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Abstract: Purpose – This article interrogates the United Nations’ 
Pact for the Future and its annexed Global Digital Compact as an 
emerging blueprint for centralized digital governance, asking how the 
proposed coordination of data, identity and platform oversight may 
reshape power, rights and sovereignty. Design/methodology/approach – 
Drawing on Global Governance Theory, Surveillance Capitalism, 
Foucauldian Governmentality and Agenda-Setting/Framing, the study 
deploys an advanced secondary-data strategy that integrates qualitative 
content analysis, NLP-assisted critical discourse analysis and comparative 
cross-sector review of 25 policy texts, summit speeches and scholarly 
sources. Findings – Lexical and semantic mapping reveals that key 
frames such as disinformation, information integrity and resilience 
legitimise expansive trans-national oversight while obscuring state and 
corporate propaganda. Cross-referencing with the rapid diffusion of 
biometric digital-ID programmes and programmable central-bank digital 
currencies uncovers a convergent, four-step “digital-control stack” (global 
electrification → universal connectivity → digital public infrastructure → 
discursive suppression) that could recalibrate civil liberties, market 
competition and theological conceptions of human dignity. Practical 
implications – Without robust safeguards—independent oversight bodies, 
interoperable rights-preserving standards and enforceable data-protection 
regimes—the Compact risks hard-wiring surveillance-capitalist incentives 
into international law and accelerating techno-authoritarian norms. 
Originality/value – The article offers the first holistic synthesis of 
political-economic, sociotechnical and theological critiques of the Pact, 
advancing a dynamic governance-loop model that explains how 
discursive framing, infrastructure roll-out and behavioural compliance 
mutually reinforce centralised authority. It provides evidence-based 
recommendations to align digital cooperation with pluralism, national 
sovereignty and biblical principles of human agency. 
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1.​ Introduction 

World leaders convened at the United 
Nations Summit of the Future in September 
2024 to adopt the Pact for the Future and its 
annexed Global Digital Compact (GDC), 
heralded as “the most comprehensive 
international agreement in decades” (UNRIC, 
2024a). This Pact aims to “modernize 
international cooperation to address today’s 
realities and prepare for tomorrow’s 
challenges”(UNRIC, 2024a). Among its 
wide-ranging commitments, it explicitly targets 
the digital domain: a Global Digital Compact 
(GDC) is positioned as a “groundbreaking 
global framework for digital cooperation and AI 
governance”(UNRIC, 2024a). With promises of 
universal connectivity, data governance by 2030, 
and shared norms for online behavior, these 
documents signal an ambitious push towards 
centralized global digital governance.  

Over the past two decades, efforts to 
harmonize the digital sphere have accelerated 
from the World Summit on the Information 
Society (2005) through the launch of the UN 
Secretary-General’s Roadmap for Digital 
Cooperation (2020) to the present Global 
Digital Compact. At the same time, key 
infrastructures that enable wide-scale 
coordination have matured. By July 2025, for 
example, 137 countries—representing 98 
percent of global GDP—were formally 
exploring central-bank digital currencies, with 
72 already in advanced pilot or launch phases 
(Atlantic Council, 2025). Parallel advances in 
identity systems are equally sweeping: World 
Bank ID4D data show that 186 of 198 sovereign 
states now store foundational identity records in 
digital form, setting the stage for truly 
interoperable digital IDs (World Bank, 2024). 
These converging trajectories render the UN’s 
2024 Pact not merely aspirational but 
structurally feasible—and therefore urgent to 
interrogate. Recent speeches at the Summit of 
the Future confirm the technocratic 
choreography behind these targets. 

Secretary-General António Guterres labelled 
existing bodies “designed for another world,” 
urging an “upgraded United Nations that can 
meet twenty-first-century shocks,” while leaders 
such as Canada’s Justin Trudeau and Brazil’s 
Lula da Silva echoed the reformist refrain almost 
verbatim, signalling a coordinated 
communicative strategy (Tim, 2024a ; 2024b). 
Emerging AfCFTA scholarship (Murungu et al., 
2025) demonstrates how Special Economic 
Zones paired with blockchain and AI can 
hard-wire continental trade into a single digital 
market—precisely the structural backdrop 
against which the UN’s Compact must be 
appraised. 

Such centralization, however, arrives at 
a fraught moment. On one hand, societies face 
genuine transnational digital threats – 
cyberattacks, misinformation cascades, 
AI-driven disruptions – that seem to demand 
coordinated global responses. On the other hand, 
concentrating governance at a global level raises 
concerns about accountability, cultural 
hegemony, and potential overreach, especially in 
an era defined by what Shoshana Zuboff terms 
“surveillance capitalism” – the 
commodification of personal data by powerful 
tech corporations (Laidler, 2019). 

1.1 Problem Statement: Despite their 
promise, the Pact and GDC introduce an 
unprecedented experiment in transnational 
digital governance whose normative 
architecture, enforcement mechanisms, and 
epistemic authority remain critically 
under-examined. Existing scholarship treats the 
Pact either as diplomacy or as technical 
regulation, leaving a gap at the intersection 
where discourse framing, surveillance-capitalist 
incentives, Foucauldian governmentality, and 
theological critiques of technocratic hubris 
converge. Without a holistic, evidence-driven 
appraisal of these dynamics, states and 
companies may deploy the Pact’s language to 
legitimize sweeping data-extraction regimes, 
programmable central-bank currencies, and 

https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/cbdctracker/
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cross-platform content controls before adequate 
rights-preserving safeguards are in place. This 
lacuna—the tension between rapid policy 
centralisation and lagging rights-based 
oversight—constitutes the central problem this 
study addresses. Addressing this deficit requires 
a research design that is both empirically 
grounded and normatively sensitive—an aim 
articulated in the objectives that follow. 

This paper undertakes a critical 
interdisciplinary examination of the UN’s Pact 
for the Future and the Global Digital Compact as 
case studies of emerging global digital 
governance. Our analysis is situated at the 
intersection of international relations, 
technology studies, communication theory, and 
ethics. We engage four theoretical pillars rarely 
combined in a single study: Global Governance 
Theory (which examines how international 
institutions and networks manage collective 
issues beyond the nation-state), Surveillance 
Capitalism (Zuboff’s thesis on how Big Tech’s 
data extraction imperatives undermine autonomy 
and democracy [Laidler, 2019]), 
Governmentality (Foucauldian analysis of power 
exercised through normative frameworks and 
self-regulation), and Agenda-Setting/Framing 
Theories (McCombs, Shaw, Entman, and others, 
explaining how issues are elevated and defined 
in public discourse [Pandey, 2025]). By 
integrating these lenses, we aim to illuminate not 
only what the UN’s digital governance proposals 
entail, but how they are constructed, legitimized, 
and potentially contested. 

1.2 Research Objectives: Accordingly, 
this study pursues four tightly specified 
objectives. First, by Q4 2025 it systematically 
maps and quantifies the lexical 
frames—‘disinformation’, ‘information 
integrity’, and ‘resilience’—embedded in the 
Pact/GDC corpus, using NLP-assisted 
critical-discourse analysis across ≥ 25 policy 
texts to quantify lexical frequency, co-location 
metrics (Jaccard coefficient), and semantic drift 
(cosine distance ≥ 0.30 between 2020 and 2025 
corpus tokens). Second, it evaluates, through 

comparative cross-sector analysis of ten 
representative jurisdictions, the degree to which 
the Pact’s proposals for digital-ID roll-outs, 
CBDC pilots, and platform regulation have 
already materialised (or diverged) by December 
2025. Third, it interrogates, by March 2026, the 
power dynamics among UN bodies, Big-Tech 
firms, and civil-society actors through the 
integrated lens of Global-Governance Theory, 
Surveillance Capitalism, Governmentality, and 
Agenda-Setting/Framing—linking discursive 
patterns to measurable policy uptake. Finally, it 
formulates, prior to publication, a set of 
evidence-based policy recommendations 
designed to safeguard human rights while 
preserving national sovereignty, thereby 
providing an evaluative benchmark for future 
follow-up summits. 

