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			As citizens of this democracy, you are the rulers and the ruled, the law-givers and the law-abiding, the beginning and the end.

			—ADLAI STEVENSON

			 

			The government is us; we are the government, you and I.

			—THEODORE ROOSEVELT

		

	
		
			INTRODUCTION

			THIS BOOK STARTED WITH A QUESTION. Over the past several years, I’ve found myself wondering: Why is it that people are more engaged than ever with each other—through Twitter, Pinterest, Facebook, text messaging—but less engaged with their government?

			Millions of Americans can find hours every day to tweet, text, blog, post reviews, and play games with each other on social-networking sites. Yet in 2011 when our second-largest city, Los Angeles, held an election on crucial initiatives dealing with education and the environment, only 12 percent of registered voters found time to cast a ballot. And the low turnout was so unremarkable, so par for the course, that hardly anyone even noticed or commented on it.

			Where was the disconnect coming from? And what could we do to fix it?

			Then I realized something else. It wasn’t just that people weren’t engaging with their government. Elected officials weren’t bothering to engage with the people, either—that is, of course, until campaign time. I don’t know about you, but I never feel so needed and loved as during the months leading up to an election, when I’m suddenly bombarded with e-mails, calls, and pleas for donations. I’m an elected official myself and find it annoying, so I can only imagine that everyone else finds it even more so.

			Politicians love to use social media—but only for getting people involved in campaigns or getting into their wallets. We build fancy Web sites; we ramp up our tweeting and texting and engaging and mashing up; we host online town halls. And then, once we get elected, we just shut all that off and go away—until the next campaign season rolls around. No wonder people feel disconnected.

			Campaigns—great campaigns—become movements. They create enthusiasm and buy-in and connection. JFK with his “We can do better,” Reagan with “Morning in America,” Obama with “Yes we can” . . . A great campaign is a spirited, almost spiritual thing. It makes you want to do more. But nowadays, all that disappears the minute the election is over. During the campaign, we convince people to open themselves up—they let themselves hope, they let themselves believe, they let their guard down. And then we get into office and we hold a couple of Twitter town halls where we answer questions for one hour in 140-character responses. “Well, John, I appreciate your question.” That’s not civic engagement. It’s merely cosmetic.

			Politicians often say, “This is what the American people want,” but the truth is, most of them have no idea what people want. Average citizens have very few ways to make their voices heard in government, and the ones they do have are archaic: calling their representatives, sending a letter or e-mail, and voting every once in a while. What “the American people” want is most often determined by random polls, which usually means the opinions of people who happen to answer their landline phones, as cell-phone polling is still the exception rather than the rule.

			Government right now is functioning on the cutting edge—of 1973. In the private sector and in our personal lives, absolutely everything has changed over the last decade. In government very little has. For the first time in history, anyone with a smartphone can have all the world’s information literally in the palm of his or her hand. People have embraced that blessing with passion, desire, and innovation, creating apps, games, tools, and Web sites that improve their daily lives. But government has held it at arm’s length while our problems have gotten worse.

			So how do we fix this problem? How can we bridge this gap between technology and government?

			To find out, I decided to talk to people at the core of the issue: the technologists, politicians, thinkers, and innovators whose work is changing not only the way we communicate, but also the way we live. Over the last eighteen months, I’ve interviewed dozens of people all over the United States—people like Yelp cofounder Jeremy Stoppelman, former president Bill Clinton, new-media mogul Arianna Huffington, X Prize founder Peter Diamandis, Twitter cofounder Evan Williams, and the legendary innovator Stewart Brand, among many others.

			I asked all of them how we can use the amazing new tools of technology to get people excited about and engaged in government again and what they saw as the future of citizen participation in this hyperconnected age. Their answers—often surprising and always enlightening—form the backbone of this book.

			Each of these people brought something unique to the table, but taken as a whole, their thoughts added up to one overarching message: The revolution is happening now, and the world is changing too quickly for government to respond with tiny, incremental changes. It is time to radically rethink the relationship between citizens and government.

			VENDING MACHINE VERSUS CLOUD

			In his 2008 book, The Next Government of the United States, public policy expert Donald Kettl wrote that the government is like a vending machine. You put in money, and you get out goods and services.

