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INTRODUCTION

05

UN General Assembly Resolution 56/183,
available at <http://www.itu.int/net/wsis/
docs/background/resolutions/56_183_
unga_2002.pdf>.

Infra, note 10.
Infra, note 12.

Infra, note 24.

The High Level Meeting of the UN General Assembly, which took place on 15-16th
December 2015, brought to an end the Overall Review of the Implementation

of the Outcomes of the World Summit on the Information Society (WSIS). With

a mandate from the 2005 Summit to review the outcomes of the Tunis Agenda,
the WSIS Review (also commonly known as WSIS+10) began in 2013 with
consultations between the different implementing agencies of the United Nations.
The Review was supposed to both take stock of developments in the information
society in the intervening decade and re-examine the consensus built through

the Tunis Agenda. In its last six months, the process shifted to the UN General
Assembly under whose auspices the final negotiations took place.

Just as the WSIS Summit sought to address pressing issues of the day a decade
ago, the WSIS+10 Review was an opportunity to address challenges facing today’s
global community, including the growing need to harness the potential of ICT for
development, the relationship between ICTs and human rights, and the roles and
responsibilities of different actors in internet governance. WSIS is currently the
only UN framework that addresses these issues and explicitly looks at the link
between ICTs, human rights, governance, and development. As a high level political
framework with normative value, it will continue to guide UN agencies, national
governments, and other actors in their efforts to shape the information society

for years to come. For the Review process to be meaningful, the participation of
civil society voices pushing forward public interest perspectives in the negotiation
process was crucial. With this in mind, this report aims to explore and critically
examine civil society engagement in the Review and identify the lessons learned.

Our study focuses on the role civil society actors played in the 2015 WSIS Review
negotiation process. Envisioned as a multistakeholder summit in 2001," the
Review process underwent a transformation of sorts at the UN General Assembly,
with states taking on a more prominent role. As the space afforded to stakeholder
groups narrowed, the nature of engagement also changed.

Studies on civil society participation by Klein,? Padovani,* and O’Siochru,* among
others, were carried out at the completion of the Tunis phase of the WSIS process.
This report is an attempt to perform a similar analysis of the Review process.

The report also makes recommendations based on the experience of civil society
representatives from around the world. The recommendations are made with a
view to improve civil society engagement in the next decade of the WSIS as well as
within the larger global internet governance landscape.

This report is divided into four sections. The first provides a background to the
WSIS process and the evolution of substantive issues over the last decade leading
up to the WSIS+10 Review. It also examines the space available for civil society
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participation in the WSIS process over the last decade. The second section analyses

the extent of civil society participation in the WSIS+10 Review. It identifies the
actors involved, the methods employed and the barriers faced by civil society in
participating in the Review process. Following this, the third section examines the
substantive issues on which civil society engaged with the process, and assesses
the impact civil society engagement had on the final outcome of the Review. The
fourth section makes recommendations based on learnings from sections 2 and 3.

METHODOLOGY AND SCOPE

This report is based on two forms of primary data. First, a survey circulated among

civil society representatives who participated in the WSIS process. Second, official
submissions made by civil society organisations at various levels of the WSIS+10
negotiations. About 49 (96 including endorsements and joint submissions)

civil society organisations submitted comments through the WSIS process. This
includes organisations that have submitted at least one written comment into

the Review process. As such, this represents the upper limit of participation in

the WSIS+10 process. The survey had 19 responses from 11 countries, which
represents a good, although not wholly representative, sample of the civil society
actors who participated in the Review - we see this as sufficient to offer a diverse
range of perspectives on the experience of participating in the WSIS+10 process as
a civil society stakeholder. Desk research on academic and policy based writing on

the WSIS process since its inception informs the larger discourse in this report and

its framing.

Conceptually, the report draws on a similar paper by Bart Cammaerts that carried
out a qualitative analysis of civil society positions and participatory processes
during the first two phases of the WSIS.° Cammaerts’ approach is used in
evaluating the WSIS+10 negotiations from the lens of access and participation. The
survey informs some of these questions. In using a survey as opposed to relying
on official UN lists of participation, this report is a departure from a similar paper
by Cammaerts and Carpenter,® which relied on accreditation lists. This is because
the list of registered participants released by the UN General Assembly (UNGA)
during the Review tended to overestimate the actual participation of stakeholders.
There are a number of possible reasons for this, including availability of funding,
accessibility of process and the location of the meeting, which will be elaborated
on further in the pages to follow. To evaluate the substantive impact of civil society
participation, the report relies on official written submissions to the UNGA.

In terms of scope, the report is limited to the negotiation process of the WSIS+10
Review which started on 1st June 2015 with the appointment of co-facilitators by
the UN General Assembly and concluded on 16th December 2015 with the High
Level Meeting.”

At this stage, it is important to clarify what ‘civil society’ refers to in this report.
The term is contested in international governance, and the WSIS process is no
exception. As Mueller notes, civil society is ‘a diverse assembly of groups, networks
and movements, containing a variety of viewpoints and positions on practically

all of the subjects on the agenda at the WSIS"? Given the complexities involved in
defining civil society, this report does not attempt to define it. Instead, we rely on
four broad categories of actors, who participated in the Review process under the
self-identified umbrella of civil society.

This includes 1) actors/organisations who represented the civil society
stakeholder group at the WSIS meetings; 2) organisations that submitted written
comments on the Outcome Document as civil society stakeholders; 3) actors/
organisations who participated in regional or domestic WSIS related events as
civil society stakeholders and 4) civil society representatives who commented
on the WSIS process through opinion pieces or other forms of writing external

Infra, note 25, at p. 153

Bart Cammaerts and Nico Carpentier, “The
Unbearable Lightness of Full Participation
in a Global Context: WSIS and Civil Society
Participation”, Media@LSE Working Paper
No.8(2005),atp. 12.

For a detailed timeline of the negotiations,
see https://publicadministration.un.org/
wsis10/roadmap.

Milton Mueller, “Global civil societies
and WSIS: actors, visions, methods and
strategies... towards what governance?”
(April, 2007), available at: <http://www.
institut-gouvernance.org/en/analyse/
fiche-analyse-497.html>.
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Email from Ian Peter addressed to the IG
Caucus Mailing List, 17th November, 2015.

to the WSIS process. The categorisation also extends to non-technical academia
representatives who also participated under the broad civil society umbrella.
This is because they were not identified as a separate stakeholder category. As
aresult, many academics participated in the WSIS+10 process as civil society
representatives. The civil society representatives who served on the High Level
Meeting speaker selection panel also attest to the elision of academia and civil
society.’
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BACKGROUND

The origins of a summit for information society in the UN system can be traced
back to the Earth Summit in 1992. With a view to involve a wide range of
stakeholder groups in decision-making on a number of issues, the UN held roughly
one Summit a year from the Earth Summit to the WSIS Summit (2003-2005)." This
coincided with discussions in a number of UN agencies on addressing the digital
divide. This section describes the evolution of the process, issues and the space for
stakeholder engagement in the WSIS process.

