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At the WSIS PrepCom 2 in February 2002, a loose coalition of civil society organisations for the first time began to articulate a coherent wide-ranging and credible position around the issue of financing and implementing ICTs in a development context.  This is echoed in the position of a number of countries of the South, and could have an impact on the outcome of the WSIS Summit and in such venues as the MDG + 5 meeting.  More important, though it is early days yet, we may be witnessing the emergence of a new paradigm in ICTs, one that focuses on development and human issues and that could fundamentally shift the dynamic of the sector in the coming years. 

Civil society actors have been at the centre of these developments.  This examines the role of research. 
Background
For the past two decades or so, the dynamic of the telecommunication sector has been driven by a neo-liberal model based on fully opening the telecommunication sector to competition, privatising the existing publicly owned, usually monopoly, operators, and opening fully to foreign direct investment.  Promoted under various headings (e.g. the Global Information Infrastructure, the Global Information Society),
 the goal has been aggressively pursued by the European Union (internally and externally), the US (externally more than internally), the OECD, World Bank, IMF and especially in the WTO.  They have used all the instruments at their disposal, including conditionality of loans and aid and the imposition of unilateral positions in international agreements and institutions. From their perspective, it has been a great success.  From a position in 1980s when most telecom operators were publicly-owned monopolies, the majority were in private hands by 2002, many with some degree of competition. Many of those remaining in public ownership face a grim future, with no access to investment and crumbling infrastructure. 
There is no doubt that some significant progress was made.  As markets were prised open, private investment poured in and huge backlogs of demand for telecoms in urban areas were quickly filled.  Some corrupt and inefficient operators were transformed; others that had suffered years of government neglect, underinvestment and surplus extraction could focus on expanding services.  Mobiles phones, in general green-field start-ups, expanded explosively to overtake the provision of fixed line access by the end of the 1990s.  But at the same time, governments committed to building their publicly-owned telecoms companies – following a model similar to that implemented in Europe decades earlier - were starved of funding, denied international political support, and prevented from pursuing investment policies in the public interest. 
The larger shortcomings of this approach are now becoming evident, and there are several. The manner is which it has been implemented in practice, especially in Africa, has introduced a largely privately-owned vertically-organised fixed telecoms sector with only limited competition.  Huge profits are generated in mobile telephony, but at the price of high tariffs that put them beyond the reach of many, even where coverage is available. Furthermore, their functionality in terms of ICTs is limited and does not appear likely to change soon.
 

With ICTs increasingly regarded as a central flanking policy and ‘horizontal’ tool for development (indicated by the terms ICT for D), in the context for instance of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), the failure in relation to extending access to poor communities and rural areas is thrown into relief.  Progress in ICTs to date, even the cheerleaders of liberalisation must admit, has as yet had little or no impact in these areas. 

Existing Research Constituencies 
Over this entire period, research in the telecommunication and ICT sectors, and more specifically on the broad paradigms for change and their relationship to development, has up to pursued in a number of relatively distinct constituencies.

In the mid 1980s, the ITU produced a very important report, called the Maitland Report.  Based on a wide range of inputs and research together to look, it was the first time the issue of telecommunication for development was seriously raised
.  Among its far reaching proposals was a tax on North-South phone calls to go towards network development in the South. But by the 1990s the tide had shifted decisively.
 The ITU had became an ardent proponent of the liberalisation position, though motivated partly to enable it to leap ahead of the international neo-liberal posse seeking to oust it from it pre-eminent position in telecommunication internationally.
 This was also part of impetus (though they might not admit it) for launching the WSIS.
 

But the ITU has maintained a steady stream of research that includes not just comprehensive ICT data (though with unfortunate gaps for instance in relation to rural areas and gender), but also of policy and qualitative analysis.  In general, the vast bulk of this is well within the mainstream liberalisation position but some of it is nevertheless useful.  Recent analyses of the new paradigms for telecommunications and of the potential of new technologies are good examples.
  The ITU also charges significant amounts for its research outputs, which limits circulation especially among civil society.  World Bank and OECD have also been major producers of reports on telecommunication over the years, both focused mainly on the needs of the liberalisations paradigm. 

Academics based in universities of the North have also, from the beginning, undertaken considerable analysis of policy development and paradigms.  Although these tend overall to favour the liberalisation thesis, there have been lively debates, for instance at the time of the emerging EU policy on telecommunication (the first use of the term ‘Information Society’).  This was pursued by the Commissioner responsible, Martin Bangemann, with a missionary zeal and following strict neo-liberal recipes – which was partly why the debate emerged at all.  In time, however, as the paradigm gained ascendancy, discussion waned and indeed the interest of the academic community fell to virtually nothing.  In the South, some academic research has begun to focus on the shortcomings of recent dynamics, but so far it is limited.
  