			It’s a good analogy, true to the way our government has traditionally worked. But then Tim O’Reilly, a brilliant Web 2.0 guy and open-source software pioneer, took it a step further. In a 2009 essay on TechCrunch, Tim wrote:

			Too often, we think of government as a kind of vending machine. We put in our taxes, and get out services: roads, bridges, hospitals, fire brigades, police protection. . . . And when the vending machine doesn’t give us what we want, we protest. Our idea of citizen engagement has somehow been reduced to shaking the vending machine.

			This is the perfect analogy. Is there any more frustrating pursuit than shaking a vending machine? Your money has disappeared, you didn’t get the thing you want, and even if you do manage to shake something loose, you still can’t change the fundamental fact that someone else decided what you could buy from that machine in the first place. You’re pretty much powerless throughout the entire process, except for that last resort of shaking the machine in anger and frustration.

			In the past few years, people have been shaking that vending machine all around the world. The Arab Spring, the Occupy movement, the Tea Party conventions, students protesting tuition hikes—these are examples of people shaking the machine because there’s no other way to get those in power to listen. Something’s obviously broken when the only way people know how to get their government’s attention is by camping in downtown squares, marching and protesting, screaming at those in charge.

			So what should we do? The predictable answer would be “Fix the vending machine!” But the better answer is to throw it out altogether. If we’re going to bring government into the twenty-first century, we have to start by completely rethinking what government really is.

			A vending machine is a box with finite capacity; you can put in or take out a limited number of things, and you have to be physically near it to make it work. The same is true of computers. Right now, most of us keep our information on hard drives, which means it’s accessible only when we’re physically sitting next to our computers.

			But cloud computing, in which our information is stored on remote servers—such as Gmail for our e-mail, Flickr for our photos, and Google Docs for our files—makes information accessible anywhere, anytime, on any device. It’s about being able to simply drive the car without having to build and maintain it. The cloud is an on-demand resource, freeing us from the constraints of place, letting us share, communicate, and connect more easily than ever before.

			Why is this important? Because the future is about information—being able to access it, manipulate it, learn from it, improve our lives with it. And the cloud’s sole purpose is to give us information whenever, wherever we need it. The cloud is ubiquity, access, sharing, collaboration, connection. It works for you. 

			That is how our twenty-first-century government must operate. As the futurist and author Peter Schwartz says, “[The cloud] enables the enterprise to organize itself in a distributed fashion, without central power, to deliver and collaborate in ways that you couldn’t before.” In other words, it gives power to the people, which is the first crucial step in moving away from the top-down, bureaucratic, hierarchical government that’s choking our democracy today. Understanding this concept is central to understanding how the government must change and what it must become.

			THE COLLABORATION STAGE

			With the explosion of social networking, smartphones, and apps, we have the tools available right now, in our hands, to transform government. We just have to have the courage to use them.

			The early World Wide Web—Web 1.0—was all about information. It was a way for people to find pieces of data more easily than ever before. But Web 2.0 is something different. It’s about collaboration rather than information. It’s about networking, sharing, organizing, reaching out to one another.

			Our government today is still in 1.0 mode. You can go to SF311.org and get information about trash pickup, road work, streetlight repair. You can go to the Web sites of different government departments and download documents, applications, reports. But we haven’t yet reached Government 2.0—the collaboration stage, in which businesses and social networks are operating today. That’s the stage we have to get to in order to innovate our way out of this mess: We have to engage the collective wisdom of people outside of government, rather than just relying, as we always have, on those who work within the monolith.

			Examples of how to do this abound in the private sector. Open-source software made it possible for thousands of people to pool their skills and create the popular Firefox browser. An open application programming interface, or API, made it possible for many more to create iPhone apps, in the process spurring revenue growth and creating an entire industry of cool, fun, and useful tools. The controversial, untested, and crazy-sounding notion of opening up an online encyclopedia to thousands of volunteer writer-editors resulted in Wikipedia, now the sixth-most-visited site on the Web.

			None of these ventures would exist in a closed, noncollaborative system. They are the wave of the future—a future that’s about participation, empowerment, feedback loops, and organically created communities. It’s not about elites taking charge, controlling the system, and telling us what’s good for us. Through technology, we will learn how to engage millions of people with talent and wisdom to solve our problems.

