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Around 30 engaged friends of WSIS, coming from all stakeholder groups from around the world, met in an informal brainstorming meeting back to back to ITU´s WSIS Forum 2024 in Geneva, on May, 29, 2024 to develop and discuss ideas, how the forthcoming WSIS +20 process could be designed and what the WSIS Review Conference should deliver. The discussion circled around three issues:
1. The Multistakeholder Approach to Internet Governance and digital policy processes (IG&DPPs);
2. The Future of the IGF;
3. The WSIS Action Lines and their connections with the UN Sustanainable Development Goals.

1. The Multistakeholder Approach to Internet Governance and Digital Policy Processes (IG&DPPs)
a. 20 years ago, a „digital family“ negotiated a plan, how to transform the analogue world into a digital world. In 2024 the world is digital. Yesterday´s future is today´s realities. The „digital family“ has now more than 5 billion users around the globe with all the political, economic, social, cultural and environmental problems of the 2020s which include wars, crisis, climate change, political polarization, digital arms race, new forms of digital divide, underdevelopment etc. There is a need to keep the WSIS consensus (to build a people-centred, inclusive and development-oriented Information Society, where everyone can create, access, utilize and share information and knowledge, enabling individuals, communities and peoples to achieve their full potential in promoting their sustainable development and improving their quality of life, premised on the purposes and principles of the UN-Charter and respecting fully and upholding the Universal Declaration of Human Rights) and to adjust its spirit to the new realities of today´s and tomorrow´s world. 
b. In 2005, the Tunis Agenda adopted a broad definition of Internet Governance which went beyond the technical issues (as Internet identifiers) and included all public policy issues related to the use of the Internet. Recent developments as the emergence of social networks, the growth of cybercrime, Internet of Things, Blockchain, artificial intelligence and others have triggered a debate about new forms of governance as digital governance, AI governance, ICT governance, cyber governance, data governance, IOT governance etc.  While it is natural to analyze the specifics of each sector and service, there is no need to re-invent the wheel. IOT, AI, Cybercrime, Social Networks are all applications which has been developed by using the Internet. Insofar, the main elements of the Tunis definition – involvment of all stakeholders, sharing of principles, norms and decision making procedures and differentiation between technical and political issues – are relevant also for all the new emerging issues, discussed both in the GDC and the WSIS+20 processes. 
c. There is no „Multistakeholder Model“ and no „One Size fits All“. As the evolution of the Internet has not yet finished, its governance model is in a permanent stage of a dynamic develoment which leads also to higher level of complexity; 
d. Taking into account 20 years of discussion and development of IG&DPPs, there is a need to consolidate achievements before making new big jumps. There is no need to draft more principles or guardrails. Priority in the future should given to the implementation of the commitments, stakeholders, including governments, made in the numerous documents adopted since the early 2000s as the Tunis Agenda (2005) and the Net Mundial Declaration (2014), as well as many regional and sectoral resolutions and recommendations  related to issues as cybersecurity, digital economy, human rights and artificial intelligence. 
e. The Internet Governance ecosystem and its digital processes could be seen as a „village“ which includes a broad number of different properties which are interlinked. The IGF could be the right place to discuss what in the village has to be rebuild, could be removed or has to be added.  It needs a strategic vision how to develop the „digital village“ as a whole. It is not enough to review existing „buildings“. It needs a holistic approach and political innovations, in particular with regard to the procedures of interaction among stakeholders with different legal status.
f. The Multistakeholder Approach starts „at home“. National and regional IGFs could contribute to enhance the conceptual understanding of the multistakeholder approach. Non-State actors shoud work with its national governments and should be included into governmental delegations to intergovernmental negotiations.
