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THE ICT WHITE PAPER: WHAT TO DO NEXT FOR A HOUSE BUILT ON SAND 

 

ABSTRACT: Our analysis of the long-delayed ICT White Paper identifies and assesses 

its merits, weaknesses and gaps in light of the policies and principles it espouses, 

and the initiatives it envisages to achieve the goals of South Africa Connect. We 

conclude that absent a substantial change from within the Government in the 

directions it sets forth in the White Paper, it will be largely up to the private sector to 

give a kick start to building a more practical and balanced environment within which 

the goals of SA Connect can be achieved. We outline steps the private sector can take 

on its own initiative towards this end.   

This article has been authored by two industry experts, Dr Martyn Roetter (Boston) and 

Kerron Edmunson (Johannesburg).  Dr. Roetter is an independent management and 

technology consultant specializing in the ICT sector. He is based in Boston, Massachusetts 

and has worked around the world including South Africa on engagements with regulators, 

policy makers, operators, vendors and the investors.  Kerron Edmunson is a legal and 

regulatory consultant, based in South Africa.  Kerron acts for both the public and private 

sector in numerous countries on law, policy and regulation.   

1. Introduction 

The ICT Sector Policy White Paper was published in October 2016, after four years, three 

public consultations, one Advisory Committee and a poorly thought-out spectrum auction. In 

February 2017 the Minister of Telecommunications and Postal Services (DTPS) indicated that 

he would like to have a new sector Bill drafted and ready for Cabinet. The Black ICT Forum 

has expressed its total support for the White Paper, and smaller operators are perhaps less 

vocally, but no less supportive of certain of the principles set out in the White Paper, in 

particular, the recognition that smaller players need greater protection. However the rest of 

industry, that like it or not serves the great majority of South African broadband customers 

today and operates the bulk of its network facilities, is trying to grapple with the conundrum of 

how to move forward without incurring Government’s wrath whilst ensuring that investment 

flows of more billions of rands into network build continue, and the international community 

does not turn its back on the sector. 

Unfortunately, the uncertainty and confusion confronting the South African ICT sector has 

never been higher. The poorly drafted and at times contradictory White Paper has paid scant 

attention to the position adopted in the Green Paper, despite significant public input. It purports 

to take the country along a direction where:  
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(i) Regulation is undertaken by numerous committees reporting directly to the 

Minister,  

(ii) Spectrum is made available but can be removed unilaterally by the Minister, 

potentially opening the door to lengthy and expensive litigation, especially if 

existing spectrum licences are terminated, and  

(iii) A wholesale open access network (WOAN) operator which does not yet exist, must 

be licensed and awarded valuable spectrum in order to provide substantial 

broadband capacity, if it is to be viable, to major existing operators. Cumulatively 

these operators already provide retail services primarily using their own facilities to 

the great majority of South African consumers, businesses and institutions. 

The ICT White Paper does contain several positive points, as discussed below. Nevertheless 

it is fraught with unrealistic and impractical operational expectations that, if used as the basis 

for action, will hinder, not foster, progress towards reaching the goals of South Africa Connect. 

Industry commentators have, however, been slammed by the DTPS for their negative attitude 

to the White Paper. Industry experts, Kerron Edmunson and Dr Martyn Roetter believe that it 

is time to face the facts within a balanced perspective of the goals, roles and capabilities of all 

stakeholders on both supply and demand sides, including those who have not been well 

served until now, and assess what can be done. This article builds on the positive aspects of 

the White Paper and examines what can be done to overcome its gaps and weaknesses. 

2. Merits of the ICT White Paper   

The publication of the White Paper after a very long delay is welcome. It includes several 

sound policy initiatives and principles, including: 

• An approach to rapid deployment of networks 

• Commitment to the promotion of competition 

• Recognition that spectrum is a scarce and valuable resource 

• Identification of the need for Government itself to stimulate demand for broadband 

services 

• Suggestions for stimulating revenue and investment in the sector 

At a high level the White Paper also reflects the views of the public over a long period of time 

regarding the need for stronger and more accountable regulation.  

