again took back to the members for
further feedback. From there, they again revised the questions. InternetforEveryone.org
coordinator estimated that they modified the questions on a group call three or four times.
InternetforEveryone.org fashioned a small working group of five members who wanted
to further engage and refine the discussion guide and polling questions. To form the working
group InternetforEveryone.org organizers asked coalition members if they would like to be more
involved in the creation of the guide and polling questions. In forming this working group, once
again, InternetforEveryone.org wanted to allow for the benefits of diversity to prevail. For this
reason, the group consisted of public advocates like the ACLU, private sector organizations like
Google, grassroots groups like the Center for Media Justice, mostly small and independent
Internet service providers (ISPs) such as the Mountain Area Information Network and some from
the business sector. The group incorporated their suggestions, performing edits and revisions,
and engaged in a subsequent examination and revision process. InternetforEveryone.org also
worked with AMERICASPEAKS as a consultant for the question development process.
AMERICASPEAKS helped them to tweak further the questions to draw participants out and
move them toward the ultimate goal in the ascertainment process, making recommendations and
forming a consensus as to which recommendations they should push toward a national
broadband plan. InternetforEveryone.org organizers believed that the process of informing the
polling questions was one of the best processes they took back to the coalition as a model for
future decision-making.
Returning to the point made earlier that organizing is not always as orderly as it may
appear in literature, it worth noting that InternetforEveryone.org organizers were continuing to
modify the questions until the night before the first town hall meeting, despite having already
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engaged in an intensive editing process. In fact, when I arrived as an intern after the first town
hall meeting, I made some further edits to the questions, which I discuss in more detail in the
section in this paper on Graduate Internship in Media Policy and Research. Having now had two
town hall meetings, however, the coalition wants to avoid making any further changes to the
questions. Maintaining consistency in the questions will allow InternetforEveryone.org to collect
meaningful and comparable data from the town hall meetings because all the participants will
have answered the same questions.
InternetforEveryone.org Coalition Member Meeting
Since 2003, Free Press has held four conferences entitled National Conference for Media
Reform (NCMR). This year, 2009, Free Press is not holding a NCMR, but instead is holding a
Policy Summit on May 14, 2009 entitled, Free Press Summit: Changing Media. In light of the
fact that they are not holding a conference this year, the policy summit is to be Free Press’s
signature event. Originally, the summit was to be an Internet policy event, but since has changed
into a media policy event on all fronts.
The day before the Free Press Summit, InternetforEveryone.org will be holding an event
entitled InternetforEveryone.org Coalition Member Meeting. While both the
InternetforEveryone.org Coalition Member Meeting and the Free Press Summit are taking place
at the Newseum in Washington D.C., they are separate events. InternetforEveryone.org wanted
to ensure that their event was separate from the Summit for two reasons. First, having a separate
event dedicated to InternetforEveryone.org highlights the importance of the coalition and their
mission. Second, because InternetforEveryone.org’s position is not to push policy but rather
inform policy, the organizers wanted to ensure they respected this distinction, which would have
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gotten blurred had they been an offshoot of the Policy Summit for which policy reform is the
primary focus.
Invited to the InternetforEveryone.org Coalition Member Meeting will be all 160 of the
InternetforEveryone.org organizational members. The purpose of the meeting is to engage
organizational members with the data collected from the town hall meetings, national survey,
“Digital Town Hall”, and America Offline videos. I was largely responsible for entering,
managing, coding and analyzing this data as part of my internship with Free Press. I discuss the
process I followed to operationalize a comprehensive set of themes that emerged from all of
InternetforEveryone.org’s data collection in this paper in the section Graduate Internship in
Media Policy and Research. In addition to presenting the organizational members with a report
of the data, InternetforEveryone.org will also use America Offline videos to exemplify these
issues. They anticipate the video will be ten to fifteen minutes long and synthesize previous
footage to illustrate how Internet policy is affecting real citizens’ lives, highlighting the need to
ensure the four principles are included in a national broadband policy.
The focus of the InternetforEveryone.org Coalition Member Meeting is to examine the
public’s recommendations and develop a plan to put them into action. By informing a
framework, they are not actually drafting primary legislation but building a model for policy
around InternetforEveryone.org’s principles and the recommendations derived from the public
engagement process. The framework is the structure within which lawyers in Washington, D.C.
and public interest advocates will write final legislation. The purpose is to “light the path and
show the way to create the kind of containers within which policy is made better guided by
principles and recommendations and then to allow for a fairly transparent drafting process that
actually gets us to the final document” (Karr March 4, 2009).
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In preparing for the InternetforEveryone.org Coalition Member Meeting, the organizers
have taken into account considerations similar to those during their preparation for the town hall
meetings. For instance, they have asked themselves how they should structure the members’
discussions. Organizers anticipate that informing this and other considerations will require a
process similar to that of when they developed the town hall meeting guide and questions. It will
most likely be a participatory process; however, this time Free Press staff will be informing their
decisions as opposed to the coalition members. To ensure they cover all the necessary
preparations, Free Press has formed multiple subcommittees. The subcommittees focus on the
programmatic day, policy documents, logistics, public ascertainment, technology and new
media. Free Press Executive Director stressed that he does not want staff to see this event as
being in addition to their work, but rather to think about how their work feeds into this signature
event. The event is as important as the NCMR, only smaller, less elaborate and intensive.
ALTERNATE POSITION: EFFECTS OF STIMULUS PLAN ON INITIATIVE
In February of 2009, recently elected president Barack Obama implemented The