g. There is a need to specify the rules of procedures for multistakeholder participation in multilateral IG&DPPs. There should be guidelines for rights as access to the negotiation rooms, rights to speak, to make written proposals, to comment on drafts of documents etc. It needs transparency what happens with contributions from non-state actors to intergovernmental negotiations. There is a need to clarify what „meanginfrul participation of stakeholders“ in intergovernmental process means in practice. The Sao Paulo Multistakeholder Guidelines (SPMGs) from NetMundial+10 has been a big step forward to clrify abizt the „How“ of multistakeholder cooperation. 
h. Non-state actors from small and medium business, technical community, civil society and academia from the Global South should be better enabled to participate in global IG&DPPs by, inter alia, special funds, administerd by the Office of the UN Tech Envoy and the IGF Secretariat. 
i. The Sao Paulo Multistakeholder Guidelines (SPMGs) for multistakeholder practices, allows an evaluation of the level of „multistakehoderism“ in multilateral IG&DPPs. Academic institutions, as GIGANET, should be invited to develop a neutral mechanism to measure the degree of „multistakeholderism“ in IG&DPPs and to present an annual report. 
j. A problem is that many governments understand the reference to the multistakeholder approach as a „political football“ in international discussions, without any substantial consequences for the digital policies at home. 
k. There is a need to clarify how existing multistakeholder mechanisms, procedures and institutions are relevant for new emerging issues.  
l. There is a need for enhanced cooperation and coordination within the individual stakleholder groups. Traditional roles of stakeholder coordination bodies within the WSIS process as ICC for business, CONGO for civil society and ISOC for the technical community, should be reconsidered and adjusted to new realities and challenges. 
m. There is a need to reconsider to categories of stakeholders. The Tunis Agenda refers to three stakeholders: Government, business, civil society. The WGIG report did mention the academic and technical community as stakeholders sui generis, linked very often to one of the three main stakeholder groups. Since the early 2010s, „Youth“ is seen as a special stakeholder group. In the Berlin IGF (2019) parliamentarians called for an own stakeholder group (Jimmy Schulz Call). During the IGF 2023 in Kyodo, judges proposed to have a stakeholder group. The clarification of the categories of stakeholders should go hand in hand with the reconsideration of the „respective role“ formula of the Tunis Internet Governance definition. 


2. The Future of the IGF
a. After 20 years, the IGF is worldwide recognized and accepted. The extension of its mandate by WSIS+20 should not be a question of „Yes“ or „No“ but of „How“. Is  there a need to adjust its mandate? Should it get a more formalized legal basis? Should it get a stable funding scheme? 
b. Since 2016, the tangible output of the IGF has reached a remarkable quantity.  The „IGF Messages“, even if not the result of a negotiation process, can be seen as recommendations „to whom it concerned“ with a certain soft power. However it remains open, how this output has impact into relevant IG&DPPs, including into intergovernmental negotiations within the UN system. 
c. The role of the IGF Leadership Panel should be strengthened. It has to be more pro-active bringing the IGF messages to other international bodies as UN organisations, G7, G20, BRICS, SCO, OECD, ASEAN, African and European Union but also WEF, MSC, PPF, Lisbon Summit etc.  However, the project „The Internet We Want“ (IWW) is a good step in the right direction.  
d. There is no need for a „centralized caretaker“ for IG&DPPs. Nevertheless, to have a „one stop place“ for coordination of IG&DPPs would be helpful to avoid duplication. The IGF has the potential to become a broadly accepted „clearing house“ for IG&DPPs. With its convening power and decentralized structure, the IGF is able to bring together governmental and non-governmental stakeholders from different branches and regions, to promote a crosssectoral and interdisciplinary dialogue, to facilitate communication among various negotiation groups, to organize reporting procedures from expert groups, to identify gaps in the IG&DPPs and to discuss which body/group should discuss/negotiate what. 
e. The IGF could play a role in overseeing the implementation of the recommendations of the Global Digital Compact (GDC). The idea of an IGF Help Desk should be further discussed. 