Scholars first began to study the increasing importance of information to society
as far back as the 1970’s.? This was also when actors from the Non-Aligned
Movement (NAM) began to push for a New World Information and Communication
Order (NWICO) at the international level. Many commentators have begun to point
out that discussions that began with the NWICO helped frame many of the debates
during the WSIS process.?

The more recent history of the WSIS process starts in the early 1990s as policy
bodies at both the domestic and international levels began to address issues
related to the ‘information society’. Notable among these efforts was the European
Commission’s Bangemann Report on Europe and the Global Information Society.*
At the international level, UNESCO began to discuss an idea for a ‘Conference on
Information and Communication for Development’ in 1996.° However, this was a
non-starter.

The ITU, which was keen to assert its position in the internet governance
landscape, proved to be a more appropriate forum to host the summit. At its
Minneapolis Plenipotentiary in 1998 the ITU accepted a proposal from Tunisia to
organise a summit on the information society.

In 2001, the UN General Assembly, on the recommendation of the International
Telecommunications Union (ITU) passed a resolution to hold the Summit over two
phases in Geneva (2003) and Tunis (2005), with the first summit to be held over
two phases. Preparatory Committee meetings or ‘PrepComs’ were held in the lead
up to the two phases of the Summit. UNGA Resolution 56/183 was significant as

it called for the involvement of other stakeholders, the modalities of which were
to be worked out during the PrepComs. However, it has been argued that states
played a big role in these negotiations, narrowing the space for civil society actors.®
In addition, regional meetings were held to gather views from around the world
to feed into the Summit. See Figure 1 for a timeline of the first two phases of the
WSIS.

Milton Mueller, “Global civil societies

and WSIS: actors, visions, methods and
strategies... towards what governance?”
(April, 2007), available at: <http://www.
institut-gouvernance.org/en/analyse/fiche-
analyse-497.html>.

Sean O Siochru, “Will the Real WSIS

Please Stand-up? The Historic Encounter

of the ‘Information Society’ and the
‘Communication Society”, 66 Gazette- The
International Journal for Communication
Studies No. 3/4 June-July (2004), 203-224, at
224-225.

See for a discussion, Claudia Padovani
and Kaarle Nordenstreng, ‘From NWICO
to WSIS: another world information and
communication order?’ 1(3) Global Media
and Communication (December, 2005) pp.
264-272.

Supra, note 11 at p. 225.

. Arne Hintz, “Civil Society Media and Global

Governance: Intervening into the World
Summit on the Information Society” (2009),
atp.103.

See for a discussion, Wolfgang Kleinwachter,
“WSIS: A New Diplomacy? Multistakeholder
Approach and Bottom Up Policy in Global ICT
Governance”, (2004) available at <http://
cyber.law.harvard.edu/wsis/Kleinwachter.
html>.
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7. Available at <http://old.apc.org/english/
wsis/>.

8. WSIS, “Geneva Declaration of Principles-

Building the Information Society: A Global
Challenge in the New Millenium”, WSIS-03/

GENEVA/DOC/4-E (2003), available at

<http://www.itu.int/net/wsis/docs/geneva/

official/dop.html>.

9. WHSIS, “Plan of Action”, WSIS-03/GENEVA/
DOC/5-E (2003), available at <http://www.
itu.int/net/wsis/docs/geneva/official/poa.

html>.

10. WSIS, “Tunis Agenda for the Information

Society”, WSIS-05/TUNIS/DOC/6(Rev. 1)-E
(2005), available at <http://www.itu.int/

net/wsis/docs2/tunis/off/6revl.html>.

1

[N

. William J. Drake. ‘Encouraging
Implementation of the WSIS Principles
on Internet Governance Procedures’ In,
Wolfgang Kleinwéachter, ed. “The Power
of Ideas: Internet Governance in a Global
Multistakeholder Environment”, Berlin:

Marketing fur Deutschland GmbH, 2007, pp.

271-280, at pp. 271-272.

12. David Souter, ‘The World Summit on the
Information Society: The end of an era or
the start of something new?’, in “Global

Information Society Watch 2007: Focus on

Participation” (2007), pp. 11-15, at p. 12.

09

Figure 1: WSIS Timeline’

WSIS GENEVA 2003 — TUNIS 2005

Preparatory Conferences (PrepCom)
PrepCom 1, Geneva 1-5t July 2002.
PrepCom 2, Geneva 17-29' Feb 2003.
Intersesional Paris, 15-18t" July 2003.
PrepCom 3, Geneva 15-26 Sept 2003.
PrepCom 3a, Geneva 10-14 Nov 2003.
PrepCom 3b, Geneva 5-6'" Dec 2003.
FIRST PHASE OF WSIS

> Geneva, 10-12t December 2003 ¢

Regional Conferences

African: Bamako (Mali), 25-30" May 2002

European: Bucharest (Romania), 7-9t" Nov 2002

Asia-pacific: Tokyo (Japan), 13-15th Jan 2003

Latin America & Caribbean: Bavaro (Dominican rep.), 29-31 Jan 2003
Western Asia: Beirut (Lebanon), 4-6t" Feb 2003

FOLLOW-UP MEETINGS
ITU Workshop on Internet Governance (Geneva), 26 — 27th February 2004
Informal preparatory meeting (Tunis), 2-3" March 2004
Workshop Issues of Relevance to ICANN (Rome), 4t March 2004
Implementing the WSIS Action Plan (Kenya), 25-26 March 2004
Global Forum Internet Governance/6t" Meeting of the UN ICT Task Force (New York), 25-26t March 2004

4 &

REGIONAL CONFERENCES PREPARATORY CONFERENCES (PREPCOM)
Asia-Pacific: To be held in mid-2005 PrepCom 1, Hammamet (Tunis), 24-26'" June 2004
Western Asia: Damascus (Syria), 22-23 November 2004 PrepCom 2, Geneva, 17-25' February 2005
Africa: Accra (Ghana), 2-4*" February 2005 PrepCom 3, September 2005
Latin America and the Caribbean: Rio de Janeiro (Brazil), 2005

Q Tunis, 16-18" November 2005 g

SECOND PHASE OF WSIS

The first phase in Geneva produced the Declaration of Principles and Plan of
Action. They were a broad set of principles that highlighted the important issues
that faced the information society. By the Geneva phase, the agenda of the Summit
had expanded from its original mandate of addressing the digital divide. The
Geneva Declaration of Principles is notable for highlighting a number of issues
ranging from internet governance to cybersecurity, development and capacity
building.? The Geneva Declaration was complemented by the Plan of Action which
set out a roadmap for further discussion in the Tunis phase.’