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, a stimulus plan, which included an investment of
over seven billion dollars into broadband infrastructure. Prior to the efforts of
InternetforEveryone.org and the stimulus plan, however, the Internet was not widely recognized
as a political issue. The onset of the stimulus plan and its broadband provisions revealed Internetrelated issues as political. This was an important development during the
InternetforEveryone.org initiative. It is important to examine the effects of the stimulus plan on
the initiative, as it is necessary to accompany all examinations of social movements with an
examination of the political context in which they are operating (Passy and Giugni 2001). With
this new provision from the Obama administration, it is now the task of the FCC to develop and
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implement a national broadband plan within one year. While the InternetforEveryone.org
coalition intends for their efforts to inform the broadband plan the FCC enacts, they are also
looking beyond the stimulus package. They do not believe that the stimulus money will solve the
Internet issues America faces.
Through using the data collected via their town hall meetings, “Digital Town Hall”,
national survey and open-ended interviews, InternetforEveryone.org plans to develop a
framework to inform the broadband policy needs of the nation. They are going to form an
InternetforEveryone.org working group to synthesize and distill their collected data and develop
a set of policy recommendations. As with past working groups, this will be a diverse assemblage
of InternetforEveryone.org members whose organizations likely draft policy and have some
experience with this line of work. At some point, InternetforEveryone.org hopes the Free Press
policy team will play a role in developing the recommendations.
InternetforEveryone.org’s original position was to inform policy by constructing a
framework; they made it specifically known that they were not a coalition seeking to push
policy. However, the stimulus package and accompanying media coverage regarding plans to
develop a national broadband plan has had an effect on the campaign that one cannot ignore. The
stimulus package has forced InternetforEveryone.org to think about, in retrospect, whether it was
a good idea to highlight in their pitch for joining the InternetforEveryone.org coalition that they
did not intend to push policy. At a time when Internet policy is receiving so much media
attention, it seemed like a natural assumption that a coalition called InternetforEveryone.org
would somehow involve themselves in related conversations. As the stimulus package passed, a
few other coalitions formed around broadband and received media coverage regarding their
position toward the stimulus plan. Political opportunities create competition amongst those trying
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to advocate for social causes that require political attention (Koopmans 2004; Smith et al. 2001).
That was a time when InternetforEveryone.org should and could have had a voice in the media.
Having a voice in the media at such a time would have helped them with recognition, which
would have helped with membership, which would have helped with all related aspects of
initiative work.
Unfortunately, when Congress was deciding what language to include in the broadband
stimulus provisions, InternetforEveryone.org organizers believed it would have been
presumptuous of them to make claims regarding the package; they did not think their members
were ready to become involved in those conversations. They are now addressing the question,
however, of whether they are going to take advantage of such opportunities for advocacy at some
point. Critical to a movement’s success is the ability to be aware of and respond actively to
political opportunities as they arise (Koopmans 2004). That situation made it very clear to them
that they need to start thinking about the direction of the coalition and the fact that they cannot
miss more opportunities like the stimulus package.
As the drumbeat gets progressively louder for a broadband plan, InternetforEveryone.org
needs to address their coalition members regarding the direction the campaign should precede.
The public sentiment, which InternetforEveryone.org became aware of through their public
engagement process, largely recognizes the need for a policy framework and accompanying
advocacy to ensure the federal government adopts their framework. The organizers recognize
that if they are going to pivot towards pushing policy or engaging in advocacy, they need to
determine at the InternetforEveryone.org Coalition Member Meeting how comfortable their
members are with making that transition. The InternetforEveryone.org coordinator senses that a
good portion of members will be OK with pushing policy but recognizes that some members
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may not. The organizers need to explain to the membership that they and the public want the
coalition move toward pushing policy, believing that if policy is the solution to providing
Internet for everyone, they should consider engaging in advocacy.
When it comes to advocating for a particular policy, the coordinator recognizes, however,
that it may be hard to pull together a broad coalition to write or inform policy because everyone
has competing interests, goals and priorities. A lot of give and take, understanding, and education
must happen before a group of one hundred and sixty plus organizations can agree on a specific
set of policy recommendations; it is a lot easier to arrive at an agreement on four broad
principles. The Campaign Director, however, has a lot of faith in the process. He believes the
deliberative process that they engaged in will allow people to drill down their recommendations
to a level of making informed decision about specific recommendations. The director does also
recognize, however, that they may lose some members when they move into an advocacy phase.
Some organizations may not feel comfortable with committing to the proposed next steps and
that often comes with the territory. A participant’s level of commitment to a social movement is
a specific decision they make because it does come with costs. However, those who are
committed to a social movement group or cause feel such costs are worth it if their commitment
will help enhance the movement’s cause (Hirsch 1990).
There is no quota regarding a necessary level of agreement when deciding the
recommendations to put forward. The Campaign Director believes if they demonstrate that the
process was truly open and participatory that all of the organizations who have been involved
with InternetforEveryone.org thus far should have no objections to taking it to the next step,
which will likely be to advocate for those recommendations. Often times, group-based political
processes, such as group decision making, induce movement participants to sacrifice their
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personal welfare for the group cause (Hirsch 1990). Any organizations that have been involved
in this process should feel at least that the process is sound and it represents public sentiment
around this issue.