It identifies current problem areas including the operation, or its absence, of USAASA, and the 

need to give effect to the goals of the National Development Plan. 
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3. Inherent weaknesses in the ICT White PaperHowever, there is a chasm between policy 

goals and implementation. If the goals are wrong or vague, or simply not appropriate for the 

environment, then implementation will be impossible. For example, setting targets that are too 

challenging – such as making high speed national broadband services available throughout 

South Africa within a matter of months - is unwise and counterproductive. Some areas cannot 

support broadband services because there is scant electricity, poor roads, and no network 

infrastructure. Extending network coverage to these sparsely populated areas may satisfy a 

coverage goal, but there will be very few people there with the means of access to, or the 

knowhow to use broadband services effectively.   

Another example of a lack of realism could be the proposed creation of too many goals at 

once, or goals that do not have support. Network operators have business plans and finite 

budgets. It is not possible for them to convince investors of their attractiveness as investment 

vehicles if the commitment to invest billions of rands in LTE infrastructure is going to be subject 

to timeframes that are not commensurate with ensuring high quality rollout and services. 

Moreover creating too many institutions will only result in delays while their mandates are 

determined and staff with the necessary depth and breadth of expertise and experience are 

brought on board. Moreover it will likely also result in increased costs, lack of consistency, 

overlap and potential conflicts, and a plethora of widely varying outputs with dubious 

legitimacy. 

Some policy objectives also require more than a policy direction. They require both support 

from Government and buy-in from stakeholders. Saying that the White Paper adopts a “whole 

of government approach” is a far cry from actually getting municipalities to allow access to 

wayleaves and municipal property for operators to erect base stations and dig trenches in a 

timely and financially reasonable context. Chapter 4 of the ECA has required both public and 

private land owners to make their property available to operators since the Act became 

effective, nearly 10 years ago. But we have made little progress in this area since then. At a 

minimum, stakeholders need to support the outcome that Government seeks. This outcome 

is unlikely if the process anticipated for the implementation of the policy goals is flawed, 

uncertain, or inappropriate.   

4. How to surmount the White Paper’s weaknesses  

Consultation on the outcomes sought in the White Paper is critical. The President required 

regulatory impact assessments to be undertaken in relation to all government action, in 2012. 

There is no evidence whatsoever that several of the policy directions and goals in the White 

Paper were subjected to any sort of theoretical or practical scrutiny. The enormous cost to 
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operators of obtaining spectrum and rolling out networks to provide services to the population 

will have been for nought if their spectrum is withdrawn or notionally allocated to a future, 

currently non-existent, WOAN (we deal with the WOAN in more detail later in this article). 

A credible policy progress plan that addresses each of the main goals of the White Paper 

should: 

• Order the goals according to priorities – and narrow these to a manageable number 

• Look to the future for realisation of some of the goals and adopt realistic timetables for 

their achievement 

• Appoint experienced people 

• Commit adequate resources 

A gap analysis and regulatory impact assessment must be undertaken with the following ideas 

and benefits in mind: 

• On a positive note, there may be less to do than originally anticipated once there is a 

full and accurate understanding of the status quo 

• Impact assessments are invaluable tools for formulating proportionate regulation, and 

are indispensable for avoiding the litigation that poorly formulated regulations can 

trigger 

• The outputs of these exercises should be used as input to the policy plan 

5. White Paper gaps and shortcomings  

As we indicated earlier, the plethora of proposed “regulatory authorities” comprising mostly 

committees which can have no legal authority, and which will in almost all cases have to seek 

guidance and direction from the Minister, are not the way to improve ICASA’s poor track 

record. The ICASA Act and ECA may not be perfect, but they offer a reasonable framework 

for regulation. It is the functioning of the entity that is at fault and not the framework. Problems 

with the fragmented approach to regulation are many:   

• Just how will the Inter-Ministerial Digital Transformation Committee identify industry-

specific issues and recommend relevant solutions?   