The second phase in Tunis in 2005 was meant to put these plans into motion

by achieving consensus on many contentious issues. The Tunis Agenda for the
information society is a consensus statement that was an outcome of the second
phase.'” An important outcome of the Tunis Agenda was the establishment of the
Internet Governance Forum (IGF). The Tunis Agenda also called for a Review of
outcomes by the UN General Assembly in 2015. The negotiations started in June
2015 with the appointment of the co-facilitators.

EVOLUTION OF SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES

When the idea for a Summit was first proposed, it was to address the growing
digital divide at the turn of the millennium. However, as discussions began in the
PrepComs and with stakeholders, many new issues were put on the agenda. Chief
amongst these was the issue of internet governance as there was a need to clarify
the role of various stakeholders and institutions in global internet governance.!!

The Tunis Agenda - which serves as an action document - covers three broad
issues: Financial Mechanisms for ICT for Development; Internet Governance;

and Implementation and Follow-Up. However, this is not a reflection of the range
of issues that were discussed in the Geneva and Tunis phases. Human rights,
which was a priority issue for civil society groups and discussed at length, is
mentioned only twice in the Tunis Agenda (unlike the Geneva Declaration of
Principles). Issues that were important to states, however, were prominent within
the document; for example, cybersecurity is present as a horizontal issue across
categories. On the whole, the first two phases of the WSIS focussed on a narrow
range of issues."”

Ten years on, the information society has grown enormously. Many of the issues
discussed in 2005 have gained importance in new contexts. The 2015 Outcome
Document is a reflection of this reality, adding sections on human rights and
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cybersecurity to the Tunis list and allowing for a more nuanced debate on these
issues. While all stakeholders were not happy with the detail or depth of the
document on many issues,' there is no doubt it represents a significant expansion
of the WSIS mandate.

ROLE OF CIVIL SOCIETY IN THE WSIS PROCESS

Summits within the UN system are notable for the involvement of large
stakeholder communities in discussion and decision-making processes. They are
typically attended by thousands of representatives, and the two phases of the WSIS
were no exception. It is estimated that almost 6000 civil society representatives
out of over 18,000 total participants (from 174 countries) were involved in the
first two phases of the Summit.' Civil society helped influence discussions on a
number of issues, although they were unable to participate in the actual decision-
making.'®

The Summit was notable for having a dedicated Civil Society Division (CSD) “to
facilitate the full participation of civil society in the preparatory process leading up
to the Summit”.!® The CSD was set up in line with the mandate to have a Tripartite
Secretariat for the Summit. This meant that the Secretariat had three divisions to
represent the respective stakeholder categories of government, civil society and
the private sector. The CSD was instrumental in setting up interactions with other
stakeholder groups as well as UN bodies to allow for greater participation of civil
society in the Summit.'”

However, civil society groups faced procedural difficulties in being able to
participate in PrepComs and other decision making bodies. To deal with the
procedural aspects of civil society participation, a Civil Society Bureau (CSB) was
established during PrepCom 2.'°® On substantive issues, however, civil society
played an important role in providing inputs into the WSIS process. In working
groups, civil society representatives’ expertise on internet governance issues
translated into the outcomes and the final language of many of the Summit
documents.”

In the WSIS+10 negotiations, it can be argued that the space for civil society
participation had shrunk. This is primarily because the Review was hosted at

the UN General Assembly, which meant that - unlike the Summit - did not hold a
mandate to facilitate the full participation of civil society. Since the negotiations
were driven by states rather than a Tripartite Secretariat, the influence civil society
could have was similarly reduced. This is not to say that civil society played a
diminished role in the Review. Through written submissions, informal interaction
sessions and coordination meetings, civil society still influenced the agenda. It
did, however, lack the kind of institutional support the CSD or CSB [would have]
provided. The following section discusses civil society participation in greater
detail by highlighting the barriers faced by civil society groups in the WSIS+10
negotiations and the means employed for engagement.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.
18.
19.

See for instance, Nicolas Seidler, “From
Access to Trusted Access- Human Rights

in the WSIS+10 Review”, 17th December
2015, available at <http://blogs.Ise.ac.uk/
mediapolicyproject/2015/12/17/wsis10-
series-from-access-to-trusted-access-
human-rights-in-the-wsis10-review/>; Paul
Meyer, “Gaps in cyberspace governance
abound, 10 years after UN World Summit”,
7th January 2016, available at <https://www.
opencanada.org/features/gaps-cyberspace-
governance-abound-10-years-after-un-
world-summit/>

UN NGLS, “World Summit on the Information
Society Tunis Phase: Committing to
Solutions”, NGLS Roundup 125, December
2005,atp. 1.

Sean O’ Siochru, “Civil Society Participation
in the WSIS Process: Promises and Reality”,
Continuum, 18:3 (2004), pp. 330-344, at p.
340.

Bart Cammaerts, “Through the Looking
Glass: Civil Society Participation in the WSIS
and the Dynamics Between Online/Offline
Interaction”, Communications & Strategies
58 (2 - Special Issue WSIS, Tunis 2005). pp.
151-174, at p. 154.

Supra, note 24 at pp. 333-335.
Id, at 336-338.

Supra, note 25 at p.163.
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CIVIL SOCIETY PARTICIPATION
IN THE REVIEW PROCESS

n

Tunis Agenda for the Information Society,
WSIS-05/TUNIS/DOC/6(Rev.1)-E, 18
November 2005, para. 111.

Pohle, Julia, “Mapping the WSIS+10 Review
Process” Research report on the 10-year
review process of the World Summit on the
Information Sociehttp://www.subtel.gob.
cl/diatelco/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/
ppt_subse_huichalaf.pptx

UNESCO, “Towards Knowledge Societies for
Piece and Sustainable Development- Final
Statement”, 25-27 February 2013, available
at <http://www.unesco.org/new/fileadmin/
MULTIMEDIA/HQ/CI/Cl/pdf/wsis/WSIS_10_
Event/wsis10_final_statement_en.pdf>

UNGA, 31 July 2014. Modalities for the
overview by the General Assembly of the
implementation of the outcomes of the
World Summit on the Information Society
(A/RES/68/302) (http://www.un.org/
en/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/
RES/68/302, accessed: 01.06.16)

UNGA, 31 July 2014. Modalities for the
overview by the General Assembly of the
implementation of the outcomes of the
World Summit on the Information Society
(A/RES/68/302) (http://www.un.org/
en/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/
RES/68/302, accessed: 01.06.16)

Having established the historical context for the WSIS process and civil society
participation, we turn our attention to looking at civil society engagement

within the WSIS Review process, in order to identify ways forward for further
engagement in the WSIS process, and the lessons learned for engagement in
internet governance debates more broadly. We will first briefly outline the Review
and its modalities, and then break down the defining characteristics of civil society
participation within the process. Our survey of civil society participation and
analysis of written inputs into the Review paints a picture of the actors involved,
the barriers faced by civil society in participating in the process, and the methods
used to participate in the process. The section which follows will then evaluate the
impact of civil society engagement by looking at how civil society priorities were
reflected in the overall Outcome Document.