EVALUATION
The campaign Director believes that the InternetforEveryone.org initiative thus far had
been a success. The Campaign Coordinator believes that there have been multiple successes but
they still need to make specific efforts if the initiative is to be an overall success. Some of the
success the Campaign Coordinator cited include: the diversity represented within the coalition;
the newly formed partnerships; their public engagement efforts, i.e., town hall meetings format
vs. forum format; the way they are working with the coalition; and the fact that they have had
many groups from across the political, business and social spectrum to sign on to the four
principles of Internet access, choice, openness and innovation. In order to be an overall success,
the Campaign Coordinator believes that they need to increase their ascertainment process to
include more people from across the nation, and that they need to dedicate more time to engage
members, despite the fact that when you have 160 organizations it gets somewhat tough to keep
them all engaged. They want everyone to feel like a real member so the coalition is able to
maintain its momentum. The Campaign Director defined success as the complete adoption of the
national broadband plan in Washington, D.C. that follows the guidelines and framework that
came out of the InternetforEveryone.org deliberative process.
Early in the initiative, there were a few membership benchmarks, such as to solicit one
hundred organizational members, which they have since surpassed. They also have some town
hall meeting benchmarks. One town hall benchmark was to ensure participants at the town hall
meeting represented the diversity within that region or town. Another benchmark is that they are
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engaging the community and do not just fly in and out without leaving follow up plans. One
more town hall benchmark is to hold four meetings, which they are working towards, with two
under their belt as of March 2009.
InternetforEveryone.org coordinator recognizes that the coalition should be thinking
more long term with their benchmarks. The Campaign Coordinator believes this would include
looking at the overall plan and goal, which they were beginning to reexamine in February 2009.
After the InternetforEveryone.org Coalition Member Meeting in Washington, D.C., they are
going to set additional benchmarks and goals to outline their findings and a plan to determine
goal indicators. After drafting their broadband framework, the initiative will mostly likely then
advocate for the specific recommendations that they feel will best ensure every home in America
has access to a fast, open and affordable Internet connection. At that point they can say, here are
the policy recommendations that the nation supports and “if you don’t go to work on them we’ll
use their voices to go to work on you” (Perez February 21, 2009). Assuming that Congress
adopts the plan put forth by InternetforEveryone.org, InternetforEveryone.org sees their coalition
relationships continuing under a different context. The Campaign Director believes it is
imperative to continue the relationships because in order to organize successfully around an
issue, Free Press needs lasting relationships with a broad range of constituents whom they can
continue working with on other issues related to the Internet.
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DISCUSSION
APPLICATION OF RESOURCE MOBILIZATION THEORY
Upon the examination of my findings, I believe that InternetforEveryone.org’s practices
support resource mobilization theory and demonstrate the theory’s applicability toward this
modern social movement, at least in the case of InternetforEveryone.org. The basic tenets of
RMT involve an examination of “the variety of resources that must be mobilized, the linkages of
social movements to other groups, the dependence of movements upon external support for
success and the tactics used by authorities control or incorporate movements” (McCarthy and
Zald 1977:1213). In the case of InternetforEveryone.org, my findings reveal that the initiative
had to mobilize a variety of resources, link their efforts to other groups and depend on external
support for success. In addition, I found that government authorities did engage in tactics to
incorporate InternetforEveryone.org’s efforts.
Mobilization of Resources
According to McCarthy and Zald (1977), the resources that a social movement
organization must mobilize typically include money, volunteer and staff labor, facilities and
those that ensure an organization’s legitimacy. In terms of mobilizing monetary resources, Free
Press is a non-profit organization and they do not take money from industry groups or
government sources (http://www.freepress.net/donate). As an initiative of Free Press, the same
non-profit practices apply to InternetforEveryone.org. However, aside from that basic knowledge
I did not delve into the funding practices of InternetforEveryone.org. However, my findings did
provide me with an understanding of their other resources, including labor, facilities, and
legitimacy.

