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Abstract

Access to knowledge is essential for individuald e@ammunities seeking to secure land rights,
particularly for women. Stronger networks betweenegnment agencies, CSOs, and emerging social
movements are needed to support more just, eqeiigaiol gender aware land governance. Over recent
decades land governance groups have come to ubgeheet in their practice, but it’s full potertia by
no means realized. In this paper we explore hownemlatforms can support land advocacy and
governance, drawing on learning from current peactand highlighting emerging frontiers of relevanc
to the field. We focus in particular on learningrfr two years of The Land Portal (landportal.info)d

on plans for it's next phase of development. Wevdva a recent online dialogue that focused on vadys
optimizing the use of online platforms in effortsgromote equitable and sustainable natural gonema
and social justice, and to share experiences oragipes to monitoring women'’s land rights. We dad t
paper looking to the future of the Land Portal gaéform for open content, open data, and ultihyate

more open and collaborative approaches to landrganee.
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1) Introduction: Role of online platforms in land advocacy and governance

At first glance the ‘virtual’ world of the Internebnline communities and digital data sharing — ted
grounded, located realities of struggles to promaimen’s land rights as part of land governancghini
appear to have little to do with one another. Y, Internet has a vital role to play in both logat

global debates and action on land rights and gewee The growing global pressure on land and alatur
resources, also referred to as the ‘Rush for Lédseeuw, Wily, Cotula, & Taylor, 2012) is
increasingly having a negative impact on the rigimg livelihoods of local communities. Within those
communities, women are disproportionately affettedause of their gender, as women'’s land rights are
shaped by complex systems of statutory and custol@arand practices, as well as the practice and
perception of a woman’s position in the househfadhily and community. One of the main obstacles to
women exercising rights to land is the scant kndgéethey have of their rights, as well as theieabs
from the public sphere more generally. This mehaswomen are not only lacking information, bubals
opportunities to engage in collective action fardaights. Online platforms have significant poiginto
support more just and sustainable approaches doglavernance: through the gathering and sharing of
open data to increase transparency and accouhtabitjovernment and private sectors; through
providing participatory forums for inclusive bottamp dialogue and the generation of new knowledge
that can complement official information; and thghunetworking advocates and officials working to

transform land governance.

In this paper we explore how online platforms cappsrt land advocacy and governance, drawing on
learning from current practice, and highlightingezging frontiers of relevance to land governandepo
makers and practitioners. We focus in particulaleanning from the first two years of The Land Rbrt
(landportal.info), and on plans for it's next phaselevelopment. We also draw on a recent online
dialogue hosted on the Land Portal and a numbpartifer platforms that was designed to support
collective reflection on ways of optimizing the usfeonline platforms in efforts to promote equigkind
sustainable natural governance and social justite fo share experiences on approaches to mougjtorin
women’s land rights. In the following sectionseafintroducing the Land Portal, we explore the dyita
development of Internet connectivity and conterdgraecent decades and discuss relevant gendeitgspec
before turning to examples and emerging onlinetfmadn the land governance sector: for governments
advocacy organizations, and new transparency maviemé/e end by outlining important future

directions for use of the Internet to advance ansnt and informed land governance through inegas



availability of open land information and the aetarticipation of stakeholders in global dialogue

critical land issues.

2) Introducing the Land Portal
Resulting from several years of preparation, atslysnd
Success for the Land Portal

is defined as

Portal in 2011 to promote data sharing, improvendparency significantly improving transparency
and access to information on land and
other natural resources by connecting
connecting individuals and organizations aroundvtleeld and  individuals and organizations around

. i . the world and allowing them to more
allowing them to more easily create, share, andedinate .k and easily create, share, and

reliable content. The Land Portal is aimed at bengnthe disseminate reliable content.
____________________________________________________|]
global gateway for land related information, agatéryy and

consultation, the Land Portal Partnership laund¢hed.and

and access to information on land and other natesalurces by

managing heterogeneous data from multiple sounsésaahieving interoperability of content as well as
mapping land experts and organizations from civicisty organizations, governmental and
intergovernmental institutions and academia to llfnduild up a specialized community of land

governance experts.

The Land Portal was launched at the 2011 World B2akference on Land and Poverty in Washington,
and was presented at the 3rd European Forum o Bewvalopment in Spain, as well as at FAO and
IFAD HQs in Rome, at the ILC Assembly of Memberdirana (May 2011) and other events.
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Figure 1: Land Portal potential outreach. Elaboraed from Carpano, F. IFAD 2012



The Land Portal innovative approach to engaginkestalders on the highly complex issue of land
governance is the result of a growing partnershipany leading organizations (see Figure abovegkwhi
now includes FAO, IFAD, ANGOC, Action Aid, World B&, IFPRI, FIG, OECD, among others. The
Portal’'s expanding partnership and community ofsiggmost 1000 individual subscribed since April
2011, over 700 twitter followers) demonstrate thhas been well received by the land governance
community. As a key founding member of the Landt&anitiative, the ILC Secretariat has played a
leading role in creating this platform to gathéae and produce land-related information. This
expanding partnership ensures that the Portaldsdotated, managed and populated with content by
individuals and organizations working at the globagional and country levéls