			As the tech journalist Greg Ferenstein has noted, “One way for government 2.0 to be really, really helpful is to make the public useful to their representatives.” Government has to allow people to find solutions it can’t find on its own. Yet this kind of bottom-up, two-way, nonhierarchical structure is completely antithetical to the way government currently runs. So we have to start with the most basic but most important step. We have to learn to “think different.”

			THINKING DIFFERENT

			Wim Elfrink, executive vice president and chief globalization officer for Cisco Systems, is a man who makes his living thinking outside the box. He spent years working in Bangalore, India, developing the concept of Smart+Connected Communities—Cicso’s trademark term for twenty-first-century cities where technology will be as seamlessly integrated as electricity. I spoke with Elfrink about the need for reinventing American governance, and he told me his own theories about how to do it.

			“We are prisoners of our own experiences,” he said, and gave me an example. “In India, I was involved in rural villages where we gave every small house a tap, for water. After four weeks, we learned that everyone always left the tap open.” These rural Indians didn’t understand that they were wasting water—on the contrary, they thought they were keeping it fresh. “These were illiterate people,” said Elfrink. “[To them], water has to stream. If water stops, it’s not healthy.” It’s extremely difficult for poor Indians to conceive of a new reality—that stopping a water flow is a good thing—when the opposite has always been true.

			Similarly, when the flow of information has always been one way—from government to people, from elites to the middle class, from professor to student, from media to consumers—it’s almost impossible for people to conceive of its being any other way. But technology has opened up a two-way stream, and it’s here to stay whether we like it or not.

			I had my own epiphany about this in 2005, during my first term as mayor of San Francisco. I had gone to Davos for the annual World Economic Forum meetings, and the first big group discussion we had was with representatives of an organization called AmericaSpeaks. They told us about a new technology—handheld devices that allow people to quietly vote on their priorities rather than having to travel to city meetings and strive to argue the loudest for their positions. They could sit in their seats, even at home, and express their opinions through this device, which gave each person’s response equal value.

			I loved the idea, and asked the woman demonstrating it if it had ever been used for budgeting. “Great idea,” she said. So the next year, for San Francisco’s budgeting process, we didn’t hold our usual contentious town halls where special interests packed the room and people had to fight to be heard. Instead, we held three town-hall meetings dubbed SF Listens, providing these devices for people who wanted a say. The result was a more representative, less special-interest-heavy budget. We called it the People’s Budget.

			As mayor, that was the first time I realized that technology was about more than making our government Web sites better. This tool enabled us to engage the public more directly and bypass the screamers, who always took so much more attention than they deserved. We used those devices for budgeting several times during my terms as mayor, and by my last year in office, we had thousands of participants and a wave of positive public engagement.

			All this was possible because a new device helped me see a different way of doing something we’d been doing the same way for years. What other improvements can we make, if only we open our eyes to the fantastic array of new technologies springing up around us?

			CITIZENVILLE

			As I delved deeper into new technologies, a few themes kept popping up: the ubiquity of social media, the changing expectations of a new generation of tech-savvy Americans, the popularity of games and competitions, and the willingness of people to spend time and money on these new pursuits. If we’re to have any hope of modernizing government—of bringing it fully into the age of technology—we must embrace all these trends.

			FarmVille, created by the gaming company Zynga, embodies all these trends. It’s a social game, played online with friends, in which players spend hours maintaining their virtual farms. Players can interact by visiting each other’s farms and giving each other gifts, and they can compete to see who harvests the most crops. People spend untold hours playing this game, building their farms and caring for their crops—it’s a virtual community with stronger social ties than many real-life communities.

			Shauna Robertson, cofounder of the Crowdrise fund-raising and social-networking site, asked me why we couldn’t transfer the principles of FarmVille to civic engagement. “Why can’t I take ownership of my little area of California and say, ‘This is what I want to do—I want to build my schools here’?” Or fix the potholes or landscape the traffic medians? In other words, instead of taking care of a fictional farm, why can’t we create a game in which you take care of your actual neighborhood or your town?

			We could combine the fun of a game with the social good of solving real problems. Here’s one way it could work: Let’s say you live in a neighborhood of twenty blocks. If four people there want to play the game—let’s call it Citizenville—you can divide the neighborhood into four areas delineated by an interactive map on the Citizenville Web site. Each player takes responsibility for his or her area, and if others living there decide they want to play too, they can either join forces and create a team or subdivide into even smaller areas.