69

InternetforEveryone.org made use of both paid and volunteer labor. The initiative
required the assistance of Free Press staff to operate the multiple elements of the campaign. The
Campaign Coordinator and Campaign Director were the two primary Free Press employees
responsible for InternetforEveryone.org. In addition, a Free Press Campaign Coordinator and two
Outreach Coordinators also contributed to public outreach, engagement and the planning of the
town hall meetings. The Campaign Coordinator was responsible for the America Offline piece of
the public engagement process. The Outreach Coordinators were largely responsible for handling
town hall meeting and Member Meeting logistics and outreach. In addition, two Free Press
Communications Coordinators, another Campaign Coordinator, and the Senior Program Director
assisted in promoting the initiative, running necessary technologies and editing documents. The
Communications Coordinators were responsible for the press relations, proofreading and editing
documents, the Campaign Coordinator assisted in the utilization of technology and the Senior
Program Director helped to finalize documents and outreaches.
InternetforEveryone.org also hired outside help to assist them in their efforts.
InternetforEveryone.org organizers hired local videographers to film America Offline videos,
lead facilitators to guide the town hall event and AMERICASPEAKS as a consultant for the
event. AMERICASPEAKS assisted in the development of the town hall meeting and of the
discussion guide. In addition, InternetforEveryone.org asked people to volunteer at the town hall
meetings. Paid volunteers included town hall meeting table facilitators and individuals to who
drove busses of people to the town hall event.
To hold the town hall meetings, travel and logistical planning was necessary. Before
holding the town hall meetings, staff traveled to meet with potential constituents and verify
potential venues. As I discussed in the “Communication Tactics” section in this paper, one-on-
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one organizing is important, despite the fact that it is labor intensive and costly. In addition to
mobilizing the resources necessary to verify a particular facility for the town hall meeting, staff
also had to coordinate their travel plans to arrive at the town hall meeting as well as lunch,
parking and bus accommodations for participants.
Also included in the event’s logistical planning were procedures for using PowerPoint
presentations and Turning Point Technology. To utilize successfully these technologies required
somewhat labor-intensive preparations and planning. I verified that all of the PowerPoint slides
were presentable, represented the correct information and were in alignment with the day’s
agenda. In addition, for the first town hall meeting, InternetforEveryone.org hired Turning Point
Technology staff to operate the software. At the second town hall meeting, a Free Press staff
member operated the software. This required they become familiar with the technology and have
an InternetforEveryone.org staff member on-site to operate the technology throughout the event.
Lastly, InternetforEveryone.org had to coordinate resources throughout the initiative to
present themselves as a legitimate cause in the eyes of the public. Bringing together a broad and
diverse group of constituents to take part in the coalition is one way they helped establish the
initiative as legitimate. They also made use of their networks of bloggers and writers to promote
the initiative. The more coverage the initiative could receive, the more it helped their position as
a legitimate cause in the eyes of the public. To increase the breadth of their public reach they
also made use of social networking sites such as Facebook and YouTube.
Linkage of InternetforEveryone.org to other Groups
InternetforEveryone.org clearly linked their initiative to other groups.
InternetforEveryone.org knew that if government officials and the public were to take their
initiative seriously, they had to form a broad and diverse coalition of organizations that
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represented a cross sector of society. Included in their coalition are over one hundred and sixty
organizations. To form the coalition they made use of their additional networks such as Free
Press and SavetheInternet.com. They also reached out to new organizations. In addition,
InternetforEveryone.org had to rely on community organizations that connected people to the
Internet in order to locate interviewees for their America Offline videos.
Dependence of InternetforEveryone.org upon External Support
InternetforEveryone.org had to depend upon external support for success. McCarthy and
Zald (1977) identify external support as provided by individuals, constituents, or institutional
structures. As my findings reveal, the initiative relied heavily on the input of their coalition
members to carry out the InternetforEveryone.org initiative. InternetforEveryone.org members
provided advice and input, created and edited documents, and helped shape the town hall
meetings and the overall operations of the initiative. In addition, at the InternetforEveryone.org
Coalition Member Meeting, the organizers will rely heavily on members to decide the direction
of the collation; they will decide which recommendations to take before Congress.
InternetforEveryone.org also depended on AMERICASPEAKS to help them develop their town
hall meeting format. It was from AMERICASPEAKS that InternetforEveryone.org originated the
idea to hold a deliberative town hall meeting. Without that assistance of AMERICASPEAKS, the
InternetforEveryone.org town hall meeting structure may not have developed into the lively and
deliberative process of engagement that it was.
InternetforEveryone.org was dependent upon several societal structures to assist them in
their efforts for the InternetforEveryone.org initiative. They heavily depended on media outlets,
mainly the Internet. As I outlined in my findings, they used the Internet at the primary means
through which they executed their communication tactics. They made use of e-mail, blogs, the