Sharing information and fostering dialogue on landrelated issues

In addition to offering a user driven platform tladlows users to share information by uploadingteon
commenting and rating existing information, andiegtng information using specific filters, the Padr
also provides &rum for dialogue, encouraging people to netwoithwther stakeholders and discuss
critical thematic topics related to land. These fumctions - data aggregation and stakeholder gialo
provide the framework for new partnerships by emgring land-concerned individuals, communities,
organisations, practitioners, and policy makershiare perspectives and best practices, and tdoodize
strategically. Discussions hosted on the platfoavehaddressed
women’s land rights in preparation of the CSW 5&thsiofi
thedissemination and promotion of the Voluntary Guiues on
the Responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, Keshand
Forests in the Context of National Food Securit@®T); and
finally a recent (February 2013) online debatepan data and

women’s land rights monitoring. E .
A

A dialogue on online platforms and open data data HOW CAN WOMEN'S

. LAND RIGHTS BE
The successful growth of the Land Portal over #s¢ two years is g SECURED?

just a starting point. The full potential of onlip&atforms for

1 Land Portal activity has grown steadily in the past year, and web analytics continue to reflect a gradual upward trend, rising to an average of

nearly 10,000 visits per month and a total of 70.180 unique visitors (visitors unduplicated, counted only once, that have accessed the website. The
average visitor views 4.15 Pages per visit (repeat visits to the same page are counted). The Average duration of a visit/session was 00:04:04, which
compares vary favorably with general website averages. The involvement and interest from the Portal target audience, practitioners, research bodies
as well as students, activists, NGOs and civil society reflect the relevance of the Land Portal platform to the land governance community. In 2012, there
were 34% returning visitors versus,66% new visitors coming to the platform. Again, this compares well with other platforms.

This discussion was facilitated by ILC and held simultaneously on the Land Portal and on the FSN-Forum. About 70 contributions were received from
32 countries, including from grassroots activists, researchers, NGO and government staff. The discussion page was visited more than 32,000 times
and more than 50 new users signed up to the Land Portal during the discussion. A synthesis of the discussion was shared at the CSW in New York
and is available in three languages here. The discussion was a good opportunity to explore the potential of the Land Portal especially in relation to
increasing knowledge and participation towards selected policy events.



promoting inclusive consultation of issues of higibbal interest is certainly not yet realized. hder to
explore in more depth the opportunities and chgksrfor ongoing use of the Internet in promotingeno
equitable and sustainable natural governance andl $astice, and to draw particular attention tmh
online platforms may operate when applied in th&text of women’s land rights, the latest Land Horta
dialogue took this as it's focus. Building on leagfrom past dialogues, this discussion took plaoer
the course of two weeks at the start of Februaty32Uhe dialogue was framed by a problem statement,
and an invitation for contributors from grassromtganizations, civil society, IGO’s and governmeots
share their responses to a number of key quedtioosgh a range of different online communitiese Th
discussion was organized in partnership with déffieronline platforms including Wikigender, e-
agriculture, AIMS, FSN-Forum and the Open Knowle&figendation Open Development mailing list,
and the initial problem statement and question®wagailable in three languages: English, Spanish an
French. By distributing the dialogue across thadorms, and curating the results on the LandaPor
the facilitation team sought to bring together pecsives and insights from a number of different

communities — including the open data community specialists in gender and women'’s land rights.

Throughout the rest of this paper we draw uporghisifrom that dialogue. These are highlighted with
the citation (LP Dialogue, 2013), or discussedaintp from ‘the online dialogue’. A full synthes$ all
the comments received is also available on the Barthl website. A list of contributors to the diglie

is included at the end of this document.

3) A changing world: connectivity, communication and ontent

The Land Portal dialogue on online platforms totdce against the background of decades of
technological and global change. In looking atrihle that online platforms play, it is importantgiace
them in historical context, and to have a cleawvié the point we have reached. How far is therhree
accessible to all the groups with a stake in lamgegnance, and to women in particular? And whassor
of platforms and networks are available for thedlgovernance community to draw upon? We explore
these issues in turn.

The growth of connectivity: global networks and digtal divides

Since the emergence of the Internet in the 197@bkttee World Wide Web in the 1990s, much has been
written on the role that online platforms can playransforming dialog and decision-making processe
both for advocacy movements and for governmentedtbeen argued that the decentralization of

communication technologies supports a powerful dgatizing trend with the increasing potential to



challenge traditional power hierarchies (Clark,3;986mez, 1997; Meyer, 1997; Spybey, 1995; V.
Srinivasan, 2006). Whilst early utopian visionghaf Internet as transcending politics and powee et
been realized, the Internet has been woven intrydag life and business across the world. This has
driven the emergence of what Castell’s terms thetwdrk Society’ (Castells, 2000), a globally
interconnected space in which power is shaped égtilucture and content of communication networks,
and in which action within digital networks of comanication is a vital part of any strategy to effect
change (Castells, 2009).

As Internet use expands globally (reaching 2.2dnilpeople in 2011 according to ITU estimates),
particularly in the global south, millions more pémare gaining access to information, forums &b s
expression, and connections into local and globabeacy networks. We can anticipate that many
millions more will be connected each year. Howetlegse trends are neither uniform nor equal in$erm
of access and benefits of connectivity. Since tie1890s policy initiatives have raised concernsuab
the ‘digital divides’. The idea of a digital divideitially focused on the gap between those witig those
without connectivity to the Internet. However, ieasingly the digital divide is recognized to in@ud
other barriers, such as the lack of informatiorirenin local languages, or the complexity of the
information that is available. The Community Infatias field in particular has emphasized that it is
important not only to look at access, but alsolattiver those gaining access to the Internet cae mak
‘effective use’ of the tools and content availaliighlighting that factors external to the connewti
technology, such as literacy levels, languageucailand the provision of appropriate online spacasg
all affect how far any individual or community cparticipate in the opportunities presented by the
Internet (Gurstein, 2003).