• The Digital Development Fund has the almost identical role to that of USAASA – do 

we need another such entity, or do we just need USAASA to do its job or hand it over 

to ICASA (and where is the money?)?  

• The Inter-Governmental Spectrum Working Group sounds like a joint venture between 

the Ministry’s existing spectrum team and ICASA’s technical department – surely this 

type of expertise already exists? Putting it into a “working group” means creating the 

group, perhaps excluding real experts and those who have been dealing with spectrum 
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matters at the coalface for years, and then what are they to do? A working group 

doesn’t regulate, it can only ever analyse and recommend. So there will be another 

source of long delays in delivering any results. Not to be overlooked is the National 

ICT Stakeholders Forum which will allow citizens to participate in the sector by 

“implementing and fast-tracking” ICT-related policies and plans. Who is writing these? 

This chat shop can have no powers. It can only investigate and recommend, but cannot 

make policies or regulations, let alone implement and enforce them and penalise 

violators.  

• Regulatory certainty simply does not exist in the indeterminate future as set forth in the 

ICT White Paper. For example it is not clear whether ICASA is to be replaced (imagine 

the HR issues), or supplemented by another entity, or what the roles of the Film and 

Publications Body and the Department of Communications will be. The White Paper 

refers to the “sector regulator” and does not mention ICASA by name more than a 

handful of times. But then it refers to the creation of an “ICT sector regulatory authority” 

which will have most of ICASA’s powers but also deal with content. Moreover the 

provisions of the Electronic Communications and Transactions Act, 2002 (an old Act, 

but still valid) are completely ignored. So another yawning gap is what will happen to 

all the existing law around electronic transactions and take-down procedures for 

service providers making offensive content available.   

The establishment of multiple committees, all of which are ultimately responsible to the 

Minister, and affording the Minister the power to deal with spectrum, means that the line so 

clearly established by the WTO many years ago is erased. This line between government and 

regulator has been endorsed worldwide as regulatory best practice. It delineates the 

independence frequently referenced by ICASA when wishing to take decisions on its own 

initiative. The White Paper clearly envisages a greater role in the sector for the Minister. 

History has shown that in South Africa this is not a good idea. International best practice does 

not offer up any examples of similar structures anywhere in the world. The Minister cannot be 

both a player and a referee in the game. 

The WOAN that figures prominently in the ICT White Paper and in commentaries since its 

publication, is a bold project, but one that appears to lack a solid justification and operational 

foundation. It is apparently cribbed from examples in Rwanda and Mexico (discussed below), 

but it was not part of the Green Paper consultation, nor subjected to any discussion, and is at 

best a highly dubious venture from a commercial perspective. In the next section of this article 

we take a close look at the status of the Mexican model and see what lessons can be drawn 

for South Africa, and whether this entity can or should have its own place in the South African 

market. 



6 
 

6. How to overcome the White Paper’s shortcomings 

There are some things that can be done now to improve our situation: 

• Choose key issues to be addressed immediately and hold meaningful consultations 

now with industry (over time, not minutes) to avoid delay and challenge later 

• Actively seek out support and input from financial institutions, investors, operators and 

consumer groups 

• Link the outputs of these activities to the policy progress plan talked about earlier 

• Revisit the regulatory framework – it is not too late to change this – recognising that 

whilst the existing laws are not ideal, they are also not unworkable for now 

• Engage with ICASA  

The Minister purports to give policy directions in the White Paper, but has not been advised 

properly on the nature of a White Paper or the legal process for a policy direction. Where the 

White Paper identifies issues that could be the subject of a policy direction, they should be 

separated out from the document and issued as separate (lawful) policy directions: 

• Rapid deployment needs to be addressed under Chapter 4 of the ECA and it is not a 

difficult matter to publish a draft direction (since this matter has already been the 

subject of extensive consultation) 

• Revisit the spectrum policy and creation of the WOAN – the current direction to ICASA 

to license a WOAN immediately is simply not lawful and more importantly, it is not 

sensible until this concept has been thought through. Where is this WOAN that must 

be licensed? Who will be its shareholders? Where will its funds come from? What will 

it do with spectrum when it has no network infrastructure? How will it be governed and, 

among other decisions, set prices? 