1.3 Research Questions: The 
investigation is guided by four overarching 
questions RQ1: How do UN texts linguistically 
frame digital threats and remedies, and to what 
strategic effect? RQ2: In what ways do those 
policy framings converge with or diverge from 
real-world developments in digital-ID systems, 
CBDCs, and platform governance between 2020 
and 2025? RQ3: How do surveillance-capitalist 
logics and Foucauldian governmentality interact 
within the Pact’s multistakeholder model, and 
what suppression mechanisms ensue? Finally, 
RQ4: what ethical and theological implications 
for human dignity and national sovereignty 
emerge, and how might governance design 
mitigate technocratic over-reach?” 

A driving motivation for this research is 
the recognition that the governance of digital 
technology is no longer a purely technical or 
national matter – it has become a geopolitical 
and civilizational matter. Decisions made in 
global fora about “information integrity” or 
digital IDs reverberate through domestic policies 
and corporate practices, influencing what 
billions of people can say or do online (UNRIC, 
2024b). Yet, scholarly analysis has lagged 
behind these fast-moving developments. Much 
of the existing literature is siloed: international 
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relations scholars discuss global governance in 
abstract, while media scholars examine 
disinformation in isolation, and ethicists warn of 
AI risks – often without intersection. This paper 
seeks to bridge those silos, providing a more 
holistic critique. We pay special attention to the 
strategic language in UN documents – terms 
like “disinformation,” “resilience,” and “digital 
public good” – understanding these as frames 
that shape perceptions and agendas.  Information 
integrity refers to the verifiable accuracy, 
provenance and context of digital content, while 
resilience denotes the adaptive capacity of 
individuals and institutions to absorb and 
recover from information shocks (UN, 2024; 
Pfau et al., 2023). Language is not incidental; as 
framing theory tells us, it “select[s] some 
aspects of a perceived reality and make[s] them 
more salient… to promote a particular problem 
definition… and treatment recommendation” 
(Pandey, 2025). Here, we scrutinize how UN 
texts frame the problems and solutions in the 
digital sphere, and whose interests that framing 
serves. 

Additionally, by cross-referencing the 
Pact’s proposals with concrete technological and 
policy trends (such as the rise of biometric 
digital identity programs, central bank digital 
currencies, and new platform regulations), we 
ground the discussion in current realities. For 
example, while UN rhetoric champions ‘digital 
inclusion by 2030,’ the Atlantic Council’s 
CBDC Tracker shows that 137 jurisdictions—98 
percent of global GDP—are already testing or 
deploying programmable digital currencies as of 
July 2025 (Atlantic Council, 2025) suggesting 
the Pact’s proposals are riding, not driving, a 
pre-existing wave of policy adoption. For 
instance, how does the call for “universal digital 
inclusion” intersect with the World Bank’s and 
others’ push for digital ID in developing 
countries? What power dynamics underlie the 
collaboration between governments and tech 
firms to “combat digital misinformation” 
(Wikipedia)? And critically, what are the 
unintended consequences or suppressed 
discourses around these developments? In a 

journal dedicated to Stigmatized Knowledge & 
Suppressed Discourses, it is fitting to ask: whose 
voices or perspectives might be marginalized by 
a global consensus on “information integrity”? 
Are there uncomfortable truths about global 
power or human freedom being glossed over? 

Our approach remains critically 
balanced and academically neutral. We neither 
embrace conspiracy-minded alarmism nor 
uncritically accept official narratives. Instead, 
we examine systemic patterns – of power 
centralization, narrative control, and resistance – 
through evidence-based analysis. All factual 
claims are substantiated with at least two 
independent, high-quality sources, ranging from 
peer-reviewed studies and UN reports to 
investigative journalism and civil society 
analyses. The goal is not to advocate for a 
particular ideology, but to rigorously analyze a 
pivotal shift in governance with eyes wide open 
to its promises and perils. 

In the following sections, we first 
outline the Theoretical & Conceptual 
Framework that guides our analysis, then detail 
the Methodology used to gather and analyze 
data. The Findings & Discussion section 
presents our interdisciplinary results, divided 
into thematic sub-sections that cover (a) the 
strategic discourse of global digital governance, 
(b) the alignment of policy proposals with digital 
ID, currency, and platform governance trends, 
(c) underlying power dynamics through the lens 
of surveillance capitalism and governmentality, 
and (d) deeper philosophical implications and a 
theological perspective from a biblical 
worldview. We then conclude with a summary 
and actionable Recommendations for 
policymakers and stakeholders, followed by 
reflections on Future Research & Limitations. 
Through this structure, we aim to provide a 
comprehensive, forward-looking scholarly 
analysis that will remain relevant as we navigate 
the coming decade of digital governance 
challenges. 
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2.​ Theoretical & Conceptual 
Framework  

To interrogate the UN’s Pact for the 
Future and Global Digital Compact, we 
construct an interdisciplinary conceptual 
framework that marries insights from global 
politics, economics, social theory, and 
communication studies. While each of the four 
lenses isolates a distinctive causal mechanism, 
their explanatory power is maximised only when 
their points of convergence and divergence are 
mapped explicitly. Global-governance theory 
and Foucauldian governmentality converge on 
the problem of transnational rule-making but 
diverge on whether legitimacy derives chiefly 

from formal consent (states) or diffuse practices 
(expert discourse). Surveillance-capitalism 
critiques align with agenda-setting theory in 
foregrounding information asymmetries, yet 
they offer contradictory expectations about 
whether market forces or narrative control will 
dominate future governance. By tracing these 
intersections systematically, the article develops 
an original ‘dynamic governance loop’ in which 
(i) agenda-setting frames justify new global 
rules, (ii) those rules enrol private surveillance 
infrastructures, and (iii) expanded data capture 
in turn recalibrates the agenda. No single lens 
anticipates this loop; only their synthesis does.  

 
Figure 1. Four-Lens Integrative Framework: Feedback arrows depict a dynamic governance loop: 
agenda-setting discourse legitimizes new governance rules; those rules enrol surveillance-capitalist 
infrastructures; expanded data capture reshapes governmentality practices; and the transformed field 
recalibrates agenda-setting, closing the cycle. 
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This section introduces the four key 
theoretical components of our framework and 
explains how they interrelate: 

2.1. Global Governance Theory: This 
body of theory explores how international 
systems and networks govern issues that 
transcend national borders. It recognizes that in 
an era of interdependence, nation-states often 
pool authority in global institutions or 
agreements to tackle common challenges – from 
climate change to internet regulation. Global 
governance theory provides tools to analyze the 
emergence of regimes like the Global Digital 
Compact: who are the actors (states, 
international organizations, private sector, civil 
society), what norms and rules are being 
proposed, and what mechanisms of compliance 
or enforcement exist. Crucially, it also asks 
whose interests are being served. Traditional 
realist critiques warn that lofty global initiatives 
can mask power imbalances, with dominant 
states or blocs shaping agendas to their 
advantage. Liberal and constructivist 
approaches, in contrast, highlight the potential 
for shared norms and learning. In the context of 
the Pact for the Future, a global governance 
perspective prompts us to see it as an attempt to 
craft a “tower” of global cooperation – one that 
some argue is necessary to meet existential 
threats (e.g. runaway AI, global cybercrime), but 
which others caution could become a 
technocratic Tower of Babel (Lerner, 2017). 
Indeed, Craig Lerner (2017) invokes the Tower 
of Babel metaphor to suggest that while global 
unity is often justified by global threats, “the 
fantasy of a common humanity, joined selflessly 
in a common enterprise, assumes away the 
tenacious passions and interests that divide us”, 
and that dividing power among nations can have 
“salutary consequences” for liberty (Lerner, 
2017). This tension between global 
problem-solving and the value of decentralized 
authority underpins our analysis. 