Gender roles and relationships are of particulgmoirtance as they are additional obstacles hindering
women from making use of the Internet, as highéghty participants in our online dialogue.
Connectivity and literacy barriers, as well asahsence of women from public spaces such as itterne
cafes in many cultures, may prevent many rural wofrmem making direct use of online information
resources. As early as 2005, a UN report on geamttfCTs statetMost poor women in developing
countries are further removed from the informatamge than the men whose poverty they shép&W,
2005). Just as for on women'’s access to and comiaslland, data on women'’s access to the Intésnet
scarce. As quoted in the online dialogue, a resenty carried out by Intel with UN Women and the US
State Department gathered data that shows thagetider gap is real (Intel, 2013). Not only does thi
study find that on average 25% fewer women havesacto the internet — with the figure rising to 4B%
Sub-Saharan Africa — but that one in five womeidia and Egypt believes the internet is not

appropriate for them to use.



This gap reflects the (gender) inequalities th&tar societies, which can be exacerbated wheessco
ICTs is facilitated without addressing such inediga explicitly. In a previous discussion heldlb on
the Land Portal concerning ways to secure womemd rights the majority of participants were male,
despite the topic being focused clearly on womegtsts (LP Dialogue, 2013). This highlights the dee
to think about the target audience of online toakxyut the barriers beyond simple connectivity thay
lead to gender divides in participation, and walysrwouraging more participation by women to make
dialogues as inclusive as possible. For womenral areas who are not connected, the increasingfuse
online platform by those able to access them miggniginalise them even further unless there areifgpec
efforts to gather information, opinions and persipes from rural women and their organisationseted
into online platforms, as well as facilitate the usg such platforms by those concerned. At the dames
participants also suggested that women leaderg@mnther women may have more ICT access and the
potential of mobile phones to close the connestigdap was highlighted (LP Dialogue, 2013).

The growth of mobile access globally, with overilidn telephone subscriptions now existing acrbes
world®, and 1 billion mobile broadband subscriptions (JR012) suggests then, that where the
connectivity dimensions of the digital divide i®sing, it is closing not through computer-and-kexioo
connections to the Internet, but through mobiler@so It has been argued that the developing werld i
largely ‘leapfrogging’ over the patterns of techomyt adoption seen in developed countries, to gogstt
to mobile. Mobile adoption figures can hide gendigides: whilst many countries now have over 100%
phone penetration (i.e. more phone subscriptioas ffeople), in practice women are less likely teeha
control of their own mobile handsets (GSMA, 2012).

Right now, few online land governance resourcedaileto work well on a mobile phone screen. Ag on
online dialogue participant noted “have also id@adi mobile devices as another way of distributing
information and are working to place this informoatin a format suitable for cell sized screens™nd.a
Coalition Dialogue, 2013). However, the currentvgitoin mobile access does not yet necessarily mean
high smart-phone penetration with web browserslarge screens. As research from the iHub in Kenya
illustrates, in 2012 approximately 53% of mobileghe country are basic models capable of only SMS,
and 37% are ‘feature phones’ capable of runnindlsapalications, but not running full smart phone
operating systems which make up just 9% (Crandall. e2012). This has led to innovators exploring
ways to connect up services based on the ShortdgegsService (SMS) with the Internet, including a
far wider population within networks of communiaati In thinking about the use of mobile for land

% Note that this does not equate to 6 billion peaplenected — as in over 105 countries there are tetephone
subscriptions than inhabitants — suggesting manig@subscriptions counted are duplicates ownethidgame
individuals.



governance we should not loose sight of the quizitalifference in being able to browse and read
documents on a large screen from the comfort of glesk, from reading reports of engaging on
conversations from a smartphone screen and keyboaiteracting with information by the exchande o
160 character short-messages.

All these challenges noted, that connectivity mwgng, and the potential of the Internet is beirteaded
with it, in unquestionable. But connectivity alaseonly the foundation on which well designed patfis

and projects can be built — rather than the saluticand of itself.
Online platforms: from e-mail lists to open data

From the early Internet of e-mail lists and bulidibards, to the modern Internet of online foruimstant
messaging, video sharing, web conferencing, malpifis, social networks and micro-blogs (such as
Twitter), we have seen constant innovation. Whil&tw early tools have largely disappeared (termina
based bulletin boards for example), in many casesdols and platforms available to organizatiams a
individuals seeking to use the Internet for infotiora sharing, communication and community building
have accumulated: requiring practitioners to dgvelavide repertoire, choosing how to combine
different online tools into projects and platforrasd requiring conscious activity to bridge andreot
together different spaces (Wenger, White, & Sn#0(Q9).