THE REVIEW AND ITS MODALITIES

In 2005, the final document of the WSIS process requested the UNGA to make an
overall review of the implementation of WSIS objectives in 2015." However, the
subject of this Review was controversial, with considerable difficulty experienced
in reaching consensus on its exact modalities. Instead of agreeing on an all-
embracing event in 2015, which would be preceded by a coordinated preparatory
process and eventually lead into a sustainable post-2015 framework, the UNGA
postponed all concrete decisions about the overall Review process until its

69th session which took place in autumn 2014. In the meantime, one the most
contested issues of the Summit — the question of stakeholders’ participation and
their respective roles within internet governance — was relegated to discussions
within the ad-hoc Working Group on Enhanced Cooperation (WGEC).? UNESCO
hosted the first WSIS+10 Review event in 2013 on knowledge societies in Paris.?
Over the next two years, the various UN bodies associated with the WSIS process
produced reports that fed into the Review.

In July 2014, after considerable delay, the UNGA adopted a resolution (68/302)
outlining the modalities for the overall Review.* It was decided that the overall
WSIS Review would be conducted as a two-day High Level Meeting of the General
Assembly to “take stock of the progress made in the implementation of the
outcomes of the [WSIS] and address potential information and communications
technology gaps and areas for continued focus, as well as addressing challenges,
including bridging the digital divide, and harnessing information and
communications technologies for development.” According to the resolution, the
High Level Meeting would be “preceded by an intergovernmental preparatory
process, which also takes into account inputs from all relevant WSIS stakeholders.”
The process would result “in an inter-governmentally agreed Outcome Document”
for adoption by the UNGA.® The process formally commenced in June 2015,
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when the president of the UNGA (from the Republic of Uganda) appointed the
governments of Latvia and United Arab Emirates to co-facilitate the process. The Review,
unlike the Summit, was hosted by the UN General Assembly. The negotiation process
reflects this, with states playing a predominant role and many of the negotiations
conducted behind closed doors.® Figure 2 below presents the timeline of the Review
process at the General Assembly.

Figure 2: WSIS+10 Negotiation Timeline’

Appointment of two co-facilitators by the President of the UN General Assembly to lead an
intergovernmental negoliation process

10-11 Jurne General Assembly Co-facilitalors’ Stocklaking Session - Trusteeship Counsel, UNHD, New York
1 July First Preparatory Meeting of the Mamber States

2 July Infermal Interactive WSIS Stakeholder Consultation®
31 July Deadline for written submissions

End August Non-Paper

Deadling for writhén submEsion on Mon-Papér

Zoro Draft Paper

Deadline for comments. on Zero Draft

19 October Informal Interactive WSIS Stakeholder Consultation™®
2nd Preparatory Maeting

Second Draft

15-16 December High-level meeting of the General Assembly on WSIS+10 review

“Organized by the President of ihe 69th session of the General Assembly
= Qrganized by the Prosident of the T0th session of the Gendaval Assembly, dale to be confirmed

As a result of civil society coordination efforts, many different kinds of civil society actors
participated in the WSIS+10 negotiation process. In this section, we use data from our
survey to profile the kind of actors that participated in the process based on geography,
size and engagement with the process. The survey accounts for physical participation in
WSIS meetings which is a higher threshold than written comments, given the barriers to
attending physical meetings. Below are our findings on a few indicators.

Geography
Of the respondents, 26% of organisations operate globally;® 21% operate out of the

Asia Pacific Region; 16% operate in Africa; 21% operate out of Latin America and 16%
operate out of Western Europe and others.

Global 5 26.3%
Asia-Pacific 4 21%

Africa 3 15.8%
Latin America 4 21%
Western Europe and Other 4 16%

The modalities of the Review
were established by UNGA
Resolution A/RES/68/302 in
2014 (available at http://www.
un.org/en/ga/search/view_doc.
asp?symbol=A/RES/68/302).
While it carves out a space

for civil society and other
stakeholders to participate, it
also explicitly mentions that
the Outcome Document will be
a product of intergovernmental
negotiations.

Supra, note 7.

For the purposes of this study,
we have defined organisations
that operate in 3 or more
UN regions as global. For a
list of regions, see <http://
www.un.org/depts/DGACM/
RegionalGroups.shtml>.
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Among the organisations that do not have a global reach, 71% operate in the

Global South and 29% operate in the Global North. However, if we were to compare
participation from the Global South to all other organisations, we find that 52% or
organisations were from the Global South whereas 48% were either organisations with a
global reach or from the Global North.

Respondents to our survey operated globally, regionally or nationally. The following is
the breakdown of organisations by their sphere of operation. As mentioned earlier, 26%
of organisations operated globally; 37% percent operated nationally and another 37%
operated regionally.

Global 5 26.3%
Regional 7 36.8%
National 7 36.7%

We find that there was a fairly even distribution of participants across geographies.
However, this does not account for the level of engagement with the process.

Length of Engagement

LESS THAN 3 MEETINGS 3 OR MORE MEETINGS 5 MEETINGS

Global
South
20%
Glabal
North
22%

The findings in the previous section are based on an organisation participating in at
least one meeting. However, the barrier that most Global South organisations face is the
inability to attend meetings regularly. For this reason, we first filter out organisations
that have at least attended 3 meetings (as 3 is the median figure). We find that about
52% of organisations have attended less than 3 meetings and 48% of organisations
have attended three or more meetings.Of the 9 organisations that have attended less
than three meetings, six came from the Global South, two from the Global North and one
operated globally. Of the ten organisations that have attended three or more meetings,
five operated in the Global South, three operate globally and two operate in the Global
North. If we increase the threshold to five meetings, we find that only one organisation
from the Global South meets the threshold as opposed to four operating globally or in the
Global North.

Therefore, we find that while developing country actors can participate in meetings, they
are not able to do so as consistently as those from developed countries. Full participation
in WSIS meetings is still out of reach for actors from the Global South.

Barriers to Participation

In our survey, we asked participants to list the barriers they faced in participating in the
WSIS+10 process. As the responses were descriptive, respondents could give multiple
responses. In total, there were 7 different categories of responses. They are listed below
with illustrative examples:
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Lack of funding Lack of prior
for trips to New knowledge of the
York. issues within WSIS.

Non-transparent
process.

Difficulty in engaging
with a process
conducted in English.
Tight deadlines.

Difficulty with
accredation.

Lack of familiarity with the WSIS
process modalities.

Barriers unique
to the country
respondent
operated in.

Non-financial resources,
such as Human
Resources.
Insufficient knowledge

dissemination to raise awareness. | Limited time to engage.

