Joint meeting of NCUC and ALAC

July 19, 2004

Vittorio – opening remarks

Milton - opening remarks

Markus Kummer

I have started my job as of July 1, of secretariat of working group of Internet Governance of the Secretary General

Questions – WG is part of WSIS or not is already debated, because the process is taking out, that is the deliberate decision of politics of Geneva WSIS, one of the reasons is frustration of non-government participation

Decision of SG – it has to be UN WG, to set up 

That brings me the question of participation.

Yes it will be important to have meaningful dialogue with all the stakeholders, the WG itself will consist of members appointed on the personal merit by SG. But of course the members have to represent of somebody, some stakeholders. That is precisely the reason we are calling a meeting in September to discuss the issue of setting up the WG/

I am supposed to assist in setting up the SG, to prepare the short list, but in the end it is the prerogative of the SG to make the final decision, and he will not have rubber stamp, but he needs several options.

One of the tasks is to decide the right balance:

To have appropriate regional balance,

Balance among all stakeholders

What is the percentage of civil society, business and governments, we have not discussed this in detail.

Some non-government actors floated the idea of a third-third- third tripartite, like ILO.

Some governments want to have more role of governments.

Your experience of global governance organized around the globe is very relevant.

I also welcome very much the bottom-up process – stakeholder to help themselves.

WSIS always – have tripartite, Government, Business and Civil Society

While Internet is more complicated , Internet society, ICANN community, not easy to find out

I would have hoped to find out in ICANN to discuss with participants, what will be the best formula of representing Internet Community, in the broadest sense.

Business – usually organized by International Chamber of Commerce, - we can talk to one party – and can rely on

But I am not sure when it comes to Internet community and civil society – to talk to only one part who can represent all or not.

At least to see relevant stakeholders, at least somebody to speak for them.

The roadmap

 Meeting in September – the idea is to have this dialogue in open setting

 The PrepCom in Hammemt showed the need for dialogue
 Not the agreement of WG, but common understanding of what the profile of this working group – so that SG can nominate the WG with all stakeholders have no big surprise
The group – it was hotly challenged – it has limited membership, but many government wanted open-ended plenary, but it is not workable. – The mandate is not to change the world, but to investigate, or map about, and make recommendations for actions as appropriate, but essentially it is the fact-finding mission, and some recommendation may come out – that kind of work cannot be done in Plenary mode.

I asked and pleaded that in Hammamet, but the process is “open and inclusive” for mechanism that insure full and active participation of Government International and intergovernmental organization.

Not the meeting in closed door, but meeting to open – and will use best possible electronic meeting, and will also ask written contributions into the written form.

Kuo-wei Wu

1) What is the boundary of Internet Governance, or how to define?

Because currently ICANN has clear boundary of IG.

2) Under IG, for ICANN, there is somehow individual or any party have equal right to speak out  - is that similar under your process?

Kummer

Yes, I mean, we have to find the modality in order to have – we invite submissions and papers – obviously it will be the WG, to take these comments – I find not all contributions will be treated equally, but these points will be considered.

To the first question, if you remember the Geneva Document adopted, the task is to define the working of definition of Internet Governance. I think the cake – to the end.

In the beginning, it will be more important to define the actors – who, he or she is dealing issues relevant in regard to Internet Governance.

For example, UNESCO – some thinks UENSCO not relevant, but UNESCO thinks they are – I think we need to invite them

Still, at the end the WG can decide what it Internet Governance.

Early in New York, UN ICT TF, I can pointed out that they share the small part is Internet Governance.

There is broader approach that goes broader than ICANN

It is not only certain government which wants to reduce ICANN or no. who is pro-ICANN or against, that is core issue.

Irrespective of reasons, or recipes, if you limit such allocated debate, the raison d'être of this WG is reasons and reasoning approach to this issue, as sober as possible. And once the fact is found, then we can come what is Internet Governance.

We have to be extremely careful at start, to have bottom-up actors to be invited, be it state actor, non-government – and listen to hem is safer and perhaps most democratic approach. I will be very reluctant, as the secretariat, that we should have the definition from the start. Rather the other way around.

Milton

Asking the actors to define themselves make sense – nobody has the big picture.

I definitely support that as procedure. But political and institutional claim as important actor – whether it is true or not – 

Particular name, if you ask ITU – is it a big player as Internet standard – they may say yes we do all kind of standards in Internet.

So the question is final definition of politics of keeping all people happy, or that of functional one.

Kummer 

– to go with narrow or broad definition should come after listening to all parties.

WIPO is also an actor to be listened to. Maybe others are not that central, but nevertheless they may cover – but I fully agree with you that the job of this WG is to define .

It is important to ask you “are you not dealing this issue of Internet Governance”?