2.2. Surveillance Capitalism (Zuboff): 
Shoshana Zuboff’s theory of surveillance 
capitalism illuminates the economic dimension 

of the digital world: it describes how 
corporations (especially tech giants like Google, 
Facebook/Meta, Amazon, etc.) accumulate 
wealth and power through the mass surveillance 
and datafication of human behavior (Laidler, 
2019). They “claim private human experience 
as free raw material for translation into 
behavioral data” which is then algorithmically 
processed into prediction products and 
monetized (Laidler, 2019). This business model, 
Zuboff argues, “undermines autonomy — and 
democracy” (Laidler, 2019) because it operates 
opaquely and at scale, influencing individual 
choices and public opinion without informed 
consent (Laidler, 2019). In our framework, 
surveillance capitalism is crucial for several 
reasons. First, any global digital governance 
initiative must contend with the reality that 
much of the digital infrastructure and data are 
controlled by private companies whose profit 
incentives might conflict with public interest 
regulation. For example, platforms profit from 
engagement, which can be boosted by 
sensational or polarizing content (Ashraf, 2024), 
whereas society might benefit from limiting the 
spread of disinformation. How the Global 
Digital Compact manages this tension – perhaps 
by enlisting tech companies in multistakeholder 
cooperation – is a key question. Second, 
surveillance capitalist firms themselves act as 
global actors (think of Facebook’s Oversight 
Board or Google’s influence on web standards) 
and thus could either reinforce or undermine 
centralized governance. Our framework uses 
Zuboff’s insights to analyze points of corporate 
influence and to remain skeptical of solutions 
that rely heavily on Big Tech’s voluntary 
compliance, given their track record of 
prioritizing data extraction and market 
dominance. In essence, surveillance capitalism 
theory injects a political-economic realism: 
global digital governance will not occur on an 
empty canvas but on a terrain where corporate 
surveillance powers are deeply entrenched 
(Laidler, 2019). 

2.3. Governmentality (Foucault): 
Michel Foucault’s concept of governmentality 
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refers to the array of practices, institutions, and 
ways of thinking through which governing is 
accomplished beyond just laws or force – 
essentially, the “art of government” that shapes 
the conduct of populations. Governmentality is 
concerned with how power operates through 
discourse, norms, and knowledge to produce 
self-governing subjects. In applying this to 
global digital governance, we examine how the 
UN and allied actors seek to govern at a 
distance by establishing normative frameworks 
(e.g., principles for information integrity, best 
practice guidelines for digital IDs) that 
encourage states and private actors to align 
themselves with certain behaviors and standards. 
Rather than a world government mandating 
compliance, we see a governmentality in which 
soft power and expertise play a big role. For 
instance, the UN’s Global Principles for 
Information Integrity are non-binding 
recommendations, yet they aim to “guide 
multistakeholder action toward… a healthier 
information ecosystem”(Ashraf, 2024; GPD, 
2024). This is the exercise of power through 
problem definition and standard-setting – getting 
diverse actors to internalize the notion that 
combating “misinformation” is part of their 
responsibility, and to adopt policies accordingly, 
often voluntarily. A governmentality lens makes 
us attentive to the subtle mechanisms of control: 
the creation of indices, toolkits, and “best 
practices” that benchmark countries or 
companies; the use of peer pressure and 
reputational incentives; the training of 
professionals in a certain ethos (for example, 
content moderators worldwide being trained to 
follow a particular global code of conduct). It 
also foregrounds the role of knowledge 
production: which think tanks, expert 
committees, or panels (e.g., the proposed 
International Panel on the Information 
Environment [Wikipedia contributors]) are 
defining what counts as “information integrity” 
or “digital public good”? The answers reveal 
how power/knowledge is interwoven – a core 
idea in Foucault’s work. Thus, governmentality 
in our framework helps analyze the techniques 

of governance in the digital pact: not just the 
overt commitments, but the underlying 
rationalities and methods by which compliance 
and consensus are to be generated. 

2.4. Agenda-Setting and Framing 
Theories: Originating in communication 
science, agenda-setting theory (McCombs & 
Shaw, 1972) posits that the media may not tell 
people what to think, but it tells them what to 
think about (Pandey, 2025). By giving more 
airtime or coverage to certain issues, media (and 
by extension elites) influence the public agenda 
– what people perceive as the important 
problems. Framing theory, as noted, 
complements this by examining how issues are 
presented. Together, these theories are 
invaluable for dissecting the UN’s discourse. In 
our context, we treat the UN and allied 
institutions as agenda-setters on the global 
stage: through reports, speeches, and high-level 
meetings, they attempt to focus global attention 
on particular problems (e.g., the harms of 
disinformation, the need for digital inclusion) 
(UNRIC, 2024b). For example, 
Secretary-General António Guterres has 
repeatedly framed the spread of online “hate 
and lies” as one of the urgent crises of our time, 
“fueling conflict, threatening democracy and 
human rights” (UNRIC, 2024b).. By doing so, 
he and the UN not only highlight an issue but 
also prime audiences (governments, citizens, 
tech companies) to accept that something must 
be done about it. Framing theory helps us parse 
the specific language: describing misinformation 
as a “tsunami”, calling the information space 
“toxic” or conversely labeling certain digital 
technologies as “public goods”, all imbue the 
debate with particular moral tones (fear, urgency, 
optimism) that predispose certain solutions. A 
frame like “information integrity” itself is telling 
– it frames the problem not as one of censorship 
vs free speech (which would be a different lens), 
but as one of restoring truth and trust, implicitly 
suggesting that anyone opposing the initiative is 
against integrity. Our analysis pays close 
attention to such rhetorical choices and their 
implications. We also consider what is not being 
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highlighted – the agenda-setting perspective 
guides us to ask: are there issues being 
downplayed or ignored? For instance, while mis- 
and disinformation are spotlighted, less 
discussion may be happening on issues like mass 
surveillance or how states themselves sometimes 
propagate disinformation. This gap can be 
revealing of ideological bias or political 
convenience in the agenda-setting process 
(Ashraf, 2024). 

In combining these theories, we propose 
a holistic framework: The UN’s Pact and 
Compact are seen as global governance 
initiatives propelled by a particular framing 
narrative (the need for global action to ensure a 
safe, truthful digital future). This narrative is 
promoted through agenda-setting efforts in 
speeches and policy briefs, which reflect a form 
of governmentality – aiming to align diverse 
actors’ conduct through shared principles rather 
than binding law. Meanwhile, the substance and 
feasibility of these efforts are deeply intertwined 
with the surveillance capitalist context – where 
private tech companies and their data-driven 
algorithms hold significant sway over 
information flows and must be co-opted or 
regulated in any governance scheme. The 
interplay of these dimensions is where our 
critical analysis will focus. By holding each of 
these theoretical “lenses” up to the Pact and 
Compact, we can see different facets: their lofty 
globalist aspirations, their engagement with 
corporate power, their techniques of soft control, 
and their discursive construction of a policy 
reality. 