72

"Digital Town Hall" and America Offline videos. In addition, they used the Internet to promote
their initiative via online magazines, calendars and websites and to coordinate their on the
ground visits. Additional media outlets the initiative depended on included print, television and
radio. For the most part these outlets were not mass media, but often local and independent.
Lastly, even if to a small degree, they depended upon the United States Postal Service to deliver
postcards to town hall participants.
Tactics Used by Authorities
Finally, several elected officials have chosen to incorporate into their tactics the efforts of
InternetforEveryone.org or Internet issues in general. InternetforEveryone.org recognizes the
importance of having elected officials supporting their efforts and the reality of having to
monitor and respond accordingly to the tides in Washington D.C. For this reason, they strove to
include elected officials in the initiative. For example, FCC commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
and Representative Maxine Waters (D-Calif.) have openly supported InternetforEveryone.org. In
addition, President Barack Obama has recognized Internet issues as political and incorporated
them into his efforts to revive the economy from recession. Investing over seven billion dollars
into broadband development is certainly evidence of a political authority incorporating the issues
into tactics.
DEMOCRATIC PRACTICES OF INTERNETFOREVERYONE.ORG
In addition to supporting RMT, my examination of the InternetforEveryone.org initiative
provided insight into the democratic pursuit of involving the public in informing media policy.
Democracy can be defined as “…an exercise –and an experiment– in collective self-governance
in which the sovereign power resides in the people as a whole and is exercised either directly by
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them or by their representatives, usually officials elected by them” (Stotzky 2004:119).
InternetforEveryone.org’s efforts reflect their desire to enhance the public’s sovereign power and
their means taken to attain that goal represent democratic action on three levels: the goal of the
initiative, their process of public engagement, and the internal operations of the coalition.
Goal of InternetforEveryone.org
First, their intent to create a format that empowered the public to participate in the
governing of America’s Internet infrastructure is in and of itself a democratic pursuit.
InternetforEveryone.org recognized that the current system of involving the public in
communication policy was not sufficient or democratic. The public’s role in media policy
formation under the FCC’s forum format was more of a formality than their exercise of power in
the policy making process. To remedy this situation, InternetforEveryone.org organizers took it
upon themselves to create a structured environment of learning and participation in which the
public can play an authentic role in the process of media policy formation.
Process of Public Engagement
In order arrive at recommendations that represent public consensus,
InternetforEveryone.org engaged diverse populations in multiple forms of public ascertainment.
InternetforEveryone.org recognized the existence of barriers to participation in policy
discussions faced by certain demographics. To ensure that everyone had a say in this process,
InternetforEveryone.org organizers made special efforts to include typically underrepresented
populations. Through the entirety of their process, they sought to garner information from a
population that was representative of the larger United States demographic. They also took into
consideration that government and industry entities are typically the main creators of
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communications policy, which is part of the problem. Because of this, they ensured academic,
grassroots, civic, social justice and faith-based organizations had a voice in the discussion, as
well as those from industry and business sector.
The town hall meetings allowed for a deliberative process in which all participants had an
equal chance to make their voices heard and have their suggestions considered. The
recommendations derived from the meetings truly reflected the consensus of the participants.
They took special note to foster an environment in which a basic understanding of the Internet
needs of America was provided and the exchange of ideas was encouraged. The town hall
meetings were just one of the multiple ways that InternetforEveryone.org sought to engage the
public. In addition to the meetings, the America Offline videos, the "Digital Town Hall" and
their online survey provided the public at large, including those who are typically left out of
media policy discussions, with a way to contribute their ideas and make their Internet needs
known.
Internal Operations of InternetforEveryone.org
Lastly, even the internal operations of InternetforEveryone.org represented a democratic
process of informing the initiative and its maneuvers. InternetforEveryone.org internally engaged
in multiple deliberative and democratic processes, such as the development of the principles,
goals, town hall meeting structure, discussion guide and polling questions. When informing these
aspects of the initiative, the organizers sought to engage a diverse population of coalition
members. Throughout the entirety of the coalition’s existence, InternetforEveryone.org
organizers have stressed that it is the responsibility of the coalition to steer the initiative and that
the organizers respect their input.
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ROLE AS A PUBLIC SOCIOLOGIST
Studying a media reform organization working to engage the public in a democratic
process of informing policy provided me with insights into my research question as well as the
role of public sociology in civil society. My skill sets as a public sociologist proved to be very
useful during my time with InternetforEveryone.org. The value of data collection, management,
and analysis came to life during the initiative’s process of public engagement. I saw the utility of
knowing how to code and analyze data and operationalize terms to design a survey with the
intent of informing policy. The important roles these skills can play in developing policies that
represent public interest became apparent.
It was also eye opening to wear the hat of both researcher and media reform advocate. In
this position, I experienced the tension between public sociology’s use of a strict and
methodological science and the reality of a fast-paced media reform environment where the
resources and desire to attend to stringent scientific practices are not always present. I wonder if
this is an inherent tension of public sociology. While the importance of methodological rigor is
obvious, in order to serve the public in a realistic and timely manner, a balance had to be struck.
My engagement with InternetforEveryone.org forced me to continually bear in mind the
context in which I was applying my public sociology skills. I had to recognize that the purpose of
my scientific engagement was not to produce generalizable results to be peer reviewed and
placed in a scholarly journal, but rather was to ensure that scientific methods of data collection
and analysis preserved the integrity the public’s policy recommendations. If the intent of public
sociology “seeks to bring sociology to publics beyond the academy, promoting dialogue about
issues that affect the fate of society” (Burawoy 2004), then I feel it must be recognized that in
doing this the reality of the field in which public sociology is being practiced may present its
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own unique set of challenges. Political viability, time restraints and lack of data analysis software
proved to be my challenges. Despite those obstacles, however, the essence of public sociology
remained intact. The tools of sociology were applied in a real life setting and allowed the public
and elected officials to engage in a dialogue regarding the future of the Internet.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
My inquiry into the process by which a media reform organization engages the public in
a democratic process of informing media policy has raised some questions for further
consideration. Based on my case study of InternetforEveryone.org, I have developed
recommendations. As part of my engagement as a public sociologist, it is important that I use
and disseminate my findings to the public I have studied and provide practical recommendations.
My recommendations include:
•

Other social movement organizations adopt the InternetforEveryone.org model
for public deliberation and engagement.

•

Social movement organizations endeavoring to influence policy recognize the
likelihood of advocacy.

•

Social movement organizations make use of data analysis software.

•

FCC recognizes the insufficient and undemocratic nature of their current forum
format and adopt a model for better incorporating public opinion into their policy
making process.