The European Commission developed a coterie of consultants, often funded under various components of the Framework R&D programme. These are generally poorly organised in relation to policy related outputs, the Framework Programme being primarily a technology support programme. The research overall was, and continues to be, of limited interest in this context.  A few dissenting voices were heard.  Parts of the European Commission (for instance Regional and Social Policy Directorates) raised concerns about the impact of liberalisation policies. 

Private consulting firms also constituted a research constituency, a thriving industry during the boom years of the 1990s in telecommunication. Much of it amounted to cheerleading for the private telecommunication sector, often little more than straight line infrastructure and applications projections, and admonitions for ever more privatisation. Looking back at some, the entire global population should by now be gazing at each other through videophones.  Nevertheless an amount was based on serious research, often when linked to academia, though again the reports were in general expensive to buy and intended to maximise revenue to the consultants.

In more recent years, international development organisations also began to look more closely at ICTs.  World Bank began to look beyond liberalisation as a general solution for everything and to consider the specific issues of how ICT interface with development activities leading to some recent refinements of their positions
.  In the latter half of the 1990s, UNDP because interested and upgraded with ICTs and development to one of their five ‘practice areas’, though it has since been downgraded again as the practice area did not attract as much funding as hoped from members states.  They produced interesting research and policy support actions in relation especially to national strategy development
 and were central and were one of the key actors in the G8 Dot Force
  and the UN ICT Task Force
, both with strong policy orientations.  Donor and research agencies such as IDRC in Canada, IICD in the Netherlands, SDC in Switzerland, and DFID in the UK
 have also undertaken policy analysis and continue to support research and some advocacy (see further on). 

For most of this period civil society, for understandable reasons, barely features. Telecommunication was considered a top-down infrastructure, and few civil society organisations were directly involved or understood the issues.  While there were early robust defences of public ownership and the dangers to universal service, and telecommunication was clearly recognised alongside others as part of the neo-liberal drive globally, the rows raged well above the heads of most in civil society, taking place in international organisations, bilateral relations and in the interactions between Southern governments and the drivers of liberalisation. 
Since the late 1990s, however, some factors have favoured the emergence of a civil society position.  Niche advocacy and activist groups, such as the Association for Progressive Communication (APS) and at regional level RITS in Brazil, had been building outwards from their core interests as ISPs and content providers to the telecommunication sector more generally.  They had begun to develop policy positions and support advocacy, including building toolkits.
  Community Networking began to emerge as a movement, where local cites and areas organised their own internet based networks. Technology changes also brought infrastructure closer to civil society concerns. WiFi caught on very quickly, and the construction of free and alternative networks began, alongside civil society events and in towards and cities.
  Some groups, such as the McBride Roundtable on Communication and the related Platform for Democratic Communication set telecommunication alongside other media and communication related issues, and at one point made significant efforts to establish formal relations for NGOs in the ITU.
  
But all of this did not amount to clearly or widely articulated positions in the area of telecommunication and ICT policy.
 

The WSIS: An Opportunity for Change 

The WSIS should be seen in the above context. For a couple of reasons, it finally offered civil society a handle on the issues, both to understand and to address it.
It is no coincidence that one of two major areas left unresolved in the first phase in Geneva  in December 2003 was what has become known as the issue of ‘financing mechanisms’ i.e. how bridging the so-called ‘digital divide’, the central promise of the WSIS, was going to be financed.  The slow-down in telecommunication advance, even reversals in fixed line access in some poor countries, called seriously into question the capacity of the dominant paradigm, in its current trajectory, to deliver on its extravagant promises.  
The debate on Financing Mechanisms was introduced as a demand by countries of the South for recognition that, in the light of the huge profits being made by Northern companies from southern telecommunications and the WSIS rhetoric of bridging the digital divide, new ways must be found to fund ICT development.  A Digital Solidarity Fund was set up on the margins of the official process, led by President Wade of Senegal, just before the first Geneva Summit in 2003. Those arguing that additional funding is needed have rallied around this. Though the Fund is a voluntary one, it was vociferously opposed by many Northern countries, possibly in part for good reason.  (A compromise was finally reached on it in February 2005 at the second WSIS PrepCom.)
Yet what has been generally lacking in the debate until recently has been a clear articulation of the issues, and definitive answers to such questions as:  

· Will foreign direct investment (including South to South) and local private investment be sufficient to fund ICT for development and reverse current trends, if the right environment for investment is created? 