			The way to “win” Citizenville is to amass points by doing real-life good. If a player contacts the city to report a pothole and get it fixed, he gets one hundred points. If another player organizes a community cleanup in the local park, she gets two hundred points. If another player landscapes the median on his street, that’s three hundred points. Whenever people make a real-life improvement, they report it to the Citizenville Web site, which has a continuously updating scoreboard.

			Just as in games like FarmVille, players are spending time improving their areas, competing with each other, and having fun doing so. But the difference is, rather than taking pride in a completely virtual world, the players in Citizenville can walk right out their front doors and see the difference they’ve made.

			The more I thought about it, the more Citizenville came to feel like a kind of shorthand for how the government needs to adapt to this new technological age. Citizenville is more than just a game; it’s a new way of thinking about the relationship between people and their government. It’s a world in which the old one-way, top-down, bureaucratic, pre-Internet hierarchy is replaced by a truly democratic, bottom-up, social civic engagement. Citizenville is the true implementation of Government 2.0, where the solutions are, increasingly, in our own hands.

			CONNECTING PEOPLE AND GOVERNMENT: FIVE THEMES

			In doing research for this book, I’ve talked with people from many walks of life—including politicians, programmers, researchers, technologists, entrepreneurs, authors, venture capitalists, and students—asking them what we need to do to fix government. The answers have fallen all across the spectrum, but five themes kept coming up again and again. On the face of it, they’re simple and straightforward and even seem rather obvious. Taken together, they represent a way to solve numerous problems afflicting us today.

			First, government has to be absolutely transparent—every agency, across the board, with exceptions only to protect public safety or personal privacy. We must open up our vast stores of data, make them available to ordinary people, and make sure they are standardized and easy to use.

			Second, we must encourage people to use that data to create useful apps, devices, tools—anything they want. We must make it possible for them to build these things easily, to share them, and even to make money on them. It’s only through crowdsourcing, feedback loops, and collective wisdom that we can harness the amazing power of the technological revolution. Government can’t do it alone.

			Third, we must learn to engage people on their own terms. In a world where games, social networking, and 140-character updates are what capture people’s attention, we need to integrate those things into government communication. We need to acknowledge that for a whole generation of Americans under the age of thirty, their reality is nothing like the reality the over-thirties grew up with. Under-thirties are, to use terms coined by writer Marc Pensky in 2001, “digital natives,” as opposed to “digital immigrants” who learned how to use technology later in life.

			Fourth, we need to allow people to bypass government. We must encourage them to take matters into their own hands, to look to themselves for solving problems rather than asking the government to do things for them. New technology is making this more feasible than ever. We have to accept the fact that top-down hierarchy is no longer working and it won’t ever work again.

			Fifth, we must inject a more innovative, entrepreneurial mind-set into government. In a world where teenagers at home in their bedrooms can create their own music videos, movies, YouTube sensations, interactive maps, mash-ups, and even entire companies, we simply cannot have a government that relies on bureaucracy and maintaining the status quo. The notion that government needs to be more entrepreneurial is not new. But what is new is the arrival of technologies that will make this transition easier than at any time in history.

			That’s how we can reconnect Americans to their government. And the time to start is now.

		

	
		
			ONE

			How Did We Get Here?

			WHILE I WAS MAYOR OF SAN FRANCISCO, one afternoon the president of Estonia, Toomas Hendrik Ilves, came by to see me. I didn’t get too many visits from heads of state, so this was an occasion. It was just a social call, but I was eager to tell him about all the new, exciting things we had going on in the city.

			“What kind of new things?” he asked.

			“Well,” I said, “we’ve got all kinds of tech initiatives happening. We’re right next door to Silicon Valley, of course, so technology is our friend. For example, I’ve got three different vendors working on a project right now that would allow people to pay for parking meters with their cell phones.” I leaned back in my chair, waiting for his reaction.

			He just looked at me blankly. Had I spoken too fast? His English was perfect, as he’d actually grown up in the United States, but he didn’t appear to have caught what I’d said.