First, I would like to discuss the recommendations as they pertain to Internet policy. The
ultimate goal of InternetforEveryone.org is to develop Internet policy recommendations to
present to the Obama administration. As I mentioned in the discussion section, my engagement
with the InternetforEveryone.org initiative reflected public sociology in practice, even down to
the recognized need for policy recommendations. Unfortunately, my internship with Free Press
ended before the culmination of their Internet policy recommendations. With that said, I have
gained insight into the model InternetforEveryone.org used to engage the public in the
development of policy recommendations. Based on my study, I have developed
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recommendations to help social movement organizations engage the public in of policy
development by using a process similar to that of InternetforEveryone.org’s town hall meetings.
As I discuss in my paper, the town hall model as used by InternetforEveryone.org
allowed them to engage a diverse group of citizens in focused conversations that encouraged
brainstorming, the exchange of ideas, and the development of policy recommendations. In
addition, not only does this model provide the public with a means through which they can
actively participate in informing policy, but it also allows policy to develop that has the backing
of a potentially broad and diverse group of people. When a broad consensus supports a policy
recommendation, it is more likely to sustain in Washington, D.C. and is easier to adopt. If a
social movement organization uses the town hall model to engage a broad group of citizens in
informing policy recommendations, it can allow the public to engage in meaningful participation
that is more likely to lead to the adoption of legislation.
I also recommend, however, that if an organization seeks to involve the public in
informing policy, they recognize that eventually there will be the need to push for their policy
recommendations. As InternetforEveryone.org learned, it makes little sense to involve the public
in a lengthy and comprehensive process of informing policy without the intent to advocate for
the recommendations derived from that process. I think further research is necessary into the rate
at which policy recommendations provided by the public through democratic processes, such as
the ones InternetforEveryone.org followed, are enacted into legislation. Given the role of the
Internet in InternetforEveryone.org’s efforts, I think conducting further research into the effects
of the Internet in general, and the use of social networking sites specifically, on modern
organizing will prove to be helpful to contemporary social movement organizations.
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I also recommend that any organization collecting data from their constituents, acquire
data analysis software to help them utilize their data effectively and in a timely manner. For
example, if InternetforEveryone.org had data analysis software I could have drastically
streamlined my analysis. A quicker analysis would have affected the development of the online
survey, which in turn could have allowed InternetforEveryone.org more time to make more
targeted contacts with potential respondents. Given the time restraints a social movement
organization faces, such as those resulting from political opportunities, I believe that if an
organization intends to collect and analyze data, it only makes sense for them to invest in such
software. In addition to streamlining their process, I think the systematic use of data analysis
software will strengthen the results of the analysis. While I am a trained public sociologist and
thus have data analysis skills, software would provide further evidence to support the results of
my analysis.
I recommend the use of InternetforEveryone.org’s model of garnering public input not
only for other social movement organizations, but also for the FCC. It is important that the FCC
recognize that their forum format for engaging the public in matters pertaining to media policy is
insufficient. I believe they can begin to remedy this situation by setting up a mechanism for
accepting input from the public regarding policy issues and incorporating that input into their
policy decisions.
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APPENDIX B
FULL MEMBERS LIST
NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS
ACLU
ACME
Acorn Active Media Foundation
Alliance for a Better Community
American Distance Education Consortium
American Federation of Musicians
American Library Association
Artists Recording Collective
Association For Community Networking
Archive.org
BE THE MEDIA
BitTorrent
blip.tv
Boxcar Communications
Care2
Center for Rural Affairs
Center for Rural Strategies
CEOs for Cities
Children Now
CitizenSpeak.org
ColorofChange.org
Common Cause
Communications Leadership Institute / The
SPIN Project
Community Partners
Computer & Communications Industry
Association
Consumer Electronics Association
Consumer Federation of America
Consumers Union
Craig Newmark
Credo Mobile
CTC VISTA
CuWin Foundation
DemocracyinAction.org
Digital Sisters/Sistas Inc.
Disability Media Institute
Ebay.com
EDUCAUSE
Ella Baker Center for Human Rights
Entertainment Consumers Association
Ethos Group
Facebook.com

Free Press
FreeCulture.org - Students for Free Culture
Freenetworks.org
Future of Music Coalition
GoLoco
Google
Green For All
Hip-Hop Association
IAC (InterActiveCorp and its companies)
IFP (Independent Film Producers)
Inst. for Analytic Journalism
Interfaith Worker Justice
Internet 2
Intuit
Main Street Project
Meadow Networks
Media Alliance
Media Democracy Fund
National Association of
Telecommunications Officers and Advisors
(NATOA)
National Baptist Convention of America
National Baptist Convention, USA Labor
Roundtable
National Council of Women's Orgs
National Hispanic Christian Leadership
Conference (NHCLC)
National Hispanic Media Coalition
National Organization for Women
Native Public Media
NextGenWeb
New America Foundation
NTEN
One Economy
OneWebDay
Open Source Wireless Coalition
OpenDNS
Participatory Culture Foundation (nonprofit
creator of Miro Internet TV)
PathFinder
Postsecondary Electronic Standards Council
- PESC
Progressive National Baptist Convention
Progressive States Network
Prometheus Radio Project
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Public Citizen
Public Knowledge
Samuel DeWitt Proctor Conference
SEIU
Skype
Slatecard.com
Sojourners/Call to Renewal
Sony Electronics Inc
Sunlight Foundation
TechNet
TechRepublican
The Media Justice Fund
The Praxis Project
United Church of Christ
USAction
US PIRG
Vuze
WGA-East
WGA-West
WIA
YouthNoise!
YouTube
STATE AND LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS
AbsoCom Corp.
Access Humboldt
Amarillo College
Appalshop
Boston's Wireless Initiative
Case Western Reserve University
CCTPG
Center for Media Justice
Chamber of Commerce, George West,
Texas
Chicago Media Action
City of Marshall
Communications Workers of America Local
9000
Community Technology Network of the Bay
Area
digiTenn
Esperanza Peace and Justice Center
Foundation for Successful Solutions (Project
T.E.C.H.)
Freedom Journal.TV
Information Society Project at Yale Law
School