WTO may be the case, they are not involved with UN debate, but it is interesting as part of process to appoint.

This stage is premature to conclude, but to get first idea of what elements is good to be covered by the WG. It also related to the composition of the Group. Culture, politics, engineer, diplomat.  What mix should the group be.

I had the opportunity in Hammemt to discuss the regional groups. One delegate said, we only need policy people, not other experts, but policy issues touch the real world. You need the mix to cover all the issues the WG is supposed to deal with.

Vittorio: We need people with open mind; I think that is important. In the end the problem is about values. Different players have different views and values. Your job is all the different views/values should be included.  For IPR people they need to control, while if you go to the users, you will find opposite that they want free flow of information. As chair of ALAC to represent Internet users, it is extremely difficult. Some NGOS are easier. There are some real Internet users.  The risk is to go too far from reality.

WWW was created by one individual with almost in his spare time, or other network services.

Not millions or billions of users, but these smart users created these new services.

Finally, to the extent possible, you should use innovative use to communicate. Those meetings should be webcasted, and be able to remotely participated. Use Internet.

Kummer

We agree with all what you say except last thing with financial constraints. The core group will have to meet physically to get to know each other to create group feeling. And users are also part of each of group, government represent users-side, for example e-strategy – 

Wolfgang.

The difficulty is based also on the fact that you are discovering the new territory, you cannot base it on your past experiences. The problem is you have two undefined concepts; Internet Governance, and multi-stakeholder approach.

Past experience of ICANN is interesting. The early days of ICANN, and your group,  you have similar challenge.  John Postel appointed the interim Board member.

ICANN is a microcosms, and WSIS is macro-cosmos. ICANN has more layers and players adding more complexity.

There are two points: procedural and content.

 Your approach is quite right in that first thing is to make the high expectations down, otherwise, the wall became too high. Nothing is negotiation, but fact finding. This leads to the second points – to put this group to open link – open meeting you plan is quite right.

You should be very frank about this. It will continue- we are only beginning.

There will be no final in Tunis, Summit II – because we are entering into new territory, We should be honest and 

Kummer

I said same thing in Barcelona that expectation is and somebody said it is sky-high.

Colleagues from developing countries – of course the rhetoric is there in plenary. In any case, it is too naïve to say everything is solved. ICANN is making a constant evolution. You have to make it on the map, UN cooperation, not the definite solution, but the governments want to have a forum to talk about on the issues they think important. The need to continue, and identifying actors so broad – improved cooperation among various actors, IGOs, as they are always doing, without creating new super organization or creating a new single organization. But these are something in between.

I play gold, however bad – you hit bad in the first hall, then will concentrate the next round.

One of my ambitions and aims is to bring down the issue where you can discuss and take out the emotions. Whether this is possible or not, I don’t know, but since the group is relatively small. Rightly, the 

SG – panel of civil society – global governance is one of them

It is part of political process as the negotiated result of Summit, and ambiguous because the mandate was negotiated.  I was interested – talking with the director of IUCN, they managed to bring together the CEOs of multinational companies and NGOS, and in the end they are all behind the report they produced. We have to seek inspirations – we have time limit – November next year. I hope you will attend the September meeting.

Erik

One of the problems, from Academia, is the necessity of definition. Because the definition is political, But I think there is dynamic definition, one meaning for one group is different for other group. But what is your own, your understanding of what you learned.

About civil society, what does Civil society mean?

Kummer

My opinion is not relevant, and I am a humble civil servant and will not impose my ideas to the WG. I will avoid the top-down lengthy discussion on Internet Governance that will bring the politics into the definition, rather to start from hearing and listening to all the actors, and then the group has better understanding, by actors. 

For my definition, any public policy issues around internet activities, including customs, or InterPol depending on Internet --- 

Alejandro Pisanty 
What was ??

Kummer

That will help me to find out what Civil society mean. This meeting is open to all accredited to WSIS, and those not accredited in ICANN community should be able find ways – with secretariat. In Geneva  in all 6 UN 

Kuo-wei Wu

Are you going to include all human behavior issues, or just resources distribution?

Second issue - 

Experience in Hammamet – national delegate have the veto right, how civil society can ..

On Developing country participation

Kummer

Positive signal from organization of Organization of the Francophone countries, and also World Bank, but it is preliminary. But I am not so pessimistic.

Kummer

Yes, the definition issue – the group has the task, they should analyze the situation. And the WG has to come up with working definition. It is clearly, that Spam is relatively sexy, may not in 3 years. The group will not deal detail of spam because others are already doing, OECD, ITU. Cybercrime, illicit content, these are issues and often worried about – in international cooperation, these are the areas. Again, as Wolfgang said the WG will not solve all the problems by July next year.

--- Kummer meeting ended at 19:10 --