• Consider whether the proposals on the regulation of the internet are in line with best 

practice and even necessary in South Africa at all, or at this time. To engage with the 

rest of the world and ensure that we have multinationals and other sources of foreign 

investment who are happy to do business here, we should take a look at how they are 

dealing with the same issues without letting go of our own objectives and goals. 

Cybercrime, for example, is more troubling in terms of potentially harmful 

consequences than the regulation of so-called OTT providers – value added service 

providers, by any other name. 

7. A future role for ICASA  

ICASA’s activities in the past decade or more have been fraught with litigation focusing on the 

administratively unfair practices of this entity. One of its councillors has even been found guilty 

of bias – but not removed from the Council. ICASA does not keep up with developments in 
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the market and is certainly not doing enough to promote competition and protect smaller 

operators. ICASA’s performance in these regards needs to change if it is to justify its role and 

sustain its credibility in the dynamic world of telecommunications and ICT. 

On the positive side of its ledger, ICASA has institutional expertise at many levels, a new 

Council, an experienced management team and a fresh compliance team. It has a governing 

framework which would be entirely viable if only ICASA were to follow it. ICASA may be short 

of money but until it shows that it could use additional funding appropriately, that situation is 

unlikely to change. Historical corruption, mismanagement and incompetence need to be 

weeded out as quickly as possible.   

If ICASA wants to remain in place, it needs to define its role for DTPS and also to understand 

that “independence” does not mean acting alone. A policy direction should never be a direct 

instruction. But at the same time, DTPS represents Government, and Government can and 

should never be ignored. Institutional separation is key. The institution needs to be free of 

political interference, but that does not mean that ICASA is free to take its own decisions 

without reference to the rest of Government. At the same ICASA should represent and offer 

advice and recommendations based on sector-specific knowledge that is not generally 

available or expected to be available elsewhere in the public sector. At the very least in a 

framework of bilateral exchanges: 

• Policy directions should be discussed between the Minister and ICASA before they are 

issued – and both parties must make these discussions a priority 

• Policy directions should be considered in good faith and if ICASA does not support 

them it should give evidence-based reasons – perhaps focusing on priorities for the 

sector that it has identified 

• ICASA is meant to make recommendations to the Minister on policy and policy 

directions – when has this ever happened? And if it did, did the Minister take notice?   

The framework is not the issue or the obstacle or where progress depends on change – the 

people acting within the framework are. 

8. Open Access and the WOAN Concept 

Much energy has been directed at the concept of the WOAN. The first formal mention of this 

entity appeared in the ICASA ITA – a very valuable package of spectrum “to be reserved”. In 

clarification answers ICASA confirmed that the reservation is for a future award to a “WOAN”. 

The White Paper spends a great deal more time on the WOAN, situating it within the chapter 

on Open Access, a chapter which makes much of the principles of non-discriminatory access 

to facilities. 
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Since 2005, the ECA has supported and mandated the concept of open access in Chapter 8, 

and in the definition of “essential facilities” and even in the much-maligned Chapter 10 (that 

deals with competition issues). Since 2010, the Facilities-Leasing Regulations have espoused 

open access, admittedly not by that term, but certainly in all practical respects. Since 2014, 

the amended ECA has made it clear that access must be given to essential facilities by the 

operators of those facilities – who by their nature and the scarcity of resources needed to 

deploy network facilities will have market power.   