In total there were 30 barriers identified across 7 categories. Of these, ‘Process’
was the most commonly cited barrier, with 7 respondents identifying Process-
related barriers. This was followed by Funding (5); Institutional Knowledge (5);
Technical Capacity (4); Location (4); Resources (3); and Language (2).

We find that the most commonly cited barriers (Process, Funding and Institutional
Knowledge) are those that relate to the way the UNGA functions as opposed to
other internet governance institutions. The process not being transparent or
accessible is a direct consequence of the UNGA hosting the WSIS+10 Review. As the
Review was subject to the vagaries of UNGA processes, there was no clear mandate
to make it more accessible to non-governmental stakeholders. For instance,
Respondent No. 10 points out:

‘While it was commendable that the UN General Assembly facilitated written
contributions from civil society and our participation in “stakeholder consultation”
days, the opportunities to engage did not adequately feed into the formal process.
More efforts could have been made to integrate input from other stakeholders to
the intergovernmental meetings, for example allowing civil society to attend and
intervene during intergovernmental sessions (there is precedent for this within the
UN).

Similarly, Respondent No 2 states that:

‘The earlier events were fairly open, given that non-ECOSOC accredited NGOs were
able to apply and accepted to participate.... However, the last 30 days or so leading
up to the High Level Event in December were much more closed. Governments
negotiated and civil society largely did not hear about the latest drafts until a few
days after they were finished. Above all, civil society had no formal mechanism to
participate over the last month or so -- the most crucial time when the final text was
being decided.’

Funding, the other major obstacle identified by respondents, can also be attributed
to the limitations of a UNGA-run process. In the internet governance universe,
institutions like ICANN? offer fellowships to enable participants with funding
problems to be able to participate in their meetings. With the exception of a few
civil society or technical community opportunities, there were no institutionalised
funding opportunities in the WSIS+10 process.

This is confirmed by responses to a related question on how participatory the

9.

ICANN Meeting Fellowships,

available at <https://www.icann.org/

fellowshipprogram>.
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process was. On a scale of 5, only 15%, or 3 respondents felt that the WSIS+10
process had adequate formal opportunities to participate. The overwhelming
majority of respondents believed that it was inadequate or needed reform. The
results are represented in Figure 3 below.

Q5. In your opinion, how adequate were the formal opportunities for
civil society to participate in the WSIS review?

No. of Responses.
O B N W A U1 OO N 0 W

1 2 3 4 5

Rating of formal opportunties for Civil Society participation in WSIS Review
1 = Participatory processes need urgent reform. 5 = Highly participatory.

The survey reported in this section sheds light on the obstacles civil society actors
had to face in order to engage meaningfully within the process. It found that civil
society did not have adequate means of formal engagement with the WSIS+10
negotiations in the absence of institutional support on the lines of the CSB to
facilitate participation, and that while participation was evenly distributed across
geographies, full participation or continuous engagement remained out of reach
for developing country organisations. Finally, it found that many barriers could

be addressed by the UNGA itself. However, wider structural issues —particularly
related to capacity, resources, and language (barriers 3 - 7 in figure x)- perhaps
require some soul-searching among civil society groups as well.

METHODS

In the absence of institutional mechanisms like the CSD or CSB during the Review
process, civil society participation took on a different character from the Summit.
Though civil society never engaged en bloc with other stakeholders or the UNGA,
there were other methods employed by civil society actors to participate in

the WSIS+10 negotiations. We have identified four ways in which civil society
participated in the process: 1) Written Inputs into the UNGA Review, 2) Attending
Physical WSIS-related Meetings, 3) Participating in Regional or Domestic Meetings
4) Civil Society Coordination Efforts.

Examination of these four methods of participation together aims to shed light

on the broader picture of civil society engagement in the Review process. As
noted below, some of these methods - like joint civil society submissions - helped
overcome the barriers outlined in the previous section. Others, like coordination
around meetings, helped fill the gap of institutionalised engagement.

Written Submissions

In the preparatory process, the UNGA through the co-facilitators created formal
avenues for stakeholder engagement. One such avenue was through written
submissions on the eventual Outcome Document. There were three windows
(Figure 2) in which stakeholders could submit comments on the documents
produced by the co-facilitators in consultation with stakeholder groups. This
started off as an open process with all views taken on board. As the negotiations
drew to a close, the scope for comments also narrowed. The last few rounds

of negotiations happened behind closed doors with little to no input from
stakeholders.
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Civil society groups took advantage of this opportunity with as many as 49
organisations (96 including endorsements) and coalitions representing close to

30 countries across all regions submitting comments at different stages of the
WSIS+10 negotiations. These submissions included joint efforts based on region -
like the Pattaya Key Messages,'? existing coalitions like the JustNet Coalition'* and
some creative, cross-cutting submissions like the BRICS Civil Society submission
and ISOC cross-community joint statement.'? In addition, there was also a coalition
of around civil society groups which submitted joint comments on the Zero Draft.'?
These efforts contributed to offsetting the lack of formal coordination in the
Review process through an improvised bottom-up process, utilising existing civil
society networks and using online forms of information-sharing and mailing lists.

Attending Physical Meetings

Negotiations for the WSIS+10 Review happened over a six-month period, with all
meetings taking place at the UNGA in New York. Of these, only a few were open to
stakeholder groups. Stakeholders including civil society could participate in the
two Informal Interactive Consultation Meetings held in July and October 2015.

In addition, the co-facilitators attended the 2015 Internet Governance Forum
(IGF) where stakeholders had the opportunity to engage with them.'* Civil society
members also had the chance to observe the Preparatory Meetings in July'® and
October.'® Finally, civil society representatives also had the opportunity to address
the High Level Meeting of the UNGA in December, after consensus was reached on
the Outcome Document by Member States.

However, the fact that the meetings were held in New York and at times clashing
with other international meetings (like ICANN 54), and the costs and visa
requirements necessary for flying to New York, created obstacles for many civil
society representatives in participating in these meetings. The group of civil
society representatives who managed to secure accreditation and funding to
attend these meetings formed a loose coalition, as mentioned in the previous
section (see Written Submissions).!” This coalition was involved in disseminating
information to the wider civil society network and also engaged with negotiators
via online channels, feeding through joint civil society priorities and sharing
strategic information gained from engaging with negotiators (see Coordination).

Participating in Regional/National Level Meetings

Attending physical meetings at the UNGA was not the only avenue for civil society
participation. There were many regional and national level meetings that fed into
the WSIS+10 process or into the larger civil society coordination effort. In the
Asia-Pacific Region, a meeting of civil society representatives was organised in
Pattaya. In the African region, the African IGF was organised in September'® during
the WSIS negotiation schedule. This allowed regional groups to reflect on the
WSIS+10 negotiations. Many national level meetings took place too. In India, for
instance, the government convened two roundtable meetings of all stakeholders
in September!® and October?’ in an effort to gather views on India’s official
submissions on the non-paper and Zero Draft respectively. The government’s
decision to hold these consultations came after public briefings on internet
governance related issues organised by civil society and academia; a successful
example of engagement.