The evolution of the World Wide Web is often delsed in terms of the move from ‘Web 1.0’, where
individuals and organizations with the means tad@stablished their own web sites consisting gépa

of interlinked information and where most peoplaeveaders, to ‘Web 2.0’ (O’'Reilly, 2005), where
platforms such as YouTube or Facebook emerged ialipardinary users to share and discuss rich
content, from text in blog posts or status upddtephotos, audio and videos. Social media, ansoc
networks, have come to structure many people’opataise of the web. Although initially seen as the
preserve of young people, social media and soeiavarks are now used widely across age groups. The
integration of social networks into the enterpried into professional working lives, has variedely
between different sectors and organizations. Whilsty international agencies have experimented with
social media, corporate ICT policies often stithdk access to interactive online spaces, inhibitiegy
participation of professionals in many existinginalcommunity spaces. A small number of social
network, social media and search engine platforawe ltome to dominate the online environment, either
nationally or globally, with sites like Google, Fdmok, LinkedIn, Twitter, Sina Weibo (Chinese
microblogging) and MxIT (mobile based instant megge and SNS platform; popular in South Africa)
providing platforms on top of which many commurstere built. Alongside these large platforms, adlo
tail’ of niche platforms exisfAnderson, 2006; Leadbeater, 2011), tailored ttiqdar interest or



professional communities. The Land Portal, builbgghe open source Drupal framework, is one of¢he

subject-specific communities.

The rise of smartphones as key devices for acaptisininternet has also spurred innovation: as
applications on these phones can take advantagebaflt Global Position System (GPS), cameras, til
switches and other sensors to provide location-@ivderactive services, and to treat phones as data
powerful collection devices, feeding data back dhtolnternet as well as fetching data. Proje&tstie
much cited Ushabhidi platform, originally develogedyather reports of violence following the 2007/8
Kenya Election (Okolloh, 2009) take advantage afespread mobile phone use for ‘crowdmapping’,
allowing phone users to report particular issuasSMS or smartphone, geolocating and building up a
picture of user-reports on an online map. This&bed by the use of structured data formats,

highlighting a key element of what some have tertiléeb 3.0’, the web of data

If Web 1.0 was about documents, and Web 2.0 wastaozial media, people and participation, then the
next evolution of the Web may involve the widesprpablication of structured open data. In the fiast
years, datasets ranging from public spending dgtasel statistical indicators, to land ownershig an
sales data, have been published online by govensnrestandard formats, and under intellectual
property terms that allow them to be re-used byaayFor example, citizens in Kenya can now
download detailed datasets on Constituency Devedapifund spending, and census data on county
urbanization from the opendata.go.ke portal; atidetis anywhere in the world can access World Bank
indicator data on land use in structured forms foata.worldbank.org. Civic-minded programmers have
taken many of these datasets, creating tools andNzations that seek to make this data accesamitole
use it to create change. Hundreds of new web-balafdrms for working with open data, including at
scale with ‘big data’ platforms have emerged, aiebaacy for governments to release their data has
received a boost through the inclusion of open data key theme in discussions within the 50+ agunt
Open Government Partnership (www.opengovpartnersigp The World Bank in particular has been
supporting the developing of country-level openayownent data initiatives in developing countries,
building on pilot projects in Moldova and Kenya (f&ked, 2012; Rahemtulla et al., 2011, 2012).

How does this rapidly development landscape offrtieconnectivity and content affect land advocacy
and governance? In the next section we exploreltuking from the perspective of governments,Icivi

society, and networked forms of advocacy.

* For some, the term Web 3.0 points specificallit toked Data’ and the semantic web, which speclficavolves
the publication of data using rules set out by Wiedator Tim Berners-Lee (2010) where entities itaskets are
identified by URLs (web links). For a discussionLiriked Data in development see Davies and Edw@@t2).
We use the term Web 3.0 to indicate the emergimmpitance of data on the web.
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4) Use of internet-based tools in land advocacy and gernance
The increased use of online tools (from e-maisjith SMS broadcast messages, online forums, amd no
open data, to name just a few that have been ad)dpas had profound impacts on land advocacy sffort
over recent decades. Use of these online tool8cplarly by civil society organizations (CSOs) sha
enabled a diversity of new stakeholders to overcgeugraphical barriers to access information od,lan
communicate globally with other stakeholders, aadigipate in decision-making processes. While
caveats exist in terms of the barriers preventioghnen’s equal access, the advantage of internetibase
tools like online platforms is precisely that tHegve the potential — provided the basic infrastmects
available and those accessing it have functioteaklcy skills - to overcome the geographical, eatinp
cultural, social exclusion women suffer — i.e. ottoey have access to the technology, participation
virtual spaces is less restricted and allows feerdiity. As this trend continues, its importantémsider
how the use of online platforms by civil societyas and government has evolved over time to fully

understand how these technologies can be utilizéioki future.

Governments and Government Agencies

For governments, government agencies and multlaitestitutions across the world, the Internet has
become a fundamental part of governing (Hood & Még) 2007). The 2012 UN E-Government Survey
shows that whilst there are still large gaps betwbe degree of e-government adoption by region and
country, many governments are not only providirfgrimation online, but are also using the Interoet f
transactional services (including land registratioa number of countries), for engaging with @tz
through social media and online discussion spaaebssharing open data (UN - United Nations, 2012).
For UN Agencies, and other multilateral bodies, Ititernet has also become a key space for engagemen
with citizens and other stakeholders, with meetingbcast and the Internet used as a key platform fo

consultation on global issues.