Institute for Policy Democracy and the
Internet
Internet Society of New York
Little Tokyo Unplugged
Manhattan Neighborhood Network
Maple River Networks LLC
mayfirst people link
Media Bridges Cincinnati
Media Mobilizing Project
Montana Independent Telecom Systems
Mountain Area Information Network
New Mexico Literacy Project
NYCwireless
Office of Governor Pat Quinn
OneCommunity
Open Neighborhoods
Orange Networking
People's Production House
Puerto Rico Sun Communications
Reclaim the Media
Rural Opportunities Inc.
San Diego Common Cause
SeaKay, Inc.
Texas Media Empowerment Project
The North Carolina Department of
Administration Commission of Indian
Affairs
Triangle United Way’s Teaming for
Technology (Raleigh, Durham, Chapel Hill)
Twin Cities Media Alliance
WordSouth Public Relations, Inc.
SMALL BUSINESSES
180 Connect, Inc
The Added Edge, Inc.
Broadband in a Box
CostQuest Associates
Contract Travel
Daverto design
DFJ Gotham Ventures
Internet Television Network
Minor Ventures
MoveSmart.org
Proxim Wireless
RampRate
Union Square Ventures
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APPENDIX C
Interview Guide- Misty Perez, Campaign Coordinator IFE
What is the process by which a media reform organization, Free Press, involves the public in
formulating framework for media policy, specifically the creation of a National Broadband plan?
Conception
1. When was the IFE campaign first conceived?
2. How did the idea to start the IFE campaign first come about?
a) What were some of the thoughts and feelings surrounding the notion of
having an IFE campaign?
3. Was there a period of time between the initial idea to have the IFE campaign and the
actual formation of the campaign?
a) If so, how long was this period of time?
b) What transpired during this time that may have either helped initiate to
the formation or prolonged the formation?
Formation
4. What the formation of the IFE campaign a formal or informal process?
a) Please elaborate with details.
5. What was the process by which those to be involved in the IFE campaign were decided?
6. How was it determined who would play what roles in the campaign?
7. Does the policy team play a role in this campaign?
a. If so, what is their role and responsibilities?
8. In retrospect, is there anything that you would now consider to have been instrumental in
the early development of the IFE campaign?
Communication
9. Can you describe the internal communication methods that surround the IFE campaign?
Please provide specific details.
a) How have they been helpful?
b) How could they be improved?
10. Once the idea to have an IFE campaign was formed, how long was it until the IFE
campaign was made public?
a) What work transpired between then and its public debut? Please give
specific details.
b) How did you promote the campaign to the public?
11. Can you describe the external methods of communication that surround the IFE
campaign? ‘please provide specific details.
a) How have they been helpful?
b) How could they be improved?
12. How do you use social networking in this campaign?
13. What is the aim of the IFE campaign?
a) Is there a final document you are intending to produce?
b) Is it formalized in writing somewhere?
c) Has it been made publicly known?
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Evolution
14. Has the IFE campaign evolved since from its initial conception?
a) If so, how?
b) To what degree? Cite specific examples
c) What do you think has allowed for or even encouraged this evolution?
15. How does the stimulus package affect the campaign?
16. Is there an intended/anticipated lifespan for the IFE campaign?
a) Once the specific aim have been met, is IFE planned to disband, or to
evolve and identify new, related goals?
Evaluation
17. Do you feel as though the IFE is a successful campaign?
a) How do you define success?
b) If so, what do you think contribute most to its success? Top 5
contributions.
c) If not, what do you think is hindering the success of the IFE campaign?
Top 5 pitfalls
18. If the IFE campaign was your only responsibility and the only responsibility of other
contributing staff, is there anything that you think would be done differently? Please give
specific details.
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Interview with Tim Karr – Internet For Everyone Campaign Director
Interview Guide