So open access is nothing new. It is not even clear that it needs separate and different 

regulation. What may be needed is classification of the types of networks and facilities that 

ought to be providing open access – both mobile and fixed, as well as the levels of IP networks 

that may be considered to be “essential” or open access levels. It may also be past time to 

regulate pricing for open access in the interests of admitting smaller operators to the 

infrastructure market and increasing competition here, without them having to negotiate prices 

from a weak asymmetric position with incumbents with market power, and spending 

outrageous sums on network-sharing and roaming. 

But should there be a separate WOAN? There was a time when this was considered an 

appropriate solution to barriers to entry that included extensive national networks and scarce 

spectrum. The idea is to create a wholesale open access network on which smaller operators 

can obtain capacity on a wholesale basis for resale at the retail service level, thereby creating 

more competition in services to achieve the benefits of lower prices and more choice and 

innovation in services for consumers. Then Cell C introduced the Virgin Mobile model, which 

morphed into FNB Connect, and a host of others. They are small, and fighting for market share 

– but why aren’t the other operators also making capacity available on this basis? Why hasn’t 

ICASA yet regulated national roaming? 

Since the allocation of the 700 and 800MHz bands for IMT at an international level, along with 

the 2600MHz band, there is no doubt that there is more spectrum that can be made available. 

Since the amendments to the ECA in 2014 ICASA’s ex ante competition powers have afforded 

it the means to reduce barriers to entry including access to infrastructure. ICASA has 

published a consultation and issued several questionnaires to operators in the last 5 years, 

on “competition in the ICT sector”. But nothing has actually been done as a result. 

9. The Rwandan and Mexican WOANs – Relevance to SA  

So the DTPS’s idea of a mandatory WOAN does not come out of nowhere – but is it going to 

go anywhere? The still embryonic Mexican WOAN project is the closest or most relevant 

example that sheds insights on this question. There is no example anywhere else of a viable 

WOAN comparable to what is envisaged in the ICT White Paper. The circumstances of 
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Rwanda’s WOAN - KTRN (Korea Telecom Rwanda Networks), a 51/49 joint venture between 

Korea Telecom and the Rwandan Government - in that small country are very different from 

South Africa. The governance of KTRN, the nature of and relationships between its owners, 

and the power of the Rwandan Government to put pressure on operators without incurring the 

risk of litigation are not characteristics found or likely to be found in South Africa.  

The overview of the history of the Mexican WOAN is as follows: 

• The Mexican government established the concept of a WOAN within a pro-competitive 

legal and regulatory framework which also addressed governance issues – this 

followed a Constitutional reform programme in 2014 

• It worked hard to attract private investment including foreign participants in the entity 

(the winning bidder consists of USA, Canadian and Chinese investors with World Bank 

backing, and two smaller Mexican operators) 

• It took its time formulating a bid process for operators to participate in, in order to gain 

access to a significant portion of spectrum, and a WOAN licence 

• A new regulatory authority was appointed and there has already been a significant fall 

in telecommunications prices 

Mexico’s old regulator authority, Cofetel had limited capacity to do its job. It faced a wide range 

of constraints, including a lack of autonomy from the executive branch, politically motivated 

selection of commissioners, a lack of legal authority to regulate the entire sector, weak 

sanctioning authority, and weak legal implementation of its rulings. The reforms sought to 

create a far stronger regulator (IFT or Ifetel) by tackling all of these issues. The new regulator 

is financially independent. Rather than operating within the Communications and 

Transportation Ministry (SCT) and thus being subject to political pressure to make rulings 

favoured by the presidential administration, the IFT is an independent agency, both legally 

(constitutionally) and financially. It is directly funded by Congress (like the FCC in the USA). 

Its commissioners are selected through a three-step process designed to maximise technical 

knowledge and abilities. For each Commissioner (there are 7 in all including a Chairperson), 

a technical evaluation committee works with universities to select three to five candidates and 

sends this list to the president; the president chooses one in each case who is then proposed 

to the Senate for confirmation.  