The potential role of transactional services inpmupng women'’s land rights was alluded to in onliree
dialogue, where one participant reported a fenellgive using the A2A (Anywhere-to-Anywhere) and
PVS (Parcel Verification Service) services of tidiPpines Land Registration Authority after theatle
of her husband:

“She used the A2A to request for the official laitld and used the PVS to get a computer
printout, which she then used to sell the landffimeral and living expenses... It saved her time
and additional expenses, and a lot of grief. It wl® a good way to convince the buyer that the
land she was getting was legitimate, properly aodectly titled. In our country where the life

11



expectancy of men is shorter than women's, educatomen to use ICT-enabled services is a
very good way to ensure women's understandingnatai and guaranteeing of their land rights

when their husbands, fathers or older brothers nmvé

As this example notes, education in how to used€ices, and design of services to ensure they are
accessible and easy to use is important to retlezbenefits of transactional services for indigddand
rights. However, many of the most important podiikss for creating more equitable land governaaiee
not in the realm of transaction services, but arcerned with the use of the Internet to suppaaigr
democratic participation, citizen input and feedhand to support transparency and accountability
through open data and access to information. Aihauore than a third of countries offer no e-
participation services to their citizens (UN - WaitNations, 2012), governments and international
agencies are increasingly turning to the web torclinate and act as a hub for participation prejdet
petitions, social media channels for talking tacidls, and online consultations all provide a et

citizen input.

The ‘My World 2015’ consultation (www.myworld2015%g), for example, makes use of an online survey
of citizen priorities, made available in 10 diffatdanguages, and feeding responses into a common
dataset that can be analyzed to feed into the elelozer the next (post-2015) global development
agenda. Recognizing that an online-only survey ditedive out many people, the My World 2015
project is also offering SMS and toll-free IntereetVoice Response (IVR) options for completing the
survey, and is carrying out a paper ballot throlaglal partners, where results can be sent in by
photographing the ballots on camera phones. Thesslmmethods all feed into the one central My

World website, where online and offline engagenvétit the debate are aggregated.

Where My World is based around a poll of prioritiether e-participation initiatives rely on providi

space for citizen feedback, or discussion aroumticpéar policy initiatives. Using the Internet ‘ose

the feedback loop’, getting information on the imipaf projects back to governments, or to donars, i

key focus for the multi-stakeholder Open Aid Parshg (www.openaidmap.org), whose starting point
has been to geocode where aid-funded projectakirgtplace, recognizing that to enable citizen
feedback requires localized information, as closeitizens lived experience as possible. As yet,
experiences creating sustainable feedback loogswernment remain mixed, although our online
dialogue highlighted again the importance of hawffline ways to offer feedback: for example, thghu
local call centers that can take reports of lagtts issues from citizens and feed these into enlin
platforms (LP Dialogue, 2013). The developmentafimon standards for feedback loops, notably in the

12



form of the Open311 project (www.open311.org) sththe United States and providing a common
mechanism for ‘issue reporting’ tools to interastjkely to be important for the scaling of effeitb get
citizen feedback into government effectively. Oticse, if government is not responsive to citizgautn
then the success of such efforts will be diminished

The Internet has often been described as provalimgw public space which anyone can participate in,
providing a basis for government experiments wéhbrative online dialogues — hosting policy
discussions through e-mail lists or online foruMaline dialogue has the advantage that people can
engage in their own time, removing the requirenfenpeople to travel to regional centers or capital
cities for consultation workshops and events, grehing up participation opportunities beyond thealis
suspects. However, many such online dialoguesaibshfort of expectations, as just the thousands of
citizens who could potentially take part have otta@mnpeting pressures on their time, and makinghenli
discussion compelling enough for mass-participaisam considerable challenge. Yet, with reasonable
expectations about the degree to which online disdacan add new insights to a policy process, and a
recognition that “turning conversation into actibepends on leadership” (LP Dialogue, 2013) it dag p
a part of government strategies to consult andgangarelation to land governance.

Open data was not mentioned once in the 2008 UNv¥efBment Survey, but by 2012 it was discussed
in a number of sections across the report (UN tddhiNations, 2012). Governments across the world
have started to adopt open data policies, usingnteenet to publish structured datasets on deartah
websites and open data portals. The World Banlkclenhit's own Open Data Initiative in 2010, witlketh
FAO following late last year with data.fao.org, anger 280 national and city level open data portals
exist. In the United Kingdom, one of the first ctrigs to establish a national open data policy, tingn
updated data of land transactions from the lanstrggs now published in structured formats, amchl
governments have experimented with releasing detéiand holdings in order to stimulate local deba
about how government owned land should be usetkdsed availability of data on land issues from
governments has a number of uses: it can supportgarency and accountability efforts, holding
government to account; it can provide the ‘infrasture’ for citizen feedback on land issues — ligki
reports of issues to data on land ownership; acarntsupport innovative work to make citizens avedre
local issues, such as Open Development Cambodaiae(0pendevelopmentcambodia.net) rich
interactive maps of mining concessions, land caioas and protected areas, drawn from government

datasets.
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However, as our online discussions noted, openfdatagovernment is only as good as the underlying
data (Thurston, 2012), and badly designed digitinagfforts can have serious consequences foeosiz
(Raman, 2012). Gender disaggregated data is ofteavailable, and where disaggregation is available
governments may only have data on issues suclotsvyahership, when what may be needed is
information over who controls decision making apemation of the plot. Dialogue participants
highlighted that data on it's own can be ‘cold’ @andccessible to marginalized women, and parti¢gpan
also discussed whether a focus on data priorifagscular ways of knowing — emphasizing ‘statistic
over and above ‘stories’ and lived realities (See Rowell, Davies, & Taylor, 2012). Transparenoyg a
accountability efforts may also need to use RighHhformation laws alongside access to data pregigti
published by governments (Janssen, 2012; PerihR)2@nd government does not always collect tha dat
that citizens need to take action on their righEis is where civil society organizations, anavrferms

of civil mobilization may enter the picture, andstto civil society use of the Internet we nowntur