			Finally, he spoke. “We have been doing that for years now,” he said. “You can pay for any parking meter in Estonia with a cell phone. You can also pay parking tickets, property taxes—any kind of fee to the government, really.”

			Now I was the one staring blankly. “Do you have free wi-fi, too?” I asked.

			“Yes,” he said. “Also for several years now.”

			Talk about a wake-up call. Americans tend to think of San Francisco as Tomorrowland, on the cutting edge of technology in government, but in fact, we were years behind. I had spent months trying to secure free citywide wi-fi in San Francisco, but the deal had finally been killed by a combination of brutal partisan politics and pushback from existing Internet service providers. And our effort to upgrade parking meters, like any government initiative that requires an outside contractor, was bogged down in procurement issues. Any step toward the future usually ran smack into the obstacles of political and legacy issues.

			But Estonia—or E-stonia, as it has been dubbed—was way ahead. A 2009 Public Radio International report helped to explain why:

			Mobile phones in Estonia are in much higher use than landlines. . . . When Estonia came out of the Soviet Union in 1991, there were very few landlines in the country. As the country itself developed in parallel with mobile phone technology, more and more people have mobile phones. Some people have two, sometimes three cell phones.

			In fact, there are nearly two cell phones for every resident of Estonia, giving it a nearly 200 percent penetration rate—one of the highest in the world.

			As a result, people in Estonia are used to using their mobile phones to do everyday things that in the US or in Europe, we would never even think of doing. For example, it’s very common in Estonia to pay for your parking meter with your cell phone. You just take out your phone, type in a little code, you send money directly, electronically from your bank account to that parking meter—not a problem.

			We clearly had a long way to go to catch up—and a rough road to get there. Government initiatives in the United States, whether local, state, or federal, get bogged down in a thousand different ways. Legacy companies, such as cable providers, fight against new technologies that would undercut their business. Special interests flood the system with cash and block initiatives they don’t like. And the civil service, the system under which millions of nonmilitary government employees work, is in many ways stuck in an antiquated mind-set—one that does not provide for flexibility and often rewards longevity over innovation and creativity.

			As a newly independent country, Estonia could simply skirt many of these problems. But in America, they’re deeply entrenched. “We treat government in this very twentieth-century way,” says Peter Hirshberg, a Silicon Valley entrepreneur who blogs about the intersection of technology and business. “There’s no dialogue. You could vote, you could complain, you could pay taxes, but then you’d start running out of ways of interacting with the government.” On the other hand, “Social media opens up so many gestures. When blogging started, the gestures of social media were you could blog or not. Well, today, you can ‘like,’ ‘location,’ ‘friend’—there are so many different ways of telegraphing an engagement. So we’re opening up lots and lots of different ways of telegraphing engagement with cities. Not that cities are taking full advantage of it—yet. “There’s a whole vocabulary of how you engage that’s just being learned,” Hirshberg told me, “but not yet heralded.”

			BUREAUCRACY WANTS TO STOP INNOVATION

			Any big entity—not just government—is resistant to change. Go into any large company and announce to the employees that you’re switching everyone to a different e-mail system. You won’t be met with cheers. Whenever cities are forced to add a new area code to local phone numbers, people act as if their basic human rights have been violated. No one likes having to learn something new, even if it’s a relatively simple thing.

			But the very nature of government throws another wrench into the works. Because of the vast network of rules, regulations, and laws that apply to virtually everything in government service, people aren’t sure what they’re allowed to do, much less what they’re supposed to do. Then you get IT (information technology) department people who are paranoid about introducing anything new. Allow open social networking? Switch to cloud computing? That’s a bit risky, isn’t it? Better to just do things the way we’ve always done them. Better safe than sorry.

			Resisting new technology is the government’s default position. Joe Trippi, the guru behind Howard Dean’s groundbreaking online presidential campaign in 2004, told me about a lawsuit in California that perfectly illustrates the point. A company in Silicon Valley created a way to sign petitions electronically, but a state official refused to recognize them. Even in the age of DocuSign, when people routinely sign loan papers via e-mail, the official decided that these electronic signatures didn’t count. So the petitioners filed suit.