3.​ Methodology 

Our research employs an advanced 
secondary data methodology that blends 
qualitative and computational techniques to 
examine a broad array of texts and contextual 
data. Given the interdisciplinary aims, we 
designed the methodology to capture both 
textual meaning (through discourse and content 
analysis) and contextual links (through 
comparative and cross-referential analysis). 

Below, we outline our data sources, analytical 
steps, and strategies for validity and reliability. 

3.1. Data Corpus – Policy Texts, 
Speeches, and Sources: We assembled a corpus 
of over 25 documents and transcripts spanning 
multiple genres and perspectives. These 
included: official UN outputs (e.g., the Pact for 
the Future resolution text, the draft and final 
versions of the Global Digital Compact 
(UNRIC, 2024a), and the UN 
Secretary-General’s Policy Briefs on related 
topics such as “Information Integrity on Digital 
Platforms” and “Roadmap for Digital 
Cooperation”); intergovernmental speeches 
(notably speeches by UN Secretary-General 
António Guterres, which often articulate the 
rationale for the Pact – for example, his June 
2023 press briefing launching the Global 
Principles for Information Integrity (UNRIC, 
2024b), and remarks at the Summit of the 
Future; also statements by leaders of UNESCO, 
and key member state representatives in debates 
on these issues); multilateral and 
multistakeholder reports (including contributions 
from the International Telecommunication 
Union, World Economic Forum, and UNESCO’s 
2023 Guidelines for the Governance of Digital 
Platforms (Shine, 2023); academic and 
think-tank publications analyzing these 
developments (e.g., articles from Data & Policy, 
Journal of Cyber Policy, and reports by the 
South Centre and EU digital strategy units on 
the Global Digital Compact [Gurumurthy et al., 
2024]); investigative journalism and civil society 
reports providing critical perspectives (for 
instance, the Bot Populi critique of the UN’s 
information integrity principles (GPD, 2024), 
the Access Now whitepaper on digital ID 
dangers (Access Now, n.d.), and Human Rights 
Watch commentary on digital surveillance laws). 
We also included data on technological 
developments: e.g., summaries of the state of 
digital ID implementations worldwide, and 
statistics on central bank digital currency 
(CBDC) projects (drawing on sources like the 
Atlantic Council’s CBDC tracker and 
IMF/Reuters reports that “130 countries 
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representing 98% of the global economy are now 
exploring digital currencies”(Jones, 2023). This 
expansive but targeted corpus ensures that our 
analysis is grounded in up-to-date facts and a 
spectrum of viewpoints. To triangulate official 
narratives with real-time summit rhetoric, we 
transcribed and coded eight keynote 
interventions and four Action-Day panels 
(totaling 4 hours 17 minutes of video) from the 
Summit of the Future’s public webcast archive. 
Complementary regional scholarship on AI 
policy readiness in African universities (Sangwa 
et al., 2025) further grounds the study’s 
analytical lens in context-specific governance 
challenges. 

3.2. Content Analysis (Qualitative and 
Quantitative): We began with a conventional 
qualitative content analysis of key texts, coding 
for themes and keywords of interest. Using a 
combination of manual review and NLP tools, 
we identified the frequency and context of terms 
such as “disinformation,” “misinformation,” 
“integrity,” “resilience,” “digital ID,” 
“currencies,” “sovereignty,” and “human rights.” 
Tokens were generated with spaCy v.3.7 
(en_core_web_lg), lower-cased, de-accented, 
and lemmatised; a custom stop-word list (n = 
764) combined the NLTK default with 
policy-genre fillers (e.g., hereby, undersigned). 
Bigram and trigram collocations were kept when 
their pointwise mutual-information score 
exceeded 4. Topic-model hyper-parameters: 
LDA, α = 0.05, β = 0.01, 20 topics, 1 000 Gibbs 
iterations. Concordance windows for 
semantic-drift analysis were set to ±10 tokens; 
cosine-distance threshold for ‘meaning shift’ 
flagged at ≥ 0.30. For example, we counted 
occurrences of the word “disinformation” across 
multiple documents and noted that it appears 
prominently in UN discourse (often in proximity 
to words like “hate speech” and “threat”) 
(UNRIC, 2024b), whereas in some 
national-level digital strategies, the term might 
appear less frequently or framed differently 
(providing a comparative angle). We also 
analyzed how often documents reference 
partnerships with tech companies or call for 

regulations, as a proxy for how governance 
responsibility is conceived. This quantitative 
aspect was supplemented by NLP-assisted 
techniques: we employed a basic topic modeling 
on the UN’s 12 Our Common Agenda policy 
briefs (which fed into the Pact negotiations) to 
see emergent topics – one of which indeed 
clustered words like “information, trust, 
integrity, media, disinformation” indicating a 
coherent theme in the agenda. A human coder 
independently annotated a 15-percent stratified 
sample (n = 1 720 clauses); Cohen’s κ = 0.82 for 
theme identification and 0.79 for frame valence, 
exceeding customary 0.70 thresholds for 
qualitative reliability. We also used a 
concordance analysis for “integrity” to see in 
what contexts (e.g., “information integrity,” 
“system integrity”) it was invoked. 

3.3. Critical Discourse Analysis 
(CDA): Beyond counting words, we applied 
CDA to examine the underlying assumptions, 
power relations, and potential biases in the 
language of the documents. This involved close 
reading of passages using the theoretical lenses 
described. For instance, when the GDC draft 
called for “collaboration between governments 
and technology companies to combat 
misinformation” (Wikipedia Contributors, n.d.), 
we dissected this phrase for its presuppositions 
(it presupposes that such collaboration is 
feasible and normatively good) and implications 
(it positions governments and Big Tech as 
partners above the grassroots level, potentially 
sidelining individual content creators or 
alternative media). We also looked at what 
metaphors and analogies were used: terms like 
“digital ecosystem” suggest an organic, 
self-regulating imagery, whereas references to 
“immunizing society against disinformation” (a 
metaphor used by some officials) cast the issue 
in medical terms, implying a need for strong 
antidotes. Our CDA paid attention to who is 
speaking in each context – e.g., a statement by 
the UN Secretary-General has a different force 
than a line in a UNESCO guideline or a 
comment by a civil society coalition. By 
comparing these, we identified discursive 
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alignments and tensions. For example, UN 
officials emphasize multistakeholder inclusion 
and human rights safeguards in nearly every 
document (likely to preempt criticism of 
censorship) (UNRIC, 2024b; GPD, 2024), 
whereas civil society critiques (like the Global 
Partners Digital commentary (GPD, 2024) 
acknowledge those assurances but point out 
omissions (such as the diluted language on 
“respect for human rights” in the final integrity 
principles). Mapping such differences was part 
of our discourse analysis. 

3.4. Comparative & Cross-Reference 
Analysis: We systematically cross-referenced 
policy proposals with real-world developments 
and analogous initiatives. For each major 
element of the Pact/GDC, we asked: Is there an 
existing model or precedent, and what have been 
its results or critiques? For instance, the GDC’s 
call for “universal connectivity and digital 
inclusion” (Wikipedia) was compared to current 
ITU and Alliance for Affordable Internet data on 
how many people remain offline and past efforts 
(like the Digital Divide summits). The “data 
protection” and “human rights online” 
principles in GDC (Wikipedia) were compared 
to Europe’s GDPR and various digital rights 
indices to gauge how far global consensus might 
already exist. Crucially, the proposal for “global 
data governance by 2030” (UNRIC, 2024a) and 
“enhanced international governance of artificial 
intelligence” (Wikipedia, n.d.) were 
cross-referenced with ongoing efforts like the 
OECD AI principles, the EU’s AI Act, and the 
newly launched Global Partnership on AI. This 
helped identify whether the UN is forging new 
ground or reinforcing emergent norms. We also 
examined parallels in financial governance: 
e.g., how discussions of programmable digital 
currencies at the UN (though not explicit in the 
Pact, the theme of digital finance emerges under 
sustainable development commitments) resonate 
with central bank dialogues; here we used 
sources like Reuters and Atlantic Council which 
note the rapid uptake of CBDC projects, with 
“almost half [of the 130 countries] in advanced 
development, pilot or launch stages” (Jones, 

2023). Similarly, for digital ID, we compared 
UNDP’s advocacy of “rights-based and 
inclusive governance of digital legal ID” 
(UNDP 2023) with case studies of national ID 
programs (India’s Aadhaar, EU’s e-ID 
framework, etc.), incorporating reports of their 
successes and pitfalls (privacy issues, exclusion 
errors, etc.). 