Civil Society Organizations

The Land Portal holds details of hundreds of orzions working on land governance, including many
civil society organizations (CSOs), including cisdciety networks with hundreds of grassroots membe
organizations. Browsing their profiles, the diversif civil society is evident: with organizationsnging
from global projects and transnational networkgressroots level advocacy groups in a countryriclis

or village focused on one specific issues, or eoagng agendas of which land is just one part.

A critical component of early online platforms foany of those groups who had connectivity was
greatly improved access to public information. Wkgtabout NGO online networking in the 1990s,
Gomez explains:Better information is perceived to be another nragéfect of using CMC (Computer-
mediated communication) among NGOs. This meansidavicess to more abundant, more updated and
more relevant information, accessible through mdrannels and from more sources, and with more
powerful tools to search and gather new informatig@omez, 1997). Increased access to standard
information sources such as government databagesyational publications, market data and hisébric
records has helped CSOs improve the relevancymapddt of their attempts to influence government
policy, as well as efforts to protect land rightstbe ground. This use of the Internet as a meanS$0O
access to information has continued to be impagrtard as connectivity has grown, more groups have

been able to draw on available resources, alb#itbdrriers to ‘effective use’ of the information

® The Exploring the Emerging Impacts of Open DatBéveloping Countries (ODDC) project will be expiar a
number of critical questions above how open datesésl in practice with marginalized groups overdbrse of
2013/14. More information is availableldtp://www.opendataresearch.org/emergingimpacts/

14



remaining in many contexts. However, it is the mi¢he Internet in networking civil society thah

been the most transformative (Chadwick, 2006),thacemerging potential of digital tools to allowiti
society to collectively generate their own inforioatat scale, adding to, or challenging dominaaitiest

and private sector narratives, that promises thatgst coming transformations. Increasingly
governments and international agencies are reciogrize potential of this too — with the Food and
Agriculture Organization gender department explpsrays to use the Land Portal discussion and social
network features to collect data, cross-check,scvesify and challenge existing information heldheir

Gender and Land Rights Database, which has topdattminantly relied upon ‘official’ sources.

Online platforms have supported more effective comigation within, and between, advocacy groups as
well as to those outside of their communities. Asr@®z writes of Latin American CSOs:

“Users...report a sense of enhanced networking...whashallowed them a better coordination
of activities based on shared interests with pagneFurthermore, initial data indicates that

new contacts have been made possible for NGOsidongunore new partners with whom to
exchange information. Users also report that CMGniputer mediated communication] makes it
possible to maintain the relations with their pate on a more regular basis, shortening
geographical distances, and strengthening inteqmhmunication between branches of an
organization, both nationally and internationally In.this way, CMC is perceived to strengthen
the bonds within the NGO community(Gémez, 1997)

This strengthening of CSO communities by-way-of iayed communication is a critical point, as these
online platforms not only allow stakeholders totéetnaintain existing relationships overtime, bisba
allow advocacy actors to expand and enhance tledivanks by developing new relationships. This is
exemplified on the Land Portal, where creating aeth space has enabled greater collaboration betwee
the International Land Coalition, the InternatioAdliance on Land Tenure and Administration, Action
Aid and other partners. By combining stakeholdeppirag with tools for interaction, networking and

outreach, the portal seeks to amplify the effoftsaxh organization involved.

To compliment the benefits of increased commurdcatbnline platforms as decentralized
communication networks also have revolutionizedwhgs in-which civil society actors organize their
advocacy efforts and approach both localized ateriational issues. Gomez suggests ‘tR&Os had
generally been very isolated from each other, beté has been a recent trend towards their artitafra
around...global issuesWwhich representsteps towards the transnationalization of civilrfeipation,
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the differentiated cosmopolitanism that is madesitbs with the use of CMC among NGOs worldwide”
(ibid.) This point indicates that the ability ofitisociety stakeholders to quickly and efficiently
communicate and coordinate advocacy strategganded the geographical boundaries of partngoshi
to a larger perspective of a global NGO communitgfoonting similar problems in different contexts”
(ibid.; Frederick, 1992). Thus this CSO abilityidentify with other foreign CSOs as part of a broad
global community offers new opportunities for asttw approach major global issues that cannot be
effectively addressed only at the local level, sasltlimate change, and for connections to be drawn
between different issues. Participants in the entimlogue highlighted, for example, the importaote
linking land and water issues, and linking land gedder campaigning communities (LP Dialogue,
2013).

As well as enabling civil society to network anaemiinate, digital tools are also being used by C®80s
co-create information and data, working collabed$i across organizational boundaries to build esthar
knowledge resources that drive more informed pracand that address the information asymmetragds th
often exist between CSOs and government, or CS@grivate firms. These efforts include donor-
funded content generation, as in the case of thed/Resources Institute and Landesa’s collabordtion
create thevww.FocusOnLand.cora-learning platform to share knowledge that witimpote equitable

access to land for women; and ongoing collaboratioek on resource creation as on the WikiGender.org
platform that uses wiki-based software to bringetogr researchers, CSOs and intergovernmentaldodie
to “facilitate the exchange and improve the knowledgegender equality-related issues around the
world” and gathetempirical evidence and identifying adequate stitsto measure gender equality”
(www.wikigender.orgabout page, accessed"Feb 2013).