Regional and national level meetings were another avenue for civil society groups
from the Global South to participate in the WSIS+10 process. They offered an
opportunity to discuss WSIS+10 issues for those who could not afford to travel

to New York to participate in the actual negotiations.?" Unlike in the Tunis phase,
there were no planned regional meetings that fed into the larger WSIS+10
negotiations.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Available at <http://wsis10.asia/index.php/
outcomes>.

See under “WSIS+10 Review”, available at <
http://justnetcoalition.org/statements>.

Available at < http://ccgdelhi.org/doc/
BRICS%20Comment.pdf>.

Available at <http://workspace.unpan.org/
sites/Internet/Documents/UNPAN95473.
pdf>.

Available at <https://igf2015.sched.org/
event/4b2t/wsis10-consultations?iframe=no
&w=&sidebar =yes&bg=no>

Available at <https://publicadministration.
un.org/wsis10/1julypreparatorymeeting>.

Available at <https://publicadministration.
un.org/wsis10/Events/2nd-Preparatory-
Meeting>.

This coalition was formed after the Civil
Society Coordination Meeting held in
October, 2015 and coordinated their
efforts online and ay subsequent Internet
Governance Meetings.

Africa IGF Submission to the WSIS, available
at < http://www.acsis-scasi.org/en/our-
documents/african-igf-submission-to-
wsis10-document-sept-2015-2/>.

Available at <http://indiaig.in/wsis10-
review/>.

Available at <http://indiaig.in/wsis10-zero-
draft/>.

The Indian government for instance
organised multistakeholder roundtables
before two submission with a view to frame
the official government submission to the
WSIS+10 process.
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Coordination of Efforts

Despite the absence of institutionalised coordination of civil society engagement
during the WSIS+10 negotiations, civil society groups were able to present a

joint effort on many fronts. The internet played a big role in enabling this level of
coordination. Mailing lists were used for knowledge dissemination and to discuss
substantive issues during the Summit.?” Ten years after the Tunis phase, mailing
lists have become a forum through which many institutional civil society processes
have been managed, and existing knowledge dissemination efforts have expanded.

The number of mailing lists have expanded since the Tunis phase to include a
WSIS-specific list (the WSIS+10 BestBits list).?® These lists were used by civil
society actors for a number of functions. First, it served as an online convening
space for civil society nomination processes. Mailing lists like BestBits, Internet
Governance Caucus and the Non Commerical Stakeholder Group have long

served the purpose of nominating civil society representatives to various internet
governance forums like the IGF MAG (Multistakeholder Advisory Group), and
WGEC (Working Group on Enhanced Cooperation), to name only a few. In the
Review process, these lists were used to nominate civil society speakers for the
High Level Meeting of the General Assembly and to convene a selection committee
to select the speakers (incidentally, this was not without controversy, with
questions raised regarding the UN DESA’s replacement of certain speakers for the
High Level Meeting). The mailing lists were also used to make process-related
announcements to inform the larger community of the schedule and opportunities
for engagement in the Review process.

Second, mailing lists were a platform for knowledge dissemination and capacity
building. Civil society groups like the Diplo Foundation and Global Partners
Digital (GPD) also organised webinars to build capacity within their networks to
enable representatives to engage more effectively in the WSIS+10 negotiations.
These webinars shared information on the Review process itself, and provided an
opportunity for stakeholders to ask questions to experts in the field.

Third, in some situations mailing lists also afforded the opportunity for substantive
engagement on issues being discussed in the Review. Some joint submissions to
the Review - like the BRICS Civil Society comment - were born out of discussions
on the mailing lists. Others used the lists to canvas for support in favour of joint
submissions to project the support of diverse voices in their submissions, or to
call for more openness and transparency of the Review process itself.The most
notable of these efforts was a letter addressed to the President of the UNGA in
June 2015 by a coalition of civil society groups. The letter called for a transparent
and participative process which allowed for meaningful stakeholder inclusion,
highlighting the need to engage with a diverse range of actors and to ensure that
voices from developing countries are heard.

In addition to coordination online, there were successful coalitions built offline
around WSIS meetings. These include the cross-community meeting (between civil
society and the private sector) held on the sidelines of the UNESCO Connecting the
Dots conference®* and the civil society coordination meeting held in the run up to
the 2nd Preparatory Meeting. The latter resulted in joint input into the Zero Draft
of the WSIS+10 Review.?®
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Figure 4: Effectiveness of Civil Society Coordination

Q14. How effective were civil society coalitions or coordination meetings in
putting forward the interest of the civil society constituency at the UN GA?
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Rating of the effectiveness of civil society coalitions or coordination meetings in putting
forward the interest of the civil society constituency at the UN GA.
1 = Not effective at all. 5 = Very effective
Summary

Civil society actors faced many barriers to meaningful participation in the Review,
with the space for engagement markedly narrower than that offered at the early
stages of the WSIS process. Despite this, we find that the WSIS+10 negotiations
saw civil society participating in the process at various levels and capacities.

This was aided in part by coordination efforts by civil society coalitions online
and offline. As our survey suggests, over half the respondents (10) thought that
civil society coordination and coalitions were very effective in representing civil
society interests at the UN GA (see Figure 4 above). This was evident in cases of
more substantive engagement, where coordination helped put forward priority
issues through joint submissions and coalitions. However, as noted in the previous
section, many barriers identified by civil society actors relate to larger structural
issues which may need to be resolved at an institutional level.
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While we do not make any claims of
causation based on our analysis, interactions
with government stakeholders during and
after the negotiations suggests that language
suggested by civil society actors was useful
in negotiating the Outcome Document.

Joint Civil Society Comments on the Zero
Draft, pp.11-12, available at <http://
workspace.unpan.org/sites/Internet/
Documents/UNPAN95473.pdf>

See for instance, Pattaya Key Messages-
Voices from the Asia Pacific Comments on
the non-paper, p.3, available at <http://
workspace.unpan.org/sites/Internet/
Documents/UNPAN95335.pdf>.

Supra, note 51,

See for instance, Access Now Comments on
the Non-Paper.

Supra, note, 51.

See for instance, Association for Progressive
Communication Written Submission for

the Non-Paper, p. 4, available at <http://
workspace.unpan.org/sites/Internet/
Documents/UNPAN95015.pdf>.

Supra, note 51, at p. 5.

See for instance, Canadian WSIS+10
Workshop Community Comment on the
Zero Draft, pp. 3-4, available at <http://
workspace.unpan.org/sites/Internet/
Documents/UNPAN95429.pdf>.