			The action led naturally to the question what is a signature, anyway? A signature produced by an autograph machine, which exactly mimics a person’s handwriting in ink, is considered legitimate. But what if, instead of physically pushing a button to activate that machine, you could activate it by e-mail? Would that signature still be legal? If so, how is that any different from an e-signature? Will the government pass a law saying there must be physical contact between person, pen, and paper in order to make a signature valid?

			It sounds pretty silly when you drill down like that, but to Trippi it’s a troubling sign of a larger problem. “Bureaucracy wants to stop innovation,” he said, “even stuff that makes improvements in how we do things.” Bureaucracy—e.g., government—is slow to adapt at best. At worst, it’s openly hostile to change.

			The e-signature example is relatively benign. But some other examples involve matters of life and death. The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) has been trying for years to enable people to send text messages to 911, an initiative called NG9-1-1 (NG for next generation). The reason is obvious—there are occasionally times when people are under threat and need to contact emergency services silently. As FCC Chairman Julius Genachowski said in a 2011 speech:

			Today, if a mobile phone user attempts to send even a simple text to 9-1-1, it goes nowhere. That’s what happened to the students at Virginia Tech who texted 9-1-1 during the terrible shooting several years ago. A tragedy during the 1990s—the carjacking and murder of Jennifer Koon in New York—was significant in spurring the initial focus on NG9-1-1, and is worth recalling. During the incident, Jennifer Koon was able to call 9-1-1 from her car phone but couldn’t speak for fear of alerting her attacker. The [9-1-1 call center] kept the line open in the hopes the caller would say something, but she never did and was found dead two hours later. The ability to text 9-1-1 might have saved her life.

			The story of Jennifer Koon is unspeakably tragic. But what makes it even worse is the fact that in 2011—a full eighteen years after Jennifer’s death in 1993—the FCC still hadn’t succeeded in implementing NG9-1-1. Eighteen years is a long time, but in the world of technology, it’s an eternity. How can the government take so long when people’s lives potentially hang in the balance? Why does it move so slowly?

			A HISTORY OF TECHNOPHOBIA

			The government’s delay in implementing new technologies is a big problem, but it’s not a new one. The sad truth is that the history of government is a history of technophobia. Sixty years ago, as President Roosevelt was delivering his fireside chats by radio, Congress was passing laws attempting to keep microphones off the congressional floor. Today, as Americans are sharing and connecting more than ever—photos, music, personal information, location data—we’ve had to force our government agencies to open up their treasure troves of data. Fear and inertia rule the day.

			Matt Lira, the director of new media for Representative Eric Cantor, is one of a handful of people on the cutting edge of technology in government, and he’s done a lot of thinking about how we got to this point. 

			“If you go back and watch fifties congressional hearings, they’re terrible,” he told me. “They’re made for radio, but then they just stuck a TV camera in there. . . . It’s embarrassingly bad TV. And when color TV came, the charts were still in gray because of black and white TV.” It took years for Congress to adapt, Lira says, but the institution finally caught up. “In modern-day hearings,” he says, “you have a feed package, stage lights. It’s good television.” And just imagine—it only took us six decades to get here.

			Watching those old hearings—clear historical evidence of our government’s resistance to change—might discourage anyone. Yet Lira says they give him faith in progress. “It’s inevitable that we’ll make this transformation in the future,” he says. “One day, we’ll look back and say, ‘I can’t believe we didn’t have the Twitter Wall then!’ Or whatever technology has become ubiquitous. We’re still at the very beginning of this stuff on both sides of the aisle.”

			Lira is right about that—we are still at the beginning. But if we’re honest, nobody really has any idea where we’re going—which is part of the problem. New, exciting technologies come along all the time, but it’s hard to know which ones will stick and which will flame out.

			In 2011, New York Times columnist and author Thomas Friedman famously summed this up, referring to the technological changes that followed publication of his 2005 bestseller The World Is Flat:

			When I wrote The World Is Flat, Facebook did not exist, Twitter was a sound, the Cloud was in the sky, 4G was a parking space, applications were what you sent to college, LinkedIn was a prison, and for most people, Skype was a typo. All of that changed in just the last six years.

			Today, anyone who doesn’t know what these things are or how to use them has fallen behind. But in 2005, they were fledgling ideas among thousands of other fledgling ideas. As we’ve seen time and again, not everything that looks like the next big thing actually makes it there—just ask MySpace, Buzz, or Friendster. New technologies fail much more often than they succeed. Yet you can’t swipe through articles on your iPad without seeing dozens of breathless stories of this or that new technology that will supposedly change the world.