· If not, can sufficient additional donor and other public funds be attracted to the sector by enhancing existing incentives, structures and mechanisms?

· If not, is a new (obligatory) financing mechanism needed, that will generate additional funding through global taxation or other  means to reallocate funding from the ICT sector generally towards ICT for D? 

The Geneva Summit set up the Task Force on Financing Mechanisms to answer these questions.  Its activities became highly politically charged, and the outcome was vitiated by attempts by the private sector and others to ensure their view held sway.  The final report,
 produced in early January 2005, failed to tackle the questions head on, producing a wide ranging but poorly focused report that dodged the main issues.
  Thus it left the debate to continue at PrepCom 2 in Geneva in February 2005. 
Seldom raised explicitly but undeniably in the background of all this is the question of whether the market-driven approach is in itself sufficient to address all needs, and if not which other approaches should be deployed. The significance of this is that it questions the very basis of the neo-liberal model, pursued with such vigour by so many powerful players. 

The Issue 

Thus, in a nutshell, the issue for civil society activists and supporters at the conclusion of the first phase of the WSIS in December 2003 was as follows.

Civil society had always believed that the neo-liberal dynamic would sooner or later expose its limitations, a situation that has, at least to some extent, come about.
  Yet in order to take advantage of this, alternatives must be readily to hand, and be pursued in a credible context that could gain the attention of Southern and sympathetic Northern government, intergovernmental organisations, and international funders. Such alternatives would have to point not simply to new solutions on the ground, but develop a rational to underpin these.  The old rationale of publicly funded monopolies is, irrespective of its validity in some circumstances, untenable at this time.

The WSIS offered an opportunity to develop such alternatives for the first time, and the second phase was going to continue the discussion in the context of financing mechanisms.  The collapse in telecommunication investment at the end of the 1990s laid bare the limitations of the current paradigm to many governments of the South and to others including donors; and it came at a time when civil society was getting very interested in the nuts and bolts of ICTs, in infrastructure, access as well as content. 
But where could the new thinking come from? There was little evidence of such thinking in WSIS Phase 1. 

The Emerging Paradigm 
As noted, an Informal Coalition on Financing ICT for Development was formed during PrepCom 2 in Geneva in February 2005.  They developed positions and lobbied with some success during the event.  Simplifying somewhat, the emerging components of a new paradigm comprise the following
: 

1. ICT networking should be considered as a Global Public Good (GPG), in that all those connected to ICTs gain when new members are added.  The implication of adopting this rationale is that financing the extension of the network to those who cannot afford it should be borne by the network generally, through a new revenue collection mechanism.
2. There are a number of proposals for what this mechanism might look like, but one favoured by APC and others is a tax on microchips, since this technology underlies all networks.

3. The centrality of government in policy and in expenditure directed towards the public good must be recognised. Government has an obligation to create an overall environment in which development communication needs are satisfied – the private sector has a role to play, often a major one, but in this wider context.   
4. At the level of the approach to deploying infrastructure, proposals are emerging that support a horizontal approach to the different layers of network management and service provision (each layer, backbone, services, content etc.; has its own set of suppliers, some completing, some not), as distinct from the vertical approach (competing telecoms giants provide all services top to bottom) pursued in practice in the neo- liberal model.  
5. A key part of this is the supply of bandwidth through ‘open access’. This means that the main ICT backbone, nationally, regionally and internationally, is built with public funds or a consortium in a public interest. Wholesale connections and services are offered to all comers on a fair basis, including the possibility of price discrimination in favour of marginalised areas.

6. At local level, community-owned ICT infrastructure and networks can thus be developed, with a ‘plug and play’ access to the backbone. These can be community cooperatives or local government owned, which deliver a better development outcome, or local SMEs, and are especially useful in rural areas and among poorer communities. (Many examples exist e.g. in the USA, Poland, Argentina, Peru and India). Of special relevance to such local networks are the new wireless technologies that are ideal for small, low-cost, low-maintenance, high functionality networks.   
7. In terms of developing ICT content and services for the use of communities, a community-driven approach which puts the community in the driving seat in relation to key aspects of the services, is also favoured.  It can be achieved in various hybrids that also capture local entrepreneurial skills and support from the public sector. 
8. One proposal (from APC), under which some of the above could be subsumed, is to identify and set aside special ICT development zones, mainly rural and low-income areas, in which the specific non-market development dynamics could be pursued without hindrance.  A support unit would also be established. 
These principals and practices are proposed not as a replacement for market driven ICT development, which will have a continuing and dominant relevance. But they do embody a deep criticism of the market driven approach, one that goes beyond an admission of temporary ‘market failure’ at the margins. At the same time, they offer a flexible, realistic, development-driven dynamic, and claim it can be generated alongside the market situation. 
Genesis of the Ideas and Research
So where did this emerge from, and what was the role of research? 

