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Written by Prof. Dr. Dr. Erich Schweighofer in co-operation with Mr. Walter H6tzendorfer

Pease share your experience, views and priofitiessponse to the following
guestionsaddressing the issues that you consider most iupiofor the CSTD' s
ten-year WSISeview.Issues that you might consider could include angnore of
the following, but need ndieconfined tothese:

e infrastructure, access aimntlusiveness;

e content, applications armhpacity-building;

e technical, financial and relatedsues;

e governance and wider public policy aspects oflttiermation Society;
e social, economic and other development actividadimpacts;

e the implications of new trends in technology avices;

e measurement and monitoring of the Information &yciand

e the relationship between the Information Socistystainable development and
the Post-2015 Developmenigenda.

1. To what extent, in your experience, has tpeople-centrednclusive and
developmenteriented InformationSociety”, envisaged in the openip@aragraplof the
WSIS GenevaDeclarationof Principles, developed in the ten years siw8IS?

Legally speaking, the idealistic principle of@eople-centrednclusive anddevelopment-
oriented InformationSociety" remains an unrealized goal.

At the WSIS, a balance of very different intereststed on questions of internet governance.
The status quo with the policy options of the vasigtakeholders has been maintained.

The WSIS Geneva Declaration of Principles contaorgradicting principles and these
contradictions remained unresolved up to now. TOwereignty of States is strengthened.
Digital rights securing human rights on the intéimét are subject to respect of sovereign
states. Only some regional human rights systenes affedress for citizens.



No international treaty exists that secures thegple of the open internet society. Luckily,
the main stakeholder of the internet, the Unitexte€St Government strongly supports self-
regulation and has established a non-profit asgogifor the (technical) governance of the
Internet, the Internet Corporation for Assigned i¢arand Numbers (ICANN). It is also a
great luck for the Internet that the US-Governmegradually reducing the stewardship
function and letting the multi-stakeholder procgsswy and — hopefully next year — become
independent from US interference. Then, there wbeld people-centred and inclusive
Information Society, but not sufficiently guarardedgy international law. WSIS has
established the Internet Governance Forum (IGB)@discussion framework with no real
powers and insufficient resources. If one considerspetences and resources, IGF is weak
and ICANN is gaining strength every year. Everhd multi-stakeholder process in ICANN
works that well, one is worrying what would happeil©ANN moves in another direction.
There are simply no sufficient legal guaranteepairticular on the international level.

The open internet society has survived due to anloalg of the various stakeholders that
WSIS did endorse. Considering this, WSIS was aess:c

The factor of development has been strong but mettd the principles. It was simple the
technology that offers now much cheaper accesseégvcheaper mobiles, and a mobile and
efficient solution for internet access, also ineleping countries.

Principles should be put into hard law and the W8t ess has failed doing so. Thus, WSIS-
10 should consider establishing a strong legal éssark for multi-stakeholder processes in
international law.

People do not sufficiently fight for the open imtet society. The participation in ICANN and
ICG meetings is impressive but still much too law & significant gathering of the internet
community worldwide. It must be noted that the agneups are there and efforts for
establishing local groups are becoming more anctraitful.

2. How far do you consider theplementatiorof specific WSIS outcomes to have
beenachieved?

See above.

Participation and accountability: The ICANN has established an extensive and wetking
process of participation and accountability theg gained high recognition in international
circles.

3. How has themplementatiorof WSIS outcomesontributedtowards the development
of a"people-centrednclusive anddevelopment-oriented Information Society"?

See above.
Yes and no. WSIS has helped to maintain the egistompromise due allowing technologies
and policies to implement and — indirectly — supploe WSIS goals.

4. What are the challenges to theplementatiorof WSIS outcomes? What are
thechallenges that have inhibited the emergence"ptaple-centrednclusive
anddevelopment-oriented Information Society"?

See above.
So far, states seem not to be willing to acceph&ly this principle and its underlying
prerequisites: digital human rights with compliameechanisms, recognition of the multi-



stakeholder process as an alternative way of iatenmal co-operation (e.g. not only internet
governance or sports but also in other areas aamuights or environment), also establishing
proper principles for sufficient information, paipation and accountability.

5. How are these challenges bemgdressedWhat approachebave proved to
be effectivein your experience?

See above.

The four main meetings worldwide — IGF and threees ICANN — have greatly supported
the awareness for a multi-stakeholder process. Somerience exists in handling more and
more participants from the civil society world-witlet should be further extended, also by
appropriate research projects.

Human rights institutions have done a great jotuither developing the digital rights. In
particular, the Council of Europe should be mergahn

6. What do you consider the mastportanternergingtrendsn technology andther
aspects of ICTs which have affectadplementatiorof WSIS outcomes since the
Summit?What has been theimpact?

New technologies have emerged and get significapbrtance worldwide. Big data, mobile
computing, Internet of Things, Cloud Computing:ta#se businesses are based on an open
and free internet with little or no interferencethg territorial state.

However, there are only rudimentary economic rirléaternet governance. WSIS was quite
clear: economic governance remains the soveregi off states. In practice, WSIS principles
were not observed, more the contrary.

It should also be mentioned that the competencghefr international institutions is also
restricted in this area (only rudimentary WTO rul@son-line services, only standardization
in ITU but even this part is partly left to the IETmost developed rules in IP due to WIPO,
no institution exists in competition).

Thus, the regulation of economic questions is gfisodominated by the big economies that
may follow different regulatory principles (e.gra@tg competition law in US and EU). It is
only indicative that the EU does not a priori addep regulatory decisions of ICANN on
generic top level domains.

Thus, no rules exist on businesses for the intdyesiles national rules. This offers firms
with clever circumvention practices huge options.

The dilemma is demonstrated by the questions oh@etrality and pricing of services.

The principle of net neutrality is well recogniz@dCANN and the international civil society
but businesses are not always happy, in partitelacoms seeing their revenues diminished
by new services. States can regulate it and the pasaciple of the open internet may not be
applied any more in some countries. A basic priedgpquestioned only because regulation
does not work properly.

Pricing of services on the internet is an importaritopaque topic. Due to the new trend of
free services with some — often hidden — revenoethe providers, it is even worse. The
exchange of a service for personal data and/omrasiveg is now very common. Money is
made by the application or advertising but notriovling the basic transmission service, i.e.
the access to the internet. Google or Facebook foavel the best way in this environment of
free or low-cost services; financing it by adventis



No regulatory institution exists worldwide that éddeal efficiently with the problem.
Businesses know their advantage and move thevitaesito the most favourable states.
Google and Facebook operate from the US. Hereialiytno respect for data protection is
given in case of free private sector services. Bothpanies can collect data as much as they
want and improve their services, in particular peadized advertising. The behavior is at
least a violation of ethical standards, if not @ibrights. Unilateral rule of some states does

not work anymore but co-operation is still weak.

7. What should be therioritiesfor Stakeholders seeking to achieve WSIS outcomes
andprogress towardthe InformationSociety, taking inteaccounemergingtrends?

Priorities should be: a legal framework for mutidssholderism and ICANN; a conformation
of digital human rights, guiding principles for eéxmnic governance of the internet.

8. What role shouldnformationand communicationglay in theimplementatiorof
thepost-2015developmenagenda?

It should play a central role.

9. Please add any other comments that you wishaike on the subject of the review
thatyou believe would béelpful.

See above.
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