Conception and Development
1. How did the idea to have the Internet For Everyone campaign first come about?
2. What transpired, needed to happen, between the idea for the campaign and the time it went
public? What work was done?
3. Misty mentioned that early on the policy team had a bigger influence on the development of
Internet for Everyone. Can you describe how the policy team influenced the campaign?
a) Also, she said since the public ascertainment process it has been revealed that
Internet for Everyone now has competing priorities from the policy team, can you
tell me what these competing priorities are?
b)
4. What was the process by which you drafted the discussion guide around the 4 principles?
a) What were your motivations for asking the questions you did?
b) What were the background experiences of those on the working group that helped
further craft the discussion guide and polling questions?
5. Your role in the Internet for Everyone campaign?
Educating
6. Misty had mentioned that part of what the Internet For Everyone campaign is trying to do is
to use this opportunity to educate and engage the public.
a) Can you describe to me what the efforts are that the Internet For Everyone
campaign is making to educate the public?
7. Are the Internet For Everyone members engaging and educating their organizations’
members about the Internet For Everyone campaign as well?
8. Can you describe to me how you are using social networking to promote this campaign?
a) Do you think it has been effective?
Town Hall Format
9. I have heard it mentioned by Misty and Josh Stearns that the format being used in the
Internet For Everyone campaign is different than previous means that Free Press has tried to
reach out to the public.
a) Is this referring to the format of Town Hall vs. forums?
b) Can you please explain the difference to me and how you think they differ in
terms of effectiveness?
Use of Data
10. Can you explain to me how the difference between informing a framework for policy and
informing policy/crafting policy?
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11. If the Internet for Everyone campaign does in fact decide to switch gears and craft policy
rather than simply inform it, what effect do you think that will have on the campaign now
and in the future?
a) Do you think you might lose members because they feel like they didn’t sign up
for that, crafting policy?
b) Do you think it will be worth the loss of membership for the opportunity to craft
policy?
12. How is the Internet For Everyone campaign planning on appealing to ADD legislation?
“Digital Town Hall”
13. Where did the idea for the digital Town Hall come from?
14. How have you been promoting the “Digital Town Hall” to people?
15. I know the DTH is not doing as well as it had been hoped, can you speculate as to why this
is?
Policy Summit
16. Has Internet For Everyone given any further consideration to new media that it might use at
the policy summit?
17. Do you have a more clear idea at this point as to how the Internet For Everyone part of the
policy summit is going to play out?
Evaluation
18. Would you describe the campaign as being successful?
a. How do you plan on defining success?
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Interview with Josh Silver, Executive Director of Free Press
RQ: How does a media reform organization, Free Press, engage the public in informing media
policy, national broadband plan?
Want to follow up on your comment that proliferation of e-mail outreaches is overwhelming
recipients and organizers need to utilize innovative communication tools to engage and organize
constituents.
In my experience, research on 21st social movement organizing is sparse, which includes any
research on how to effectively utilize the Internet to advance a cause. Being that you are an
effective media reform organizer operating in the 21st century, I would love to learn from your
experiences.
ο In your experience, how is organizing different now than has been in the past?
Pre-Internet, early Internet, even 5, 10 years ago
ο Can you speak to the Internet’s role in social movement/media reform
organizing?
ο What has your experience been with using e-mails to engage and organize
activists?
o Why do you feel the need to move away from e-mails and begin to incorporate
new communication tools?
ο Any knowledge of/experience with innovative online communication tools?
ο How can social networking sites be used? YouTube? Twitter?
Facebook/Myspace?
o Do you think these sites are effective in advancing social issues? In advancing
media reform?
o Do you think online petitions and other “clicktivist” activities are taken very
seriously by government officials given the low level of involvement needed to
engage in that type of activism?
ο Based on your experience, are barriers to access to media to advance do you think
media reform organizations encounter unique obstacles to raising public
awareness as opposed to other social movement organizations?
“Unprecedented initiative bringing together public and private sector groups to raise public
awareness about America’s digital divide and build the political and popular will to address the
problem”
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“One of the biggest obstacles to adopting a national broadband policy is that the Internet is not
seen as a political issue. And even if it were today the community that uses the Internet is not
sufficiently organized to guide the policy debates that will shape its future”
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APPENDIX D
Project description:

You’ll be working with our newest campaign, InternetForEveryone.org. InternetforEveryone.org is a
national initiative of public interest, civic and industry groups that are working to see that the Internet
continues to drive U.S. economic growth and prosperity. We believe every American must be connected
to a fast, affordable, and open Internet to serve as an active citizen in a 21st-century democracy and to
prosper in today’s economy. High-speed Internet is no longer a luxury; it’s a lifeline for all Americans. Our
broad alliance is working together to see that our nation's leaders adopt a national plan to bring open,
high-speed Internet connections into every home, at a price all of us can afford.
One of the central pieces of this work is a national “listening project” focused on a series of town hall
meetings. This nationwide series of public conversations is designed to bring together people to formulate
a broadband plan for the new administration and Congress. America's digital decline is a national problem
that must be faced by our new leadership. Putting America back on top and bringing open, high-quality,
affordable Internet connections into every home and business will require a comprehensive and
innovative approach. It will require input from federal, state and local governments, businesses large and
small, nonprofit organizations and public advocates, civic groups, churches and schools.
InternetforEveryone.org is ensuring that everyone can play a role.
In addition to these in-person Town Hall events we’ll be launching an unprecedented online digital town
hall designed to allow people across the country an opportunity to weigh in and contribute to the
conversation about the future of Internet in America. The digital town hall will provide a place for people to
post their ideas and suggestions, comment on other’s ideas, and discuss what America needs as part of
a national broadband strategy. We will collect public feedback from the in-person meetings and via the
“Digital Town Hall”, to help formulate a framework for a national broadband plan. This plan will be
delivered to new leadership in Washington as a people-powered guide to building a better Internet in
America. Our goal is not only to convey a public vision but to promote a tangible plan for action.
You will be the key point person on the “Digital Town Hall”, helping to promote it and encourage people’s
participation. In addition, you will moderate it and contribute to the discussion, helping spark conversation
and dialogue. Additionally, you will be reviewing submissions and identifying good examples to pull out
and highlight as well as analyzing the themes and trends in the online testimony. This digital town hall will
be the largest collection of public testimony on broadband policy ever collected. Your analysis will help
inform the national broadband framework and contribute to the national dialogue on the future of the
Internet.

Josh Stearns
Program Manager
Free Press :: www.freepress.net
413.585.1533 ext. 204

reform media. transform democracy.

95

APPENDIX E

96

APPENDIX F

97

APPENDIX G

98

APPENDIX H

99

100

101

102

APPENDIX I

103

APPENDIX J

104

105

106

107

108

109

110

111

112

113

114

115

116

117

APPENDIX K

118

119

120

121

122

123

124

125

126

127

128

129

130

131

132

133

APPENDIX L

134

135

136

137

138

139

140

141

142