The above sketch is something of a composite, but its main lines form the agreement of the Informal Coalition, which comprises a core group of CRIS Campaign, APC, Bread For All, ITeM, IT for Change, and GKP.  It draws on research from all of them, and from others associated.  A number of analyses contributed, most produced between late 2004 and early 2005. 
· The GPG research was initiated by APC, and undertaken by ITeM (Third World Institute, Uruguay), under a grant received from IDRC.
  It applies to ICTs a conceptual approach developed earlier by a UNDP research programme that analysed the applicability of GPGs more broadly in areas such as environment, monitoring diseases, culture and knowledge.  The seminal work here, published in 1999, draws on academics engaged with intergovernmental processes, senior Foundation figures, and intergovernmental policy advisors.
   The GPG work was further developed by ITeM (published in its portal Choike), alongside a series of papers on aspects of financing mechanisms, again with IDRC funding and involving academic inputs.
 This includes additional work on GPGs, on community-owned networks, universal access and on financing ICTs with a poverty focus.  They are translated into three languages.  
· Bread for All (Pain Pour Prochain, Switzerland), funded a publication into financing mechanisms, edited by Chantal Peyer, including examples of global taxes
.  It brought together short papers from mainly NGO activists working in this area (including the present author) 
· The CRIS Campaign has always had a focus on ICT and development, and in late 2004 decided to get involved with the financing mechanisms issue.  The present author wrote an early critique of the TFFM Report in early January (a version was published a month later in the above Bread for All booklet), but had also been working for some months on a study of the potentially of community-based networks, with his CRIS colleague, Bruce Girard. 
 This drew on research undertaken previously by the NTCA in the USA, but also commissioned a number of original case studies, including some in India completed by IT for Change.  These latter focused especially on the question of community-driven service development, an area that they have significant experience in. 
  

· APC was a member of the TFFM, the only civil society member nominated to the process, and had thus followed the process closely. Staff member Willie Curry led the work. During the lifetime of the TFFM, APC published two open letters to the TFFM Chair criticising the process and supporting an alternative approach, and also published a wider set of papers and reports leading up to and during PrepCom 2.
  They continued their work, and produced a proposal in mid January that an ‘ICT Development Zone’ could be delineated by government as areas in which a specific set of pro-development ICT policy could be promoted.
 

· The Open Access had been appearing in various forms for some years
, but was elaborated in some depth by an infoDev sponsored study
 completed by a team of consultants (with links to the CRIS Campaign and others) working for SpinTrack, a private development-oriented consulting firm.  A draft of the study was completed in January, and a short set of principles made available for wider circulation in the WSIS process.
 
Of course, it was no coincidence that so many studies on ICT related areas were being completed at this time.  The WSIS Phase 2 acted as a catalyst for everyone with any ideas in this area to get working.  Nothing had been agreed at PrepCom 1 the previous summer, and most felt that PrepCom 2 was going to be the best chance to influence the outcome, as indeed it proved to be. 
But it was unusual to see so many distinct though overlapping strands of civil society research at the same time.

The results and policy implications of most of the above research, and additional innovative ideas, was presented at a CRIS-coordinated event in Geneva on financing mechanisms on the 16th of February,
 just before the PrepCom began, bringing together all the above actors. They met again the following day and agreed to form the ‘Informal Coalition on Financing Mechanisms’, and to cooperate and lobby together for the duration of the PrepCom and after.  Another session on financing mechanisms was organised by ITeM.
 A succession of statements was produced, some of them read at PrepCom Plenary, others delivered in a timely manner to the Secretariat. The Coalition’s first success was when all their comments (the only ones from civil society) were reproduced alongside government comments for official consideration during deliberations of the WSIS Sub-Committee on Financing – unusual in any Summit process.
  Additional lobbying was done to promote the key concepts, and reports distributed.  