The IFT is now the sole regulator for the entire telecom sector, pay and open TV, and radio, 

internet, and fixed-line and cellular phone services. The only exception is the power to regulate 

TV and radio content rules, which is under the authority of the Interior Ministry. The IFT’s 

sanctioning power is impressive. It has the power to regulate the sector asymmetrically, to 

penalise monopolistic practices and promote competition, apply steep fines, and even require 
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the sale of assets in extreme cases. The IFT’s authority to regulate the sector asymmetrically, 

and specifically the power to declare companies “preponderant” in radio/TV and 

telecommunications, received extensive news coverage. Any company that controls more 

than 50% of the market for radio/TV or telecommunications whether mobile, fixed-line, 

internet, or cable TV) is automatically considered “preponderant” and subject to meaningful 

asymmetric regulation by the IFT, fines, and divestment – whatever the IFT deems necessary. 

In another significant development, the IFT can also declare that a firm has “substantial market 

power”, even if its market share is below 50%, and apply asymmetric regulation anyway. Such 

a declaration must be the result of an exhaustive investigation by the IFT to prove that a firm 

has exploited its market position to generate excess profits or otherwise implement 

anticompetitive practices.  

There are some marked differences between the South African and Mexican approach: 

• There is no regulatory, governance or investment basis for a WOAN in South Africa - 

at least not in practice as far as the regulatory authority goes 

• The market conditions for a new and separate WOAN are less advantageous in South 

Africa – there is higher mobile penetration in South Africa and a more competitive 

mobile market 

• There is no clear spectrum policy 

• The financial viability of a WOAN is at best, speculative 

The financial viability of the Mexican WOAN is not yet known but there are other facts in that 

country that point to possible success: 

• The Mexican operators investing in the WOAN have non-voting shares and are not 

involved in WOAN decisions, reducing the perception that the WOAN will be able to 

discriminate in favour of some customers 

• The WOAN is supervised by a Board including 4 Government and 3 independent 

members 

• The optimised financial model reduced the expected investment from USD10 billion to 

USD7 billion (based on an expected number of 12,000 rather than 20,000 base 

stations) 

• 2 x 45MHz in the 700MHz band were reserved but at a low price 

• Government made access to the fibre links of the national electricity utility available to 

the WOAN 

• Commercial launch is scheduled for the first quarter of 2018 (licensing and award 

having taken place in 2016, although this is subject to court action) – only 30% 

coverage is required initially, with >90% coverage required in the late 2020’s  
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No funding or financial incentives are anticipated from Government other than in regard to 

spectrum and access to fibre links, and Government will receive 1% of the revenues of the 

Mexican WOAN. At the same time, in the process of establishing conditions for the WOAN as 

just indicated, attention was paid to how to keep investment requirements as low as possible. 

In contrast, SA Connect clearly anticipates that Government will contribute funding to 

broadband initiatives – but DTPS has little funding available from Treasury for any broadband 

initiative, let alone the WOAN. 

The Mexican experiment has not been without problems however – the losing bidder (there 

were only 2) has launched a court action to challenge the auction process and award to the 

international consortium. Even after all the preparation and deliberation, the project still faces 

obstacles. If obstacles to significant WOAN deployment in Mexico are overcome, the question 

remains as to whether it can attract enough business to be commercially viable from the 

operators who have built up significant bases of retail customers. This challenge may become 

more problematic as these operators expand their own LTE coverage over the next few years. 

Should a Mexican WOAN achieve significant coverage but then fail commercially, its assets 

might still deliver long term value if acquired by a new owner such as an existing operator to 

expand the capacity and/or coverage of its network facilities, just as fibre assets acquired after 

the bursting of the telecommunications “bubble” at the turn of the century have done. 

10. Conclusions 

The ICT White Paper expresses worthy policy goals but does not lay down a credible path to 

implementation. The undesirable consequence is that it exacerbates a climate already 

dominated by considerable uncertainty and scepticism (or worse, cynicism) about how and 

when, or even whether, necessary and long overdue steps will or can be taken in the 

foreseeable future to achieve the goals of SA Connect. 