			When Howard Dean broke the mold in 2004 with his grassroots Internet campaign, the move was heralded as the beginning of a new era. But looking back now, it’s amazing how little that era resembles the one we’re in now. As Joe Trippi and I talked, he rattled off some numbers:

			On the day the campaign ended, there were 1.4 million blogs in the world. On the day Obama announced, there were 77 million blogs. Facebook was on one college campus in 2004 at the end of the Dean campaign. By 2008, it had a couple hundred million users. . . . Since 2008, the network continues to get more connected. Bandwidth is bigger. . . . But government seems to be the last place that’s taking advantage of any of it.

			The truth is, not everyone is an early adopter. And it’s hard enough to embrace new technologies even when you’re sure they’ll be around for a while. So how can we expect our big, slow-moving government to be on the front lines of innovation?—especially when the landscape of that innovation is littered with the corpses of so many “next big things.”

			A FLEET OF WRIGHT FLYERS

			Moving into the twenty-first century might not be so hard if our government weren’t mired in a twentieth-century bureaucratic model. Our basic government structures haven’t changed in decades, and the cracks are showing. As former Republican Senate staffer Mike Lofgren has said, “Trying to govern a complex society of 310 million people via a museum piece like the Senate is like trying to operate an airline whose fleet consists of Wright Flyers.”

			President Obama referred to this problem in his 2011 State of the Union address:

			We can’t win the future with a government of the past. We live and do business in the Information Age, but the last major reorganization of the government happened in the age of black-and-white TV. There are 12 different agencies that deal with exports. There are at least five different agencies that deal with housing policy. Then there’s my favorite example: the Interior Department is in charge of salmon while they’re in freshwater, but the Commerce Department handles them when they’re in saltwater. I hear it gets even more complicated when they’re smoked.

			In the early years of America’s existence, bureaucracy was a good thing. According to Macrowikinomics author Don Tapscott, a recognized expert on innovation and technology who’s written nine books on the topic, “Bureaucracy was a hot term 90 years ago. It helped us to prevent graft, patronage and corruption. . . . I’m in the center, I push whatever it is out to you, and you’re a passive recipient, isolated from others. It’s a one-way model. In education, it’s I’m a professor, you’re a student. An empty vessel. In politics, it’s You vote, I rule.”

			In the pre-Internet world, this vertically integrated, top-down model worked great, but the Internet revolution turned everything upside down. Ordinary people no longer need the political, social, or media elite to tell them what’s happening, what to do, how to vote, how to live. Now they can research, publish, organize, even foment revolution—all without getting up from their laptops or iPads or putting down their smartphones (wireless phones with Web access). The way people approach authority has completely changed, yet the structure of our institutions has stayed exactly the same.

			All of this only increases the gap between people and government—a gap that can seem so wide, it’s as if government bureaucrats are functioning in a completely different world. When I sat down to talk with venture capitalist Roger Ehrenberg, who spends his time working with entrepreneurs and technologists, he spoke about those in government as if they were a different species. He told me, “I perceive politicians as operating in some parallel universe. I don’t know who they are. . . . They’re just not understandable. They don’t speak like anybody I know.” Listening to speeches by any number of politicians, you might find yourself feeling the same way.

			So how do we bridge this gap? By embracing the very thing that created it. Technology has rendered our current system of government irrelevant, so now government must turn to technology to fix itself.

			I talked with former president Bill Clinton about this when

			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
		

	OEBPS/image/titlePage_fmt.jpeg
CITIZENVILLE

HOW TO TAKE
THE
TOWN SQUARE
DIGITAL
AND
REINVENT
GOVERNMENT

GAVIN NEWSOM

WITH LISA DICKEY

THE PENGUIN PRESS
NEW YORK

2013





OEBPS/image/cover.jpg
~ GAVIN
e NEWSOM

with LISA DICKEY

HOW TO

[ J TAKE THE
TOWN SQUARE »
DIGITAL ano . A (T
REINVENT

GOVERNMENT ®"






OEBPS/image/36688.jpg
ALWAYS LEARNING PEARSON