Outcomes
Most of the text relating to financial mechanisms was agreed by the end of PrepCom 2, meaning it will probably be endorsed by governments in November at the Tunis Summit in November. 
  In formal terms, the civil society Coalition had limited but tangible impact on this.  Two of the above areas were recognised, the critical role of public finance, and the need for action with local government and community initiatives.  Regarding the former, the final agreed text stated, for instance: 
28. We underline that market forces alone cannot guarantee the full participation of developing countries in the global market for ICT-enabled services.
31. We recognise that public finance plays a crucial role in providing ICT access and services to rural areas and disadvantaged populations.
A minor concession, it might seem, though important in the context.  APC, in a review commentary, concluded:
“This constitutes a reconfiguration of the relationship between private and public finance for ICTD that in effect shifts the previous expectation that private sector finance would alone be adequate to address the ICTD infrastructure needs of developing countries to a position where there is a greater balance between the contributions of public and private finance.”

The wording on the latter issue, regarding a role of local authorities and communities, was vaguer than desired by the Coalition. It does not specifically mention community-ownership, but rather ‘based in local communities’; nor does it refer to network infrastructure though it can be taken to encompass this: (emphasis added)
33.  We recognize that there are a number of areas where the current approaches to ICT for development financing have devoted insufficient attention to date. These include: …

f.  Local government and initiatives based in local communities that deliver ICT services to communities in the areas such as education, health and livelihood support.;

37.
We recommend improvements and innovations in existing financing mechanisms, including:..
e.
Helping to accelerate the development of domestic financial instruments including by supporting local microfinance instruments, ICT business incubators, public credit instruments, reverse auction mechanisms, networking initiatives based on local communities, digital solidarity and other innovations;
However, the idea of ICTs as a GPG and of Open Access did not make it into the text.  The debate revealed clearly that a major factor in this was that governments, and especially those of the South, did not fully understand the concepts and appreciate their implications.  
But the coalition was right to be pleased with the outcome, satisfied that it had established a vehicle for the first time for civil society to collaborate on research and advocacy on ICT for development issues, that a common and coherent position seemed to be emerging from civil society and its allies, and that it had laid the basis for further influence with the wording achieved during PrepCom 2. That future influence, and the goal of a new paradigm in ICTs for development, will not be sought solely within the WSIS.  It must be seen in the context of broader pro-poor action, since the development impact of ICTs is primarily that of an enabler of other actions.  
One option is to integrate ICTs horizontally across the MDG process, with ODA being linked to the extent to which governments integrate ICTs within their development and MDG poverty related plans.  In a major shift and supported by the informal Coalition, this was largely endorsed by the PrepCom. The APC commentary noted the significance of this as follows:

“How the new balance between public and private and the inclusion of community-driven roles and financing translates into practice will be of critical importance to the future of the information society and the role of ICTs in supporting the achievement of national development goals and the MDGs. In a sense this is the key trade-off of the WSIS process on finance. In return for dropping the pressure on developed countries and donors to establish a new dedicated Global ICT Fund to finance the extension of the information society into developing countries, it is almost as if this new configuration of public and private finance has been agreed and a greater willingness expressed in various quarters to more effectively align existing financing mechanisms to national development priorities This is of the utmost importance in the work ahead of extending ICT infrastructure, access, capacity to utilise ICTs and appropriate content and applications into rural and under-served areas of the developing world.    

“… At the same time the new balance between private and public finance for ICTD opens up a new space for taking rural and other under-served areas seriously and introducing new policy and financial models for ICTD, based on public good, public finance and “open access” to infrastructure approaches. It also draws attention to the important shift occurring with respect to Official Development Assistance (ODA) in particular within the context of the MDGs – namely, that it is up to developing country governments to prioritise ICTD within their national development strategies, including what are progressively being referred to as MDG-based poverty reduction strategies…  Not only is the space to rethink ICTD policy and to draw on the development enabler role of ICT with the new technologies at hand, so too is the imperative to do so if an inclusive development agenda is to be realized.”
The work at PrepCom 2 can thus be continued at Prepcom 3 and the Summit.  Perhaps more important, it offers a springboard to introducing a new paradigm at the MDG + 5 meeting in September and other development related events.  A further point, only hinted at in the agenda of the Informal Coalition, is to bring the agenda to civil society organisations themselves, not just at international level but nationally; and not simply those involved directly with ICT but to NGO involved more broadly in development and empowerment issues.
Conclusions and Implications 

From the perspective of this research a number of points can be extracted from the experience of the WSIS.

1. The research described above, directly undertaken to support the process of generating (potentially) a new paradigm, was context specific i.e. it focused precisely on the issues and the opportunities before and during the WSIS.  Most has been undertaken by NGOs directly engaged with ICT and broader development and empowerment issues, supported by donors with a solid understanding of what is at stake and the key issues. 
2. Academic research did feed directly into the process to a limited extent, but the most effective was not from mainstream universities but from research in South Africa and Latin America. 