Even though it is still too early to see the full outcome of the far-reaching initiatives in Mexican 

telecommunications, the efforts made so far in this nation of over 125 million people are still 

instructive for South Africa. In particular the viability of the Mexican WOAN is far from assured, 

although the entry of AT&T and the downward trends in telecommunications prices in the 

Mexican market are encouraging signs of improvement.  

Nevertheless it took an unusual level of agreement and determination across the Mexican 

political spectrum at the outset of a new Presidency to achieve fundamental legislative and 

regulatory reforms in the telecommunications market without which these improvements 

would not have been possible. A moment of opportunity for fundamental legal and regulatory 

reform of a major sector such as telecommunications comes rarely. 
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Regrettably there is no evidence of a comparable level of willingness and ability in South Africa 

for the Government to coalesce around a coordinated set of policies and then implement major 

changes in the legal and regulatory environment for telecommunications such as those 

outlined in this article. Yet the telecommunications-related challenge for the public sector in 

South Africa is in several respects not as formidable as it was in Mexico prior to the reforms 

enacted in that country in 2014.   

Absent a fundamental change of direction within the Government, significant improvement in 

the performance of the South African broadband market is not likely to happen without a bold 

kick start from the private sector. Hope for substantial positive change in the dynamics of and 

potential for value creation by the broadband market in South Africa for the benefit of 

customers and the economy seems to lie for the moment initially in the hands of the private 

sector. The private sector cannot do it on its own, but perhaps it will be able to trigger broader 

change by taking initiatives that are within its power even in today’s dysfunctional environment. 

The final section of this article outlines examples of such initiatives. 

11. Recommendations 

The private sector should act on two fronts, through: 

(i) Decisions that affect the services that operators offer and their relationships with other 

services providers, and  

(ii) Proposals to the Government regarding how to overcome the gaps and mitigate the 

weaknesses in public policy and regulation identified in the preceding analyses of the 

ICT White Paper. 

While in theory a WOAN may be an effective initiative to improve market competition and 

deployment it is not the only means to this end. It may conceivably help but it is neither 

necessary nor can it be sufficient even if successful. On the other hand open and non-

discriminatory access is a worthy principle and one that can be put into practice in ways that 

do not require the establishment of a separate WOAN. 

One or more substantial operators acting out of enlightened self-interest as well as the public 

interest could implement the practice of offering access to its facilities (with respect to roaming, 

interconnection, the sale of wholesale capacity for different durations, and facilities sharing) 

on a new basis that would be experienced to be more open and non-discriminatory. The details 

might well be devilish in some respects but less devilish than the details of working out how to 

implement a new WOAN. Moreover such a move might encourage forces within the 

Government willing to work in a more cooperative and realistic mode with the private sector, 

recognising that only through such cooperation and complementary public/private actions can 
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the goals of SA Connect be achieved. In addition there is perhaps scope for innovation in the 

range and conditions of the retail services that are offered on the market. 

In terms of influencing the public sector directly, an enlightened approach by private sector 

interests could present ideas and recommendations for policies and regulation that address 

the gaps and weaknesses addressed in this article, in a statesmanlike and not aggressively 

self-serving posture. This posture would acknowledge the necessary role of effective and 

efficient regulation and respect the sound policy goals and principles expressed in the ICT 

White Paper. It would represent lobbying on behalf of the health of the sector and its ability 

to contribute to the improvement of the lives of all South Africans. It would focus on what is 

needed (resources, expertise, etc.) to establish a world-class regulator in South Africa and to 

foster appropriate relationships between the Ministry and the regulator and between policy 

directions and regulatory decision-making. It would also emphasise ways to improve 

consultations between the industry and Government, and seek out support and input from 

financial institutions, investors, consumer and business groups and others, so that decisions 

are reached that are not likely to be susceptible to legal challenge and are likely to win a 

critical mass of acceptance and credibility. 

This article represents the combined views of its authors only. 

 