f. A central weak point for the IGF is its financial situation. Its actual budget is too much to die, but too less to play the role, the community is expecting. The IGF Sercretariat and also the regional and national IGFs are understaffed and underfinanced. There is a need to develop a sustainable finance mechanism where all stakeholders make their adequate contributions. Next to governments, which should make regular contributions, there was a call that the big transnational Internet corporations should contribute. One model, to identify potential contributors, could be that so-called „Very Large Online Platforms“ (VLOP) mechanism, which is defined under EU´s Digital Service Act (DAS). VLOPs could be obliged to pay a annual fee for the IGF ecosystem. 
g. There should be enhanced communication and coordination between the WSIS Forum (organized by ITU, UNESCO and UNCTAD) and the IGF (organized by the MAG). In particular interessional work on concrete issue could benefit from such an enhanced cooperation. 
h. There is a need to bring more high level political and business leaders to the annual IGF. Recognizing the difficulties to bring ministers and CEOs every year to the IGF, there was an idea, to have every third of forth year an „IGF Summit“ (something like the „Olympic Games“ wich take place every four years). The IGF Summit could be linked to the presentation of a report about the „State of Digital Coopeation in the World“, produced by UNCSTD in cooperation with the IGF Secretariat and the MAG.
i. There is a need for a „constitutional moment“ of the IGF. Its mandate from Paragraph 72 of the Tunis Agenda (2005) could be further enhanced into something like „IGF Bylaws“. Such bylaws would not only specify the IGF mandate but also clarify the role of the Multistakeholder Advisory Group (MAG), the Leadership Panel (LP), the IGF Secretariat, its subsidary bodies as Dynamic Coalitions (DCs), Policy Networks (PNs) and Best Practice Fora (BPFs) as well as the national and regional IGFs (NRIs).     
j. The IGF has a marketing problem. It needs to be more present in the global news. It has to sell its remarkable outcomes beyond the IGF community. One proposal was to hire an „IGF Campaign Manager“.
k. While the IGF program should be open for all topics, it needs to concentrate on main issues and has to prioritize its agenda. It needs the right balance between a bottom up program development and a top down program planning, facilitated by subject experts and the LP.

3. The WSIS Action Lines and their connections with the UN Sustanainable Development Goals
a. There is a need for a „WSIS+20 Roadmap“ which would not only include a timetable for PrepComs, intergovernmental negotiation rounds and multistakeholder consultations, but also procedures, how non-governmental stakeholders will be included in drafting the final outcome document, which will be adopted by the UN Genral Assembly in December 2025.  
b. A key issue remains the digital divide. As long as nearly two billion people remain offline, formal access to the Internet has to be a priority. However, formal access to the Internet is not the end of the story but has to be the beginning of the development of a more substantial and enabling strategy, which has to include educational and capacity building measures, deployment of broadband infrastructure and the development of capacities to produce local content and applications to serve the special needs of underdeveloped regions; 
c. When the WSIS Action lines were negotiated in 2003 in Geneva, the UN in New York was already busy with the implementation of its Millenium Development Goals (MDGs), which did not include special digital problems. In 2015, when the UN General Assembly transformed the MDGs into Sustainable Developnment Goals (SDGs), there was only little references to WSIS Action Lines. The challenge for WSIS+20 is, to build stronger links between SDGs and WSIS Actions Lines. The world beyond 2030 will be a digital world. It would make sense, if WSIS+20 would open the door for a process towards a combination of SDGs and WSIS Action Lines. This could lead to the adoption of „Comprehensive Development Goals“ (CDGs) or „Digital Development Goals“ (DDGs) by the UNGA in 2030 for the period 2030 – 2045.
d. There is a need for enhanced cooperation among UN institutions. Every UN Specialized UN Agency has now digital and cyber on its agenda. UNGIS is the natural place to improve inter agency coordination. UNGIS in Geneva has also a better unterstanding of collaboration with non-state actors in intergovernmental processes than bodies like UNSC or UNGA in New York. UNGIS should get a multistakeholder advisory committee which could enhance cooperation among UN bodies and non-state actors, 