3. Nevertheless, in certain areas (for instance GPGs), the work drew heavily on the broader context of earlier academic and UN research. Furthermore these NGOs (APC, ITeM, RITS), although not contributing significantly to the literature at the time, had themselves been active in these issues for at least a decade, keeping abreast with the arguments.  Thus the terms of these debates were undoubtedly internalised and reproduced later on.  The wheel was not being reinvented at the WSIS, and those that had long been aware of prior debates could bring that knowledge to bear on the current situation, and articulate innovative news when the time was ripe.
 
4. The WSIS provided a huge impetus to everyone involved in ICTs to undertake research and present their positions.  The research mentioned above is only a tiny fraction of the voluminous research reports, evaluations, benchmarking, books, articles etc. that have been produced around the process.

5. The interactive process between NGOs depended very much on existing informal linkages between the civil society organisations, and taking actions that could consolidate these into something more.  These informal linkages occurred around the WSIS process.  It is worth noting that the CRIS Campaign was explicitly launched to take advantage of such opportunities, in what is described sometimes as ‘venue shopping’.

6. A relatively small amount of funding was required, but it was available quickly and was flexible in its application.

More general points on the research process may be tentatively drawn out.  
The overall research trajectory during the last couple of decades is interesting.  At the beginning of the liberalisation process, a number of powerful international players (US, UK, EU, OECD, WTO and major corporations) were pursuing a political/economic agenda and, as an adjunct, financing research and events (workshops, conferences in strategic countries) in support of this.  At that time, there was some vigorous academic debate raising fundamental issues concerning the advantages and disadvantages of different paradigms, and some more general concerns raised by civil society. Possibly influenced by funding sources, the debate in the academic community tended to side more and more with the liberalisation voices.  
However, it was the massive global alliance that had fought and won the issue, and the academic and research debate seemed to have little direct influence. The agenda was neither formulated nor substantively fought on the basis of a considered rationale and counter positions, and the level of public debate was minimal and poorly informed. With the consolidation of the paradigm, critical voices diminished greatly.  There was a practical reason for this – the terms of the battle had shifted decisively; there was little point in defending or attempting to reform a structure that was now largely undermined.  
Yet it takes some time before new ideas come into view in the form of forward looking policy research, oriented at what is possible and needed to work within, and yet go beyond, the new paradigm. The suggestion is that a dominant paradigm must first expose its limitations, and this then both opens a space for debate and reveals directions in which a new paradigm might fruitfully move.  The WSIS offered the opening in this case, but only because the new paradigm was already under stain.  

This suggests that those funding research should take into consideration the nature and current status of the research trajectory involved. 

Finally, a point that might be considered somewhat tangential is nevertheless worth raising. 

There is considerable debate in broader development circles concerning the validity of the overall development paradigm being pursued for instance in the context of Millennium Development Goals and certainly within the context of the global trade paradigm.  This goes beyond criticisms of unfair trade as directed at the WTO and others, to the idea that the entire definition of development, tied up with the notion of industrialisation and GDP growth, is flawed and leading ultimately to an unsustainable future.  The ICT debate discussed above at no points breaks out of the conventional development paradigm, and into these broader questions.  In other words it still largely confined itself to the idea of how ICT can further this paradigm of development, instead of considering how it might fit within a wider picture of an alternative development paradigm.  This is despite that fact that at least one of the partners (ITeM) is very aware of debates around alternative paradigms.  Perhaps the point to be taken from this is that critique emerging from the ‘coal-face’ of ongoing developments, as in the case of the ICTs paradigm, is likely at least in its first phase to situate itself within the broader development paradigm in which the critique is developed. Only later can it see the more radical potential of integrating itself as part of a broader development critique. 

Final Comments 

This research could continue in at least two directions. 

First, much of the above is based on the author’s direct experience of these debates over the last decades. This of course limits the empirical evidence for the assertions, as well as the depth the argument.  A more intense forensic examination of at least some of the above strands might answer the ‘sociology of research’ questions that are being considered within this research project.  It is not certain whether such an approach would yield much more – it would require a lot of research work - but it might be considered. 

Second the original draft for this paper envisaged looking two other current dynamics, but it proved impossible given the time and resources.  Extending this research horizontally in this manner, even again based on expert experience and knowledge, may nevertheless enable a wider deeper exploration of the issues raised here.  The two additional areas are as follows:

1. The draft UNESCO Convention on the Protection of the Diversity of Cultural Contents and Artistic Expression.
 
This convention is currently in the drafting process with the expectation that it will be adopted by the end of 2005 (though recent indications suggest it might not). It is seen potentially as a ‘buffer’ for the audio-visual sector in the GATS agreement of the WTO, but has also offered an opportunity to raise the issue of copyright.  It is hoped that the Convention will copper-fasten the right of states to use whatever means necessary to protect culture against the destructive potential of a trade-driven regime, and a key issue is whether the Convention will have precedence over past or future WTO agreements. 