CSOs are also co-producing information at the lacal national level. In Colombia, the Advocacy
roundtable of rural women (Mesa de incidencia), posed by women'’s organisations, has contributed to
monitoring women'’s land rights by providing specifiputs to a 2011 UNDPs report on human
development. The Mesa used their web page (wwwnesijeralescolombianas.org) as a tool to
communicate and share information with stakeho|dectuding on actions taken by the roundtable, and
as a platform for engaging in other wider netwdik Dialogue, 2013). In Mozambique CSOs working
with the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO@ajovernment representatives have used Global
Positioning Systems (GPS) and online mapping systeraupport rural communities’ efforts to delimit
and map their community land resources (Norfolk@mer, 2007; Tanner, De Wit, & Norfolk, 2009).
After using online tools in the mapping processylgedefined community maps are then made available

to the public via online databases for broaderitistion. Srinivasan discusses a related case,evher
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researchers collaborated with the Changpa, a nenpagioral community who inhabit the high-altitude
regions around the Tso Kar basin wetlands in Ladkiktia, to build up maps representing local land
ownership and use, exploring how digitization ofpsisand combining locally generated and official
maps could support communities to protect theid laghts and local environments (S. Srinivasan 2201
These cases contrast with the example raised iordime dialogue of the Bhoomi land information
digitization in Bangalore, India, where it has beegued that the approach taken, through a public-
private partnership, prioritized one form of larmtdmentation over others, leading to the margiatitn

of land claims from poorer citizens (Benjamin, Baneswari, & Rajan, 2007; Raman, 2012).

Ultimately, the continued evolution and increased of online platforms by CSOs has led to greater
access to information, improved communication, muode inclusive global networking and solidarity,
further, contributing to greater involvement ofitBociety in land issues at the field and polieydls.

The increasingly core role of CSOs in multi-stakdboforums is illustrated by the composition of th
revitalized FAO Committee on Food Security, whicliswestructured in 2009, creating greater space for
CSOs. To increase their impact in the committee €84¥e organized through the ‘Civil Society

Mechanism for the Committee on Food Security’ (wesm4cfs.oryestablishing a multi-lingual online

hub to share resources and news. Thus for CSOsf wsdine platforms over the past decades has been
integral to greater involvement in land issues gliykand will continue to play a critical role in

advancing better land governance in the future.

Emerging forms: open data and open development

Discussing the impact of the Internet on politisedew Chadwick describes hdWwybrid organizations

are emerging, for which the Internet is central amuch exhibit combinations of behaviors typically
associated with parties, interest groups, and danievements{Chadwick, 2007). Whilst the Internet
has reconfigured the practices of existing CSCsastalso allowed the creation of new kinds of
movements and activism, centered on transparertcgerountability, and drawing upon open data from
governments, and data crowd-sourced bottom up &itizens. In many cases the actors involved inghes
movements are not structured within a CSO, or wagykin government funded projects, but are, to use a
phrase from Clay Shirkyprganizing without organization§Shirky, 2008), creating ad-hoc
collaborations, or non-constituted transnation&voeks of interested individuals. In other casesjqrts
started through the voluntary action of Internatreected individuals, and the tools and technigoey t
developed have gone on to be adopted by establglgadizations, and a number of informal groups

have moved to become established CSOs.
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Alongside Wikipedia, the Open Street Map deservesile as one of the wonders of the online world —
as thousands of volunteers contribute to creatingcaurate and openly licensed map of the world.
Following from spontaneous action by Open Stregb Maunteers around a number of crisis events,
such as when volunteers working from home acrassvtirld were able to map post-earthquake Haiti
from satellite maps, there is now a Humanitariaei®ptreet Map team, ready to volunteer-map crisis
locations, and to use volunteer collaborative magjgis a tool for development
(http://hot.openstreetmap.org). Similarly, a rapdponse project, the Ushahidi election violence
monitoring project in Kenya, has gone on to provtiebasis for CrowdMap, a free platform being used
by groups across the world to monitor human rigimig other issues.

One user of CrowdMap is Land Portal partner EktésRad (EP) who established
www.globalmovement2012.org to source reports of laghts issues across India, documenting
hundreds of cases as part of Samwad Yatra, a tiolleaf grievances, and a mass- grassroots- non-
violent mobilization. This was linked to tdan Satyagrah&ot march, in which thousands of people
joined a month long walk to Delhi to “raise theuissabout land being a key asset in development and
poverty reduction, and that high levels of landhess and deprivation need to be reduced for actgevi
positive national and global developméntJsing the Crowd-Mapped reports, a short book pvaguced
with stories about the reported cases. Work is imugim develop ways to verify reports to the platio
and to take the model to other countries, usingtien source nature of the platform to share it

horizontally with other CSOs.