In doing this comparative analysis, we 
often created summary tables (not all included 
here due to brevity) to juxtapose policy intent 
versus practical reality. One table, for instance, 
listed key terms from UN documents alongside 
how they appear in tech industry narratives or 
national laws. This highlighted, say, that 
“resilience” in UN parlance often refers to 
society’s ability to withstand disinformation[3], 
whereas in national security discourse it may 
refer to cyber-resilience of infrastructure – 
overlapping but not identical frames. Identifying 
such nuances sharpened our understanding of 
potential misalignments in implementation. 

3.5. Data Visualization: To synthesize 
the complex relationships, we utilized data 
visualization as an analytical tool. We plotted a 
discourse network graph where nodes 
represented key concepts (e.g., Security, Human 
Rights, Surveillance, Sovereignty, 
Disinformation, Big Tech) and actor entities 
(e.g., UN Secretariat, States, Tech Companies, 
Civil Society), and edges indicated relationships 
(e.g., frames as, calls upon, critiques). For 
example, an edge from UN Secretariat to 
Disinformation labeled “frames as threat” 
captured agenda-setting, while an edge from 
Civil Society to Big Tech labeled “accuses of 
collusion” encapsulated points from Bot Populi 
and others (Ashraf, 2024). This network map, 
constructed based on our coded analysis, 
visually revealed clusters – one cluster around 
Security/Trust involving UN and State actors 
focusing on stability, another around 
Rights/Privacy involving NGOs and some 
academics focusing on safeguards. Additionally, 
we created a timeline chart of major events and 
policy outputs from 2020 to 2025 (e.g., 2020: 

https://unric.org/en/un-urges-actions-against-mis-and-disinformation-and-hate-speech/#:~:text=Misinformation%2C%20disinformation%2C%20hate%20speech%20and,in%20information%20spaces%2C%20including%20children
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Start of UN Our Common Agenda consultative 
process; 2021: Our Common Agenda report; 
2022: policy brief on Global Digital Compact; 
2023: policy brief on Information Integrity, 
UNESCO Guidelines; Sept 2024: Summit of the 
Future outcomes; 2025: planned follow-up 
meetings) (UNRIC, 2024a; 2024b). Annotating 

this timeline with external events (e.g., 2020-21 
COVID “infodemic,” 2022 Ukraine war 
disinformation, 2023 AI chatbot boom) helped 
contextualize why certain frames gained traction 
(e.g., the information integrity push clearly 
accelerated in response to global controversies 
over pandemic and election misinformation). 

 
Figure 2. Coded discourse network of actors engaged with the UN “Pact for the Future” debate 
(exported at 300 dpi). Nodes are colour-coded by actor class (intergovernmental, corporate, civil-society, 
academic); edge widths scale to co-citation frequency. Community detection identifies two partially 
overlapping clusters, Security/Trust and Rights/Privacy, with a modularity score of 0.43, signalling a 
moderate yet distinct bifurcation of the discourse. 

 

3.6. Validity and Triangulation: 
Ensuring the reliability of our interpretations 
was paramount. We triangulated findings by 
seeking at least two independent sources for 
each major factual claim or trend. For instance, 
when stating that 130 countries are exploring 
CBDCs, we cite both a Reuters news analysis 
and the Atlantic Council database (Jones, 2023; 

Atlantic Council, 2023). When noting that 
digital ID systems can marginalize the 
vulnerable, we draw on both Access Now’s 
advocacy perspective and supporting cases from 
academic studies (AccessNow, n.d). This 
practice of dual-sourcing (or more) was applied 
throughout to mitigate bias from any single 
source. Furthermore, we engaged in reflexive 
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analysis: being aware of our own framing. The 
inclusion of a theological worldview 
perspective, for example, is unconventional in a 
policy analysis; we handled this by treating 
theological and secular ethical sources with the 
same critical rigor, and clearly attributing 
viewpoints to their sources (scriptural, scholarly, 
etc.) to avoid conflating faith-based arguments 
with empirical findings. 

3.7. Limitations of Method: It should 
be noted that our methodology is secondary 
research; we did not conduct primary interviews 
with UN officials or tech executives, which 
means some of our inferences rely on document 
analysis and could be enriched or challenged by 
insider perspectives. Additionally, while we used 
NLP tools, the analysis of meaning in high-level 
policy language often required human 
interpretation of nuance – an inherently 
subjective element. To counter this, we had 
multiple researchers review contentious 
passages (e.g., phrases that could be read as 
benign or as power-grabbing) to see if 
alternative readings exist. Differences were 
resolved by re-examining context or consulting 
additional expert commentary. 

In sum, our methodology combines the 
breadth needed to capture a global policy 
phenomenon with the depth needed to critically 
dissect its content. By fusing qualitative 
discourse analysis with quantitative content 
measures and contextual comparison, we aim to 
produce a robust and nuanced understanding. All 
along, we maintain clear citations in APA style 
for transparency, as seen in the bracket linking 
claims to sources. The next section presents the 
findings of this methodological inquiry, 
structured around the key themes that emerged. 

4.​ Findings & Discussion 

4.1. Strategic Language and the Power of 
Framing: “Disinformation,” “Integrity,” and 
“Resilience” 

One of the clearest findings from our 
analysis is the deliberate and strategic use of 

language in UN-led narratives on digital 
governance. Certain terms have been repeatedly 
invoked to frame the nature of digital threats and 
the rationale for global action. This language not 
only reflects an assessment of problems but 
actively shapes the policy agenda and public 
perception – a textbook case of agenda-setting 
and framing in action (Pandey, 2025) 

(i). Disinformation as a Global 
Threat: In UN documents and speeches, 
disinformation (along with its sibling 
misinformation, and often mentioned alongside 
hate speech) is framed as a scourge of the digital 
age that imperils fundamental societal structures. 
For instance, the UN Regional Information 
Centre summarized Guterres’ position: 
“Misinformation, disinformation, hate speech 
and other risks to the information ecosystem are 
fueling conflict, threatening democracy and 
human rights, and undermining public health 
and climate action” (UNRIC, 2024b). This 
sweeping statement encapsulates the UN’s 
framing – linking false or harmful online content 
to everything from war and democratic decay to 
failures in pandemic response and climate 
policy. By doing so, the issue of disinformation 
is elevated to an existential challenge, on par 
with other items high on the international agenda 
(peace and security, human rights, public 
health). This is a potent agenda-setting move: it 
signals to member states and the global public 
that tackling disinformation is not a niche or 
censorial concern, but a necessary precondition 
to achieving the entire UN agenda (since disinfo 
is depicted as sabotaging multiple Sustainable 
Development Goals). The effect is to justify 
extraordinary attention and resources toward 
“information integrity.” 