International Federation of Library
Associations and Institutions Comment
on Non Paper, p. 2, available at <http://
workspace.unpan.org/sites/Internet/
Documents/UNPAN95291.pdf>.

Having looked at the key characteristics of civil society participation in the
WSIS+10 Review, we now turn to analysing the substantive issues on which

civil society engaged in order to evaluate the possible impact of civil society
engagement in the Review. To do this, we first need to identify the issues that civil
society groups prioritised in their submissions and other forms of engagement

in the Review. We can then compare these issues with the Outcome Document to
arrive at a measure of how successful civil society groups were in realising their
agenda.

PRIORITY ISSUES

In our survey, we asked respondents to identify three issues which they or their
constituents prioritised in engaging with WSIS+10. In addition, we also analysed
all written civil society submissions made towards the Outcome Document.
Based on our analysis,' here is an outline of the issues that civil society groups
highlighted in the Review process.

Human Rights

From the outset, civil society pushed for a separate section on human rights.
There was unanimity on the inclusion of civil and political rights like Freedom
of Expression and Freedom from Arbitrary Arrest and Detention. There was also
agreement on referring to human rights instruments like the UDHR, ICCPR and
ICESCR among others.” The push for the inclusion of human rights in the WSIS
Review Outcome Document was supplemented by a thrust for the inclusion of
digital rights or creating a framework/platform for digital rights.?

The civil society coalition called for the inclusion of language on privacy and access
within this new framework.* Some organisations also called for the recognition of
the right to access to the internet and ICTs,® the right to development and stronger
language in support of economic, social and cultural rights. In the same vein, the
civil society coalition wanted to hold businesses accountable for the respect and
implementation of human rights.®

Digital Divide and Development

There was widespread agreement in pushing for language recognising the
gendered nature of the digital divide.” The civil society coalition called for
extending this to religion, ethnicity, sexual orientation among other forms of
socio-economic divisions.® There were many solutions proposed to bridge the
digital divide. Some focused on building capacity through - among other things -
education,” promoting local content, and multilingualism.'® Others stressed access
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and the need to insert human rights language into all access-related discussions.!!
Language on access also extended to the inclusion of net neutrality in many
submissions.'? In creating infrastructure to bridge the digital divide, some groups
called for the public sector to play a bigger role in extending access to the most
remote parts of the world."®

On development, there was a call from the start to link the WSIS Process with the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).!* Some groups went as far as to identify
specific goals from the SDG list that could be linked to WSIS Action lines.’* On
development too, there was a call from some groups to include human rights
language as a necessary condition to development.'® Some others also pushed

for the embedding of human rights into development programmes. Owing to the
complicated nature of the Digital Solidarity Fund (DSF), there was a call for more
ICT focused funding in development assistance.’” But, there was no clarity on how
this would be operationalised given the issues with the DSE.

Internet Governance

There was near unanimity on extending the IGF mandate by 10 years, as was

the case with the recognition of multistakeholder models of governance as the

way forward in the WSIS. The extension of the IGF mandate was supported on

the condition that reforms be carried out to make the institution more open,
inclusive, accountable and transparent. A component of this was the call for full
participation and greater diversity in internet governance meetings, including
funding for participants from the Global South.'® In the same vein, there was a push
for openness, and inclusion in decision making.!” Some groups also sought more
evidence in ICT and internet governance policy-making (Respondent 16). Some
comments sought clarity - or action - on the issue of Enhanced Cooperation.?

Cybersecurity

There was opposition to the inclusion of language on cybersecurity without
recognition of the attendant human rights concerns.?! The groups that did engage
with the question sought to make the process of information sharing and mutual
legal assistance more effective.?? Others stressed the confidence building aspect of
cybersecurity to call for greater protection of at-risk ICT users.*

Follow Up and Implementation

There was some debate internally on the future modalities of the WSIS process. A
significant number of civil society representatives preferred a Summit®* to another
Review Process. This was because of the reduced space afforded to civil society
participation in the Review. While all civil society groups agreed that the next
process should be more open, transparent and inclusive, some groups preferred a
Review given the resources and planning required to conduct a Summit. There was
widespread agreement on linking the follow up of the WSIS to the SDG Reviews.

HOW MUCH IMPACT DID CIVIL SOCIETY HAVE?

Having outlined civil society groups’ views on the substantive issues involved in
the Review, we will now compare the positions taken by civil society to the final
Outcome Document. This should give us an idea of how much impact civil society
groups had on the substantive outcome of the WSIS+10 negotiations.

Human Rights
The inclusion of a separate section on human rights was perhaps the most

significant impact of civil society engagement in the WSIS+10. In the face of
resistance from many countries, the section of human rights survived. However,
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many of the more nuanced civil society positions were dropped in this bargain.
The language on privacy was diluted, whereas language in the Outcome Document
does not mention economic, social and cultural rights (such as education, cultural
diversity etc., as contained in the International Covenant on Economic, Social and
Cultural Rights), nor the acknowledgement of the right to access called for by civil
society. Holding businesses responsible for upholding and respecting human rights
is not mentioned in the Document.

Digital Divide and Development

The Outcome Document made several references to linking the WSIS process with
the SDGs. However, it did not identify specific goals it could be linked to. While
civil society actors sought this linkage, it was not the only stakeholder group to

do so. Hence, the inclusion of SDGs in the Outcome Document cannot be solely
attributed to civil society. The Document also recognised the gendered nature of
the digital divide, although it did not recognise other categories of marginalisation.
Net neutrality was not mentioned nor was language on the right to access. On

the subject of creating an enabling environment, the importance of education and
creating content in local languages was recognised, but the role of the public sector
was ignored. The Outcome Document also highlighted the need for an innovative
financial mechanism to support development projects.

Internet Governance

The mandate of the IGF is extended by 10 years as per the Outcome Document.
The extension is also predicated on implementing the recommendations of the
Working Group on Improvements to the IGF. The extension also called for working
out the modalities to enable participation from developing countries. Similar to
the SDGs, the calls to extend the mandate of the IGF came from from a broad range
of stakeholders, however the call to implement reforms on the IGF were certainly
driven by civil society. There was also support for better evidence in policymaking
in the Outcome Document. On Enhanced Cooperation, the Document handed

the WGEC a renewed mandate. However, on multistakeholder approaches to
policymaking, the language proposed by civil society and other stakeholders was
not used. Rather than prioritising multistakeholder approaches to governance, this
term was used in addition to multilateralism, diluting its significance.

Cybersecurity

The Document mentioned the role all stakeholders, including civil society, play in
cybersecurity. However, the section on cybersecurity did not recognise a human
rights approach or the need to protect at-risk users.

Follow Up and Implementation

The Outcome Document calls for a Review in 2025. It also links the SDG Review to
the WSIS Review.