2. The issue of copyright and the TRIPS agreement, with a focus on the recent awakening of concerns and cluster of activities around WIPO.
 

For some years, US and some European academics and activists have been expressing concern about the ever more stringent regime of copyright that has evolved in the last few decades, strongly reinforced by the WTO’s TRIPS agreement of which the US government was, and remains, the strongest proponent.  Alternatives, such as Creative Commons, have been devised and are gaining in popularity not just in the USA but outside. An interesting feature of the development in WIPO is that many of these activists and academics have begun to emerge from the insularity of the progressive US community, especially in the context of WIPO and recent changes there.  A second feature is the unusual collaboration (though not necessarily acting in concert) of these activists and southern governments, led by Brazil, that seriously shook the normally placid surface of WIPO, and forced a more development oriented focus onto the WIPO agenda.  This activity is continuing.
One of the interesting questions is the linkages that have been the above two areas, at the level of civil society and governments, and the further links with the issue of copyright raised during the WSIS process. 
� 	e.g. see: O Siochru, Sean 1995, ‘A Global Universal Service: Prospects and Problems’, ITU TELECOM ‘95 Strategies Summit proceedings, Geneva, October 1995.


� 	See for instance: Alison Gillwald 2004. Real reform, good governance and affordable access: national keys to unlocking global participation and networking, LINK Centre, Witwatersrand University, Johannesburg, South Africa. ITIC Paper http://www.ssrc.org/programs/itic/itic_publications/ 


� 	ITU 1984.  The Missing Link:  Report of the Independent Commission for World-Wide Telecommunications Development. 


� 	The turning point could reasonably be dated to the agreement in the WTO of the Reference Paper on Telecommunications in 1996. 


� 	In relation to a number of key areas, such as accounting rates mechanisms, the ITU has declined in importance with the slack partly taken up by the ITU. 


� 	See Sean O Siochru 2004 ‘Will the Real WSIS Please Stand-up? The Historic Encounter of the Information Society and the Communication Society, Gazette - The International Journal for Communication Studies Vol 66 No. 3/4, June July 2004.  Sage, London, Amsterdam. This also sketchily traces the evolution of the concept of the ‘information society’ from its first academic appearance in the early 1970s, to its uncritical appropriation and misrepresentation in the political sphere in its neoliberal form in the mid 1990s. 


� 	ITU 2003. Investing in Telecommunications and ICTs in Developing Markets: Shifting the Paradigm (report by Eric Nelson). December, Geneva: and ITU 2003 The Birth of Broadband: ITU Internet  Report, Geneva.


� 	Scale may be a problem in the South.  Only the LINK Centre in WITS University has several researchers working in this area.  


� 	For instance the following contains an explicit acknowledgement of the failure of the market than earlier World Bank positions: e.g. World Bank (2005)  Financing Information and Communication Infrastructure Needs in the Developing World: Public and Private Roles, draft for discussion, Report February 2005. � HYPERLINK "http://info.worldbank.org/ict/" ��http://info.worldbank.org/ict/�   


� 	The high point was the document, produce with Markle Foundation: Creating a Development Dynamic: Final Report of the Digital Opportunity Initiative, July 2001.  http://www.opt-init.org/framework.html


� 	See http://www.glocom.ac.jp/dotforce/whatis.html for a description.


� 	See � HYPERLINK "http://www.unicttaskforce.org" ��www.unicttaskforce.org� 


� 	The most significant DFID Programme in terms of advocacy and local research is CATIA. http://www.catia.ws/ 


� 	See � HYPERLINK "http://www.apc.org" ��www.apc.org� 


� 	Indonesia is a very interesting example of the informal (usually illegal) growth of WiFi networks, especially among civil society. See e.g. � HYPERLINK "http://web.idrc.ca/en/ev-45872-201-1-DO_TOPIC.html" ��http://web.idrc.ca/en/ev-45872-201-1-DO_TOPIC.html�  


� 	 � HYPERLINK "http://www.comunica.org/itu_ngo" ��www.comunica.org/itu_ngo�/ 


� 	It might also be worth mentioning the civil society became very aware o the potential of ICTs due its deployment as its key organising tool.  See the SSRC project ITIC Project.  � HYPERLINK "http://www.ssrc.org/programs/itic/" ��http://www.ssrc.org/programs/itic/�  