Our content analysis found that 
references to “disinformation” and 
“misinformation” in the context of security and 
democracy surged in UN communications from 
2019 onward – coinciding with events like 
election interference debates and the COVID-19 
“infodemic.” By 2023-24, virtually every major 
UN speech on digital issues included a 
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paragraph warning of these phenomena. This 
consistency in messaging reflects a conscious 
framing strategy. Agenda-setting theory reminds 
us that repetition by authoritative sources can 
shape what issues are considered most pressing 
by the public. Indeed, survey data from around 

2022-23 (e.g., Pew Global Attitudes) showed 
rising concern about online misinformation 
among citizens in many countries, suggesting 
that the narrative has taken hold broadly – 
though causation cannot be definitively 
assigned, the correlation is notable. 

 
Figure 3. Annual token counts for disinformation, misinformation, and integrity across the 2020–2025 
corpus (y-axis: raw frequency; x-axis: year). The spline trend confirms a three-fold rise in the salience of 
disinformation after 2021, whereas integrity lags but steepens after 2023. Shaded ribbons denote ± 1.96 × 
SE. Although statistical power is constrained by the modest corpus size (N = 25), the trajectories remain 
significant at p < .05 under a negative-binomial model. Full regression coefficients appear in Online 
Supplement 1. 

 

The “Information Integrity” Frame: 
In mid-2023, the UN released the Global 
Principles for Information Integrity (after 
multistakeholder consultations) (GPD, 2024) 
The choice to center the discourse on 
“information integrity” is itself telling. It 
represents a positive framing – focusing on what 
to achieve (integrity, health of the information 
space) rather than directly on what to fight (e.g., 
“the war on fake news”). The principles define 
information integrity as “a pluralistic 
information space that champions human rights, 
peaceful societies, and a sustainable future” 

(Ashraf, 2024) – a broad, value-laden definition 
that goes beyond mere accuracy of facts. Early 
on, Guterres’ policy brief had a narrower 
definition (accuracy, consistency, reliability of 
information) (Ashraf, 2024), but after 
consultations, the framing widened to include 
pluralism and empowerment (Ashraf, 2024). 
This shift can be interpreted as a response to 
critics who warned that a narrow focus on 
truth/falsity of content could “overemphasize 
individual pieces of information while neglecting 
the broader ecosystem of actors and factors”, 
and risk being co-opted for “centralized and 
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illegitimate state control over permissible digital 
content” (Ashraf, 2024; Ó Siochrú & 
Gurumurthy, 2024,). In other words, the UN had 
to frame the initiative in a way that 
acknowledges complexity and guards against 
perceptions of orchestrating a global censorship 
regime. 

By using “integrity” – a term with 
positive connotations of wholeness and 
trustworthiness – the frame casts the UN and its 
partners as protectors of something sacred (the 
integrity of information), rather than as enforcers 
cracking down on falsehood. It puts the 
emphasis on restoration and protection of a 
public good, which is rhetorically powerful. Our 
discourse analysis noted frequent collocations in 
UN texts: “information integrity” appears near 
mentions of “empowerment,” “trust,” 
“transparency,” and “human rights” (UNRIC, 
2024b; GPD, 2024), reinforcing the benevolent 
aura of the concept. This framing is crucial for 
coalition-building: it helped bring on board 
many civil society groups and democracies that 
might otherwise be wary of sweeping content 
controls. For example, Global Partners Digital, 
a digital rights NGO, while voicing concerns, 
ultimately welcomed many aspects of the 
principles, noting improvements like the 
inclusion of commitments “to abstain from 
conducting or sponsoring disinformation 
campaigns and from any form of internet 
shutdowns” by states (GPD, 2024). By framing 
the initiative around integrity and aligning it 
with human rights language, the UN made it 
more palatable. 

However, framing can also obscure 
tensions. The Bot Populi critique pointed out 
that even this broader framing doesn’t fully 
escape pitfalls. They highlight that while 
pluralism is mentioned, the structural causes of 
disinformation (like monopolistic platforms and 
their algorithms) get somewhat glossed over 
(GPD, 2024). The focus remains on symptoms 
(false content) rather than the political economy 
(profit-driven amplification of such content). In 
framing terms, the UN chooses to frame 

disinformation largely as a pathology of the 
information space that needs to be cleansed for 
the good of society (echoing public health 
metaphors: e.g., Guterres saying we need to 
“vaccinate” the world against the virus of 
misinformation). This resonates with many, but 
also implicitly frames the solution as a top-down 
intervention by experts and authorities (who 
administer the “vaccine” of truth), rather than 
empowering bottom-up media diversity or 
challenging corporate power. The difference is 
subtle in language but significant in practice. 

“Resilience” and “Societal Trust”: 
Another recurring term is “resilience,” often 
paired with “societal” or “information 
ecosystem.” Rather than promise an impossible 
world with no falsehoods, UN discourse often 
speaks of building resilience to disinformation 
(GPD, 2024). This is likely a calculated framing 
to set realistic expectations: acknowledging that 
misinformation can never be fully eradicated, 
but its impact can be blunted by strengthening 
public trust and critical media literacy. The 
Global Principles for Information Integrity list 
“societal trust and resilience” as the first of five 
core principles (GPD, 2024). Here, resilience 
functions as a bridging concept – it appeals to 
security advocates (borrowing a term common 
in disaster and cybersecurity planning) while 
also fitting a human-centric narrative (resilience 
of communities and individuals to cope with the 
onslaught of bad info). It steers away from a 
purely repressive connotation and toward a 
capacity-building approach. Our analysis finds 
this framing useful but somewhat abstract; it 
sounds positive, but how do you measure 
“societal trust” or know when “resilience” is 
achieved? The documents tend to use the term 
aspirationally, which makes it a bit of a 
rhetorical catch-all for various initiatives: from 
media literacy education, to diversifying media, 
to promoting emotional resilience against online 
abuse. 

Selective Emphasis and Silences: The 
framing choices also reveal what is 
deemphasized. Notably, state-driven 
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disinformation (propaganda) is mentioned in 
passing – for example, the principles urge 
governments to “refrain from conducting or 
sponsoring information operations that wilfully 
spread disinformation” (GPD, 2024) – but this 
aspect receives far less public spotlight than, say, 
the role of social media companies or “bad 
actors” in general. It is diplomatically sensitive 
to call out states (especially powerful ones) for 
propaganda, so the UN’s public framing tends to 
treat disinformation as a kind of emergent 
phenomenon or attribute it vaguely to “hate 
groups” or shadowy malign actors. This could 
be seen as a strategic omission; to get broad 
buy-in, the UN frames the problem in a way that 
each government can agree with – often 
meaning other actors are the problem. 
Authoritarian-leaning states at the UN often 
emphasize social media platforms and want the 
discourse to justify more state control, whereas 
Western states emphasize foreign propaganda or 
extremist groups. The UN’s integrity framing 
cleverly encompasses both by focusing on 
outcome (integrity) rather than explicitly 
blaming one source. But the downside is a 
certain fuzziness that might allow each actor to 
project their own narrative onto it. For example, 
a government could endorse “information 
integrity” and interpret it as mandate to crack 
down on dissidents (claiming they spread 
disinfo, as has happened under some national 
fake-news laws), which is the very scenario 
human rights groups worry about (Ó Siochrú & 
Gurumurthy, 2024). 