Summary

As has been shown, civil society’s interests were not very different from other
stakeholders’ on a number of issues like SDGs, extension to the IGF and some
aspects of bridging the digital divide. The biggest impact of civil society was
perhaps on the inclusion of a section on human rights. Broadly, it can be concluded
like civil society interests were considered during the negotiations. Our survey
raised the question of impact and this conclusion is supported. Most of the
respondents agreed that some of their priorities were reflected in the outcome.
Only 5 respondents indicated that their priorities were not reflected in the
Outcome Document (by answering 1 or 2). This is represented in Figure 5 below:
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No. of Responses.

Q9. To what extent were your initial priorities and objectives
reflected in the final outcomes?

1 2 3 4 5

Rating of the reflecting of priorities and objectives in the final outcomes.
1 = Priorities not reflected at all. 5 = Outcomes mirrored out expectations.
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Based on the discussion in the preceding section with respect to civil society
participation and barriers faced by civil society actors in the WSIS+10 Review, this
section makes recommendations that will help civil society engagement to be more
effective over the next decade. The recommendations are broadly categorised into
process and substantive recommendations.

The process recommendations are aimed at informing engagement with internet
governance institutions, with particular reference to UN processes such as the
WSIS. They are based on the evolution of civil society engagement with the WSIS
process over the last decade and the experience of civil society representatives
during the Review. The process recommendations keep in mind the stated goal
of the WSIS process of ‘full and effective participation’ of all stakeholders. In
particular, they are aimed at overcoming the obstacles identified by civil society
groups in participating in the Review. The appropriate forum for the respective
recommendations are also highlighted below.

The substantive recommendations are aimed at providing an agenda for civil
society engagement in the next decade. Many of the priority issues identified

by civil society actors were indeed raised in the Review negotiations. The next
decade will bring up more critical issues that need solutions at the highest level.
Based on discussions during the Review process and the civil society survey in this
study, these recommendations also identify the forums at which they should be
highlighted.

None of these recommendations are novel- many of them having been discussed
before at various forums and in different forms. But in the context of the Review,
they serve the purpose of informing future engagement with the WSIS process and
with other internet governance institutions.

PROCESS RECOMMENDATIONS

L. Institutional Engagement on the Lines of Civil Society Division/Bureau.
Recommendation: Engage with internet governance institutions on the lines of
the Civil Society Bureau to make internet governance processes more accessible

and transparent.

Forum: Internal civil society, possibly reforming Civil Society Coordination Group
(CsCa).

Civil society coordination during the WSIS+10 Review was done largely on an ad-
hoc basis. Many of the issues raised by respondents on process can be potentially
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addressed by a body similar to the CSD. While there was engagement with the UN

through the UN DESA, it was not on the scale of the CSB during the Summit. Many
of the process and access to information related issues arose from the opaqueness
of the Review process administered by the UNGA.

Consistent institutional engagement should be the way forward. The existing

Civil Society Coordination Group (CSCG) performs an important role to this end.
However, recent discussions point to many constraints such as funding, language
and internal processes among others. In UN-administered processes like the WSIS,
civil society groups should look to engage with the secretariat (or UN DESA in the
case of the Review) from the outset. It might be difficult to recreate an organisation
similar to the CSB without the institutional support of a dedicated secretariat.
However, the role performed by the CSB in terms of demystifying process is vital to
enable civil society participation.

Coordination efforts during the Review performed this function to an extent. But
consistent engagement with the DESA and other secretariats is as important as
engagement on substantive issues. To this end, future coalitions and civil society
groups must dedicate time and resources to engaging with the procedural aspects
of IG institutions as well.

I1. Funding for Participation.

Recommendation: Establish fellowships/other funding for WSIS specific work to
improve the diversity of civil society participation.

Forum: UNGA/other UN bodies, or coordinated funding calls in civil society
networks.

The Outcome Document makes a passing reference to encouraging participation
from developing countries. But it makes no mention of the problem of funding,
an issue that has never been addressed in a systematic way. One part of

this recommendation is for the UNGA or other UN bodies (ITU, UNESCO) to
follow the lead of ICANN and the IGF to institute fellowships to encourage
sustained participation from developing countries. If that is not feasible, the
second recommendation is to create coalitions across geographies to apply for
participation specific funding. Creative coalitions can be established with a view
of mentoring representatives from developing countries to engage in a sustained
manner with the WSIS process.

I11. Accessibility of WSIS Process Related Information.

Recommendation: Make information related to meetings and deadlines more
accessible to demystify UN procedures.

Forum: UNGA, other UN bodies.

As a complement to recommendation 1, civil society must attempt to demystify
the WSIS process since many participants were put off by the complexity of

the process and the rules for registration. One way of accomplishing this is by
spreading awareness and creating capacity building programmes on lines of
existing webinars. Some organisations, like GPD and the Diplo Foundation, did
perform this function by organising webinars. Another more crucial component
is to attempt to reform the way consultations are conducted by the various WSIS
bodies and make their documents more accessible.

24



25

SUBSTANTIVE RECOMMENDATIONS
L. Digital Human Rights Framework

Recommendation: Work towards the creation of a Framework of Digital Human
Rights to address human rights challenges in the next decade of the WSIS.

Forum: Human Rights Council, Other International norm setting bodies.

Including a separate human rights section in the Outcome Document was a
significant step for the information society. The long term aim, now must be to
highlight the human rights issues that will become important in the next decade.
Many of these rights are not guaranteed in most countries or at the international
level. Issues like net neutrality, right to access and many economic, social and
cultural rights will require a new framework of interpretation. As the WSIS process
moves into smaller bodies, highlighting these issues will help diffuse the idea of a
new framework of digital human rights in the next decade.

1I. Engaging on Cybersecurity

Recommendation: Encourage civil society to participate in cybersecurity
discussions to offer a public interest narrative.

Forum: ITU, bilateral and regional cybersecurity arrangements.

Many civil society organisations were agnostic about engaging on cybersecurity
issues during the WSIS+10 Review. However, with states relying on businesses for
support on many cybersecurity concerns, there is a need for independent, public
interest voices to enter the space. While this is a difficult space for civil society to
enter, with supportive capacity building programmes it is a field that could greatly
benefit from their engagement. The independent voice that civil society can bring
is crucial to advance a narrative of individual user rights rather than the prevailing
discourse, dominated by national security perspectives.

I1I. Enhanced Cooperation and IGF

Recommendation: Engage with the CSTD Working Groups on Enhanced
Cooperation (WGEC) and Implementing Improvements on the IGF to push for
more open, inclusive, accountable and transparent approaches.

Forum: CSTD WGEC and IGF.

Two concrete policy outcomes of the WSIS+10 Review were the renewed mandate
for the CSTD Working Group on Enhanced Cooperation and the Working Group

on implementing improvements to the IGE. Resolving these questions in the
immediate future will go a long way in bringing coherence to the WSIS Process.
Civil society members must treat these as short term targets as part of the larger
WESIS strategy.
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