� 	� HYPERLINK "http://www.itu.int/wsis/documents/doc_multi.asp?lang=en&id=1372|0" ��http://www.itu.int/wsis/documents/doc_multi.asp?lang=en&id=1372|0�


� 	see O Siochru, Sean 2005 in: Chantal Peyer (ed) 2005, Who Pays for the Information Society � HYPERLINK "http://www.ppp.ch/communication" ��www.ppp.ch/communication�   


� 	Even the World Bank admits that the market cannot solve everything, at least in relation to Africa.  See . .. 


� 	It should be noted, however, that historically public monopolies and private competitive supply have in many cases alternated several times, with liberalisation and renationalisations following each other. However, for various reasons this is not currently a credible option in part because the entire structures of the sector, including the technologies, have changed, opening up a wider range of options.  Having said this, India is an example where innovative actions are happening at state level through the public monopoly provider. 


� 	For references to specific supporting research see following section. 


�  	Pablo Accuosto and Niki Johnson 2004, Financing the Information Society in the South: A Global Public Goods Perspective, APC. 


� 	Inge Kaul, Isabelle Grunberg, Marc A.Stern (eds) 1999, Global Public Goods: International Cooperation in the 21st Century. UNDP, Oxford Univeristy Press.  See also Francisco Sagasti, Keith Bezanson, Financing Global Public Goods: Expectations and Prospects, IDS Sussex. 


� 	See � HYPERLINK "http://www.choike.org/nuevo_eng/informes/2697.html" ��http://www.choike.org/nuevo_eng/informes/2697.html� for the series of papers.  See Fernando Prada 2005, A Systematic Vision for Financing the Information Society as a Global Public Good. Briefing Paper 1. 


�  	See Chantal Peyer (ed) 2005, Who Pays for the Information Society � HYPERLINK "http://www.ppp.ch/communication" ��www.ppp.ch/communication�  See also earlier publications on the same site regarding alternative financing mechanisms.  


� 	For a full report see:  Sean O Siochru, Bruce Girard, Innovative Technologies and Community Ownership: A New Model of ICT Access for the Rural Poor, UNDP March 2005.


� 	See Case Studies 5 and 6 of ibid.


� 	For  details see � HYPERLINK "http://www.apc.org/english/news/index.shtml?x=30736" ��http://www.apc.org/english/news/index.shtml?x=30736� 


� 	Willie Currie and Anriette Esterhuysen: A New Policy Framework for ICTD (Draft for Discussion) APC 2005


�  	e.g. . Sprigman, Chris, and Peter Lurie. 2004, ‘Broadband Marxism’, Foreign Policy, March/April.  � HYPERLINK "http://www.networkideas.org/news/apr2004/news21_Broadband_Marxism.htm" ��http://www.networkideas.org/news/apr2004/news21_Broadband_Marxism.htm�


� 	� HYPERLINK "http://www.infodev.org" ��www.infodev.org� 


� 	infoDev Open Access Models for Information and Communication Infrastructure: Some Basic Principles, 2005


� 	Financing mechanisms for ICT for Development: Converging or Diverging Agendas? February 16th¸  Palais des Nations, Geneva.


� 	http://wsispapers.choike.org/documentos/47.html


� 	Document WSIS-II/PC-2/DT-1 (Part 1)  19th February 2005 Compilation of Comments on Chapter Two of the Operational Part (Financial Mechanisms) http://www.itu.int/wsis/documents/listing-all.asp?lang=en&c_event=pc2%7C2&c_type=all%7C


� 	See Revised Chapter 2 of the Operational Part : http://www.itu.int/wsis/documents/doc_multi.asp?lang=en&id=1397|1452|1467|1471|1520


�	 http://www.apc.org/english/news/index.shtml?x=31093


�.  	 


�� HYPERLINK "http://portal.unesco.org/culture/en/file_download.php/1076646ddafe81baa79c6213f7a9190eEng-PreliminaryDraftConv-conf201-2.pdf" ��http://portal.unesco.org/culture/en/file_download.php/1076646ddafe81baa79c6213f7a9190eEng-PreliminaryDraftConv-conf201-2.pdf�  and � HYPERLINK "http://www.mediatrademonitor.org" ��http://www.mediatrademonitor.org�   


� for documents see:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.cptech.org/ip/wipo/genevadeclaration.html" ��http://www.cptech.org/ip/wipo/genevadeclaration.html� 
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