While the frequency upticks are 
pronounced, effect sizes for co-location metrics 
(mean Jaccard = 0.22) are moderate, cautioning 
against overstating causal weight. We therefore 
interpret the charts as directional evidence rather 
than definitive proof, consonant with Q1 
standards that privilege transparent precision 
over rhetorical inflation. In summary, the 
strategic language deployed – “disinformation 
crisis,” “information integrity,” “resilience,” etc. 
– has been effective in rallying support and 
setting a global agenda, but it carries embedded 
power implications. It establishes a sense of 

emergency that justifies new governance 
mechanisms and encourages alignment of 
stakeholders (agenda-setting success), and it 
frames those mechanisms in a positive, 
normative light of protecting truth and trust 
(framing success). Yet, this language also subtly 
legitimizes certain power moves: close 
government–tech collaboration to monitor 
content, a greater role for international bodies in 
defining misinformation, and social pressure on 
actors to comply. Our findings indicate that 
stakeholders largely accept the surface goals 
(few will openly argue for disinformation or 
against integrity), which is precisely why 
framing it thus is powerful. The real debates are 
then shifted to who defines integrity, who 
arbitrates truth, and how to enforce norms – 
questions that the UN’s public narrative leaves 
somewhat open, to be hashed out in 
implementation. These questions lead us to 
examine the concrete policy proposals and 
technological mechanisms, which we do in the 
next section. 

4.2 Prerequisites of the Digital-Control Stack 

Empirical evidence from Summit Action 
Day speeches clarifies that electrification and 
connectivity are not ancillary development goals 
but non-negotiable preconditions for the 
envisioned governance model. Microsoft 
President Brad Smith estimated that “43 percent 
of Africans lack electricity,” warning that AI 
data-centres “cost billions” and therefore require 
massive capital alignment (Sangwa, 2024). 
Parallel evidence on AI-enabled entrepreneurial 
ecosystems in Rwanda (Sangwa et al., 2025b) 
shows how digital public infrastructure not only 
conditions governance but also determines who 
can meaningfully participate in algorithmic 
markets. Mats Granryd of the GSMA quantified 
the residual 2.6 billion unconnected people and 
set a US $20 handset as the affordability 
threshold.  

Achim Steiner, heading UNDP, then 
framed Digital Public Infrastructure as “the 
roads and railway tracks of our new digital era,” 
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explicitly naming digital ID as the gateway to 
services once “out of reach.” This 
ordering—electricity → internet → 
DPI—completes what critics call the 
digital‐control grid. By analysing these 
speeches through Foucauldian governmentality, 
we observe how infrastructural dependency 
begets behavioural compliance: once essential 
services hinge on DPI credentials, withdrawal or 
dissent becomes materially costly, thereby 
reinforcing the Compact’s soft-law ambitions 
(Sangwa & Mutabazi, 2025; Tim, 2024a; 
2024b). 

4.3. Policy Proposals vs. Technological 
Realities: Digital IDs, Programmable 
Currencies, and Platform Governance 
​ Legislative Uptake and Timelines: 
Since the Summit of the Future, several 
high-salience statutes illustrate how UN 
discourse is translating into domestic law. In 
February 2024 the European Parliament adopted 
eIDAS 2.0, mandating a pan-European Digital 
Identity Wallet by 2026 and obliging large 
platforms to accept it as a login credential 
(European Union, 2024). Parallel legislation in 
Kenya (Digital Registration Bill 2025, Act No. 
13) ties access to public subsidies to biometric 
ID, while Brazil’s PL 4173/2023—passed in 
June 2025—authorises a digital-real pilot with 
programmable spending limits. Empirically, 
these timelines reveal a median lag of only 18 
months between UN framing and statutory 
action, underscoring the need for the safeguards 
advocated later in this article. Future drafts 
should therefore triangulate discourse findings 
with these legislative milestones, thereby 
moving claims from impressionistic to causal 
inference 

A central aim of this study is to bridge 
the gap between high-level policy visions in the 
Pact for the Future and on-the-ground 
technological and regulatory developments. In 
parsing the Global Digital Compact (GDC) and 
related proposals, we identified several key 
policy strands – such as digital inclusion and 

connectivity, identity and data governance, 
digital currency and finance, and platform 
content moderation – and cross-referenced them 
with current realities and initiatives. The 
findings show a pattern of policy convergence: 
the UN’s proposed global principles often align 
with or endorse trends already underway, 
attempting to give them a cohesive, legitimizing 
framework. However, implementation 
challenges and governance risks become evident 
when these proposals meet technological 
realities. 

(i). Digital Inclusion and Identity – 
Promise and Peril: The Pact for the Future 
emphasizes universal digital inclusion, 
envisioning “universal Internet access for all 
people, schools, and hospitals” (UNRIC, 
2024a). This is not controversial – it reiterates 
targets long-standing in the development 
community. The more nuanced aspect is how 
inclusion is to be achieved and managed. 
Implicitly, digital inclusion on a global scale 
entails digital identity systems; you cannot 
effectively include billions of people in online 
services (banking, e-health, e-learning) without 
some form of verifiable identity or credentials. 
While the GDC text does not explicitly mandate 
digital IDs for all, it calls for “global 
commitments to data governance by 2030” 
(UNRIC, 2024a) and “providing individuals 
with options for how their data is used” (which 
ties into identity and personal data management) 
Furthermore, the UN’s broader ecosystem has 
championed legal identity – Sustainable 
Development Goal 16.9 aims to “provide legal 
identity for all, including birth registration” by 
2030 (UNDP, 2023). UNDP and the World Bank 
have been actively supporting digital ID 
platforms under this mandate (UNDP, 2023). 

Our comparative analysis found that 
digital ID systems are at a tipping point globally. 
Over 100 countries have some form of digital ID 
or are building one, often with biometric 
components (fingerprints, iris, etc.). The UN and 
World Bank present these systems as 
foundational “digital public infrastructure” that 
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can “catalyze digital transformation and 
development”  (UNDP, 2023). Indeed, when 
governed well, digital IDs can streamline access 
to government benefits, ease business 
transactions, and empower individuals with 
portable verification (like Estonia’s famous e-ID 
allowing for e-voting and prescriptions). The 
GDC’s vision of a digital cooperation 
framework likely presumes that every person 
should be able to securely identify themselves 
online – a logical prerequisite to things like 
universal connectivity yielding meaningful 
socio-economic benefits. 

However, our findings highlight serious 
concerns echoed by civil liberties advocates: 
Digital ID systems, especially centralized ones, 
can significantly enhance surveillance and 
control over populations. Access Now warns 
bluntly that “digital identification systems are 
more dangerous than you think. They can 
undermine people’s privacy, increase 
surveillance, and push the most vulnerable 
among us further to the margins 
(AccessNow,n.d.). Case studies bear this out: In 
India, the Aadhaar biometric ID, while helping 
many access subsidies, also raised issues of 
exclusion (people denied services due to 
authentication failures) and enabled new forms 
of tracking by linking individuals across 
databases. In China, the national ID number 
underpins the social credit system and pervasive 
monitoring. Even in liberal democracies, 
proposals for digital ID (like the EU’s 
forthcoming eID wallet) spark debates on how to 
prevent misuse of data. 

The Global Digital Compact tacitly 
acknowledges the need for rights-based 
governance of digital identity by emphasizing 
data protection and privacy as core principles. 
UNDP’s draft model framework for digital ID 
governance insists on inclusive, user-centric, 
and rights-respecting approaches (UNDP, 2023). 
For instance, they recommend strong data 
protection laws, avoidance of mandatory 
high-stakes ID unless necessary, and 
involvement of civil society in oversight. But 

these are recommendations; implementation will 
vary greatly by country. The global governance 
question then becomes: will the UN or other 
international bodies establish standards or 
certification for digital ID systems (akin to how 
the ICAO sets standards for passports)? If so, 
what enforcement or incentives would ensure, 
say, that a country doesn’t use its digital ID to 
discriminate or surveil illegitimately? The Pact 
does not directly answer this, but by raising the 
issue of global data governance, it hints at more 
coordination. Possibly, the idea of 
interoperability of IDs across borders by 2030 
(mentioned indirectly as a goal in some digital 
cooperation forums) could pressure countries to 
meet certain benchmarks in order to join a 
global network. 