With the rise of proactive open data publicatiamnirgovernments, and the creation of structuredsdtda
from crowdsourcing, and ‘data scraping’ to genedati& from non-open information on government
websites, a new set of intermediary platforms femerged seeking to make data more accessible to
citizens and advocacy groups. We have already oreatiOpen Development Cambodia, developed out
of the ‘Bar Camp’ movement of informal self-orgagtizgatherings where technically skilled individuals
come together to work on shared projects. Frameah aspen data platform’ the group see their rale a
being a neutral intermediary turning governmenadatio accessible maps and presentations. Similarly

® Ekta Parisahd also organized two online discussions on the Land Portal (1) “The global need of non-
violent struggle around land rights: a path for change” in September 2012 seeking to advocate and
debate non-violent struggles for land; and (2) “Is the right to land for shelter a human right?” following
the Jan Satyagraha foot march and aiming to share ideas and opinions on links between the right to
land and the right to shelter and how the right to shelter has different meanings in different contexts.
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OpenCorporates.com, formally run as a private priser but committed to open data, is gathering open
data millions of companies across the world, sagtarprovide a platform that makes corporate data
more accessible, and that supports a wide rangetiefties, including transparency and accountgbili
efforts. How these open data projects, often opgratithin the narrative of ‘providing a platformather
than within particular campaigning or transpareagl accountability narratives, can be harnessed for

land governance and advocacy is something for oggexploration.

The Land Matrix, currently hosted on the Land Rppeovides another example of open data in adtion
the field, documenting over 900 land deals witloinfation supplied by researchers and campaign
groups. By creating a space to combine dispardse thee Land Matrix allows all the partner
organisations to build up a richer picture of lasglies, and to share their data for advocacy graunus

data journalists to draw upon.
5) Making connections and open development: the futuref the Land Portal

So how can we use online platforrtsincrease access to open data and shast practices of
monitoring women'’s land rights? The discussionsvabitave highlighted the significant potential of th
Internet, but also some of the challenges involmezhsuring gender inclusive access to, and use of,
communication technologies for land governance.l$¥hésponding to these challenges is a complex
task, and involves many different forms of actiae, believe continued online dialogue and knowledge
sharing has a role to play, and it is incumbentugdvocates of technology to continually work todear
greater equity in both its use and its impacts.

Throughout the February 2013 Land Portal dialogaeeative tension was evident — between the need to
localize and contextualize dialogue and actionatigular issues — and the need to join up civiiety,
government and research to share learning at algllel. The dialogue itself was designed to waitk
this tension — taking place simultaneously in défeé theme specific communities, and then bringing
together the results of the discussions throughieactiration. As one participant in the dialogu¢edo
the growth of online platforms has at times leth®“over-saturation of information and overworked
peoplé with “numerous portals, networks, platforms, wikis, pwebsites, listservs ... operating with
similar principles, goals and a great deal of memineerlap”. Building on the partnerships underlying
the Land Portal, and meeting the goal of providimglobal reference point for land-related infotiom,
whilst at the same time avoiding duplications dbdf and providing inclusive, relevant and
contextualized access to information for policy erak practitioners and grass-roots communities
requires continued attention. Following an in-deggh assessment during 2012, the Land Portal
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partnership unanimously decided to conduct a mrajpevelopment of the Land Portal in 2013, building

on the existing open data and ‘open developmeitegaof the platform.

Smith and Elder (2010) define open developmentadving “a) Universal over restricted access; b)
universal over restricted participation in informahd formal groups/institutions; and c) collaborai
over centralized productionFor the Land Portal, applying these principlesansebeing both a producer
and a consumer of open information. Land Portatertris licensed using Creative Commons licenses,
that set out clearly the rights of anyone acces$iagontent to re-use it, and rather than requicontent
to be posted direct to the portal, it aggregatgstteer much of it's content from other information
sources. The next iteration of the Land Portal midlke greater use of open data and linked data
technologies to pull in insights from different f@s, creating a ‘land book of countries’ with ctyn
profile pages. Increased use of semantic web tdohies to bring together resources from national,
regional and global partners into a Land Librari}l e complemented by tools that add value to the
aggregated content using improved meta-data extregahd semantic enrichmen techniques that interlin
content. The enriched and annotated content wilvaglable as part of the growing ‘web of data’ for
others to build upon also, and by seeking to craatere comprehensive collection of data on lard th
Portal will explore ways to cross and combine dageealing new trends in the land governance fiedd,

well as highlighting current gaps in the availathda.

The updated Land Portal will also build in the mgaition that not all insights exist in ready-puhksl
reports or in datasets — but that dialogue arowtd, &dnd around key issues, remains essential (De
Cindio, 2012). Supported by the multi-lingual pbiteerface (English; Spanish; French), and regular
newsletters in multiple languages, the portal estlablish a land debate institute regularly hosting
facilitating debates on land topics. The updatedapavill allow users access to all these featimemore

intuitive and accessible ways, including througlrge of devices — both web and mobile.

This platform is not something the Land Portal tezam build alone. Developers, open data experta, da
visualization experts, info-activists, open goveemtnand open access experts will all be invitegeto
involved. But equally, the platform will continue bring together governments, civil society atalkels,
and those involved in emerging forms of Internetliated action — collaboratively producing an open
platform that brings about positive transformationknd governance. We invite you to join us iisth

continued journeywww.landportal.info
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Appendix: Contributors the online dialogue
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Chiara Novarik, (IFPRI), Natalia Vaccarezza (WdBlank), Angela Hariche (OECD), Salema, Estelle Laise
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*Contributors are credited against the names dfilihtibns shared on their contributions.
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