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“Mr. Chairman,


I would like to thank you for this opportunity to present Brazil’s position on the establishment of the Working Group on Internet Governance.


This meeting offers a valuable opportunity to convey to the Secretary-General of the United Nations our ideas and suggestions on the setup of the Working Group on Internet Governance (WGIG).


Brazil took part in the WSIS debates on Internet Governance in a constructive and forward-looking spirit. We joined the Geneva Consensus on the establishment of the WGIG and we are committed to contributing to its work in the same spirit.


Mr. Chairman,


During WSIS I, Brazil was among those countries that stressed the need for multilateral, transparent and democratic governance of the Internet. A broader debate on the issue was perceived as a key component of the WSIS.


By democratic we mean the fullest practicable participation of all stakeholders, particularly governments, in the present system of Internet governance. We recognize recent efforts to allow representation of governments in some organizations, such as GAC within ICANN. Nevertheless, the level of governmental representation in Internet governance remains thoroughly insufficient. It is difficult to accept that governments should be limited to a mere advisory role in regard to decisions with clear public policy implications. Unfortunately, ICANN has so far been unable to overcome the fact that it was constituted without prior consultation to other governments.


During WSIS I, Brazil pointed out that the international community still lacks a forum for the discussion of the many international public-policy issues related to the Internet in which governments are allowed a level of participation commensurate with their responsibilities. 


Internet Governance is much more than just the management of domain names and IP addresses. Data protection, spam, cyber-security, multilingual and local content are Internet governance issues. Interconnection costs, the protection of IPR and the digital divide are also Internet governance issues. In most of these areas, the main responsibility lies with governments; yet, they lack the means to coordinate effectively and promptly at the international level.


Brazil therefore proposed the creation of an intergovernmental forum, a meeting place where governments could discuss Internet-related issues. The objective is not to substitute or duplicate any existing organization or entity, but rather to fill a gap by providing countries with the opportunity to express their opinions and to coordinate with each other.


In addition to providing a much-needed instance for governmental coordination, such a forum would also prove invaluable to many developing countries which, at present, are unable to follow the discussions that take place in countless different for that deal with Internet issues.


By multilateral, we mean a forum that allows for the representation of sovereign states on an equal footing. Multilateralism is a condition for legitimacy. Legitimacy implies independence and equal participation of all countries, which is clearly not the case of ICANN.


Finally, transparency implies an accountable decision-making process open to the participation of all stakeholders and subject to the control of society at large.


Brazil continues to abide by these principles. Our challenge now is to ensure that the WGIG will ensure the balanced participation of all stakeholders whilst respecting the overarching need for democracy, transparency and multilateral decision-making.


The Geneva Consensus is clear. All stakeholders - governments, the civil society, the private sector and the scientific community - should be part of the Working Group on Internet Governance. We still need, however, to agree on the format of participation of different stakeholders in the process.


In Brazil’s opinion, Internet Governance is first and foremost a political issue. The WGIG is a political group, to be established under the United Nations and within the World Summit on the Information Society process.


We acknowledge, however, that there are some who hold a different view. As Ambassador Kummer noted in Hammamet, two different schools of thought emerged during WSIS debates. One school of thought sympathetic to the present system of Internet Governance and to the “status quo”; the other favorable to an evolution of the present system, towards a multilateral, democratic and transparent governance of the Internet.


Brazil believes that the first step towards the establishment of a legitimate WGIG would be to incorporate representatives from those two different schools of thought. We should therefore strive for a “political balance” between these two competing views of Internet Governance.


In addition to political balance, there is also the need for geographical balance. It is clear that the WGIG should have representatives from governments and civil society organizations from both developed and developing countries, as stated in the Geneva Declaration.


Balance does not mean, however, that all stakeholders should have the same number of representatives. The participation of each sector should be tailored to their roles, mandates and needs. The WSIS remains first and foremost an intergovernamental process. As I indicated above, the largest deficit in Internet governance is in the area of intergovernmental coordination. In addition to that, Governments are special stakeholders, since they are the only ones who are also mandated to speak on behalf of the broader interests of a people and a country – which includes the private sector, users and NGOs.

This is, in fact, what we have been doing in Brazil. As a fully-democratic country, participation by all is a much cherished national value and is an integrating value of our foreign policy. This is how we view and how we handle Internet governance in Brazil. This is why Brazil created the Internet National Steering Committee, which is composed of representatives from the Government, civil society, the private sector and academia.