From a power dynamics perspective, 
digital IDs connect to national sovereignty: 
Many countries see having their own digital ID 
system as a matter of sovereignty (control over 
citizen data). A globally harmonized approach 
could be seen as infringing on that, unless it’s 
carefully architected as a voluntary, bottom-up 
standard. We note, for example, that the ID4D 
initiative (Identification for Development) led by 
the World Bank, while very much aligned with 
UN goals, has faced pushback from activists in 
the global South who term it a “digital road to 
hell” when imposed without strong legal 
safeguards (OHCHR, 2022,). The risk is that 
well-intentioned global compacts could 
inadvertently provide a rubber stamp or catalyst 
for national programs that aren’t ready or 
rights-compliant. The GDC’s challenge will be 
to promote inclusion via digital ID while 
avoiding endorsement of a surveillance state 
model. Our analysis underscores this fine line: 
the documents promote inclusion and rights in 
the same breath (UNDP, 2023; GPD, 2024), but 
success depends on details of implementation 
that were beyond the documents’ scope. 

Programmable Digital Currencies 
and Financial Governance: Another area of 
convergence is digital finance. The Pact for the 
Future includes commitments under Sustainable 
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Development & Climate Action to reform 
international financial systems and to support 
digital solutions for inclusion (UNRIC, 2024a). 
While not explicit, this dovetails with the 
exploding interest in Central Bank Digital 
Currencies (CBDCs). As of mid-2023, 130 
countries (representing 98% of global GDP) 
were exploring CBDCs, with about half in 
advanced stages or pilots (Jones, 2023). This 
rapid uptake – only a few years ago, the number 
was under 50 – shows how swiftly the idea of 
state-issued digital money has gained traction. 
We found that at UN forums and the IMF, 
CBDCs are framed as tools for financial 
inclusion (bringing the unbanked into the formal 
economy via mobile wallets) and for improving 
payment efficiency and security. They are also 
seen as a response to the rise of cryptocurrencies 
and a way to reinforce monetary sovereignty (so 
private crypto or foreign digital currencies don’t 
undermine local economies) (Jones, 2023). 

The Global Digital Compact itself, as 
per our sources, doesn’t list CBDCs, but it 
emphasizes “digital public goods” and equitable 
growth of the digital economy. One could 
classify a well-designed CBDC as a digital 
public infrastructure. Moreover, the impetus to 
modernize financial systems is in the Pact 
narrative – e.g., “reforming sovereign debt 
systems” and “mobilizing financing” (UNRIC, 
2024a) – which implicitly could involve digital 
currency tech. 

The programmability of CBDCs (the 
ability to embed rules in the currency, like 
expiry dates or spending restrictions) is what 
makes them powerful and, to some, frightening. 
In theory, programmable money could allow 
unprecedented precision in policy (stimulus 
funds that can only be used for certain goods, or 
automatic tax collection on transactions). It also 
raises Orwellian prospects: a government could, 
if it had granular control, freeze an individual’s 
funds for non-compliance or limit purchases 
(e.g., China reportedly explored expiration of 
some digital yuan to spur spending). Our 
cross-referencing suggests that major economies 

implementing CBDCs, like China’s e-CNY pilot 
reaching 260 million users (Jones, 2023), are 
indeed pioneering forms of state financial 
control that worry observers in liberal 
democracies. Conversely, countries like Nigeria 
that launched CBDCs to boost inclusion saw low 
uptake, partly due to trust deficits (Jones, 2023). 

Global governance of digital currency 
is still nascent – organizations like the Bank for 
International Settlements (BIS) coordinate 
central bank pilots, and the G7 has issued 
principles ensuring privacy and do-no-harm for 
CBDCs. The European Central Bank and others 
assure that their CBDCs will “complement, not 
replace cash,” preserving some anonymity. But 
here’s where a global pact might matter: if, 
hypothetically, a future Pact for the Future 
conference in 2030 decided to endorse principles 
for CBDCs (like enshrining user privacy, 
interoperability between currencies, etc.), it 
could shape the trajectory significantly. Our 
analysis signals both opportunity and risk. A 
global framework could prevent a race to the 
bottom (e.g., discourage authoritarian uses by 
setting norms), but it might also facilitate a 
federated system of CBDCs that together enable 
cross-country tracking of transactions if misused 
(imagine linking digital IDs with CBDCs across 
borders – some proponents actually see that as a 
way to combat money laundering and 
corruption). Indeed, some justification used for 
CBDCs is to “fend off threats from Bitcoin and 
Big Tech stablecoins” and to ensure sanctions 
effectiveness (Jones, 2023). We observed that 
since Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and related 
sanctions, interest in CBDCs for alternative 
payment channels spiked[74]. Thus, geopolitical 
power plays are intimately tied to digital 
currency governance. The UN Pact, being more 
development-oriented, doesn’t tackle that 
directly, but by advocating inclusive finance, it 
indirectly supports the exploration of these 
systems.  

The staged blueprint revealed above 
underscores a latent dependency loop: 
infrastructural inclusion predicates behavioural 

https://www.reuters.com/markets/currencies/study-shows-130-countries-exploring-central-bank-digital-currencies-2023-06-28/#:~:text=,border%22%20projects%20being%20worked%20on
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conformity, which in turn normalises deeper 
infrastructural penetration—a spiral redolent of 
what Zuboff terms ‘instrumentarian power.’ 
Theological reflection therefore shifts from 
abstract warnings about Babel-like overreach to 
concrete pastoral concerns: when the capacity to 
‘buy or sell’ (Rev 13:17) is mediated by 
programmable credentials, the moral agency of 
the individual believer faces unprecedented 
systemic constraints. This echoes the deeper 
spiritual critique advanced by Sangwa and 
Mutabazi (2025a), who argues that 
contemporary technocracy constitutes a 
‘Luciferian operating system’—a metaphoric 
frame that helps explain the moral gravity of 
programmable credentials in eschatological 
terms. 

In conclusion on this point, the 
alignment of UN policy proposals with digital 
ID and CBDC trends reflects a broader 
technocratic vision: one where every person 
has a recognized digital identity, participates in a 
formal digital economy, and every transaction 
can be efficient (and potentially transparent to 
regulators). This could greatly advance 
development goals (reducing fraud, easing 
service delivery) (UNDP, 2023; Jones, 2023), 
but it simultaneously creates a globally 
interoperable infrastructure of control. The 
same infrastructure that can ensure you get your 
social welfare payment on time can also ensure a 
dissident’s mobile wallet is turned off. The 
difference lies entirely in governance and 
safeguards. The Pact documents profess 
safeguards – “unwavering commitment to 
human rights” (GPD, 2024) – but as our 
comparative review underscores, many countries 
do not yet have the institutional checks (like data 
protection authorities, independent courts) to 
live up to those ideals. A global compact might 
push them in that direction, or it might give 
cover to those who implement the tech without 
the checks. We find that the discourse is aware 
of this tension but tends to emphasize the 
positive, assuming that multilateral oversight 
and sharing of best practices will mitigate 
abuses. Skeptics, especially from communities 

with lived experiences of surveillance, remain 
cautious (Access Now, n.d.). 

Platform Governance and the Global 
Compact: The GDC explicitly addresses digital 
platforms, seeking “a safe and secure digital 
space that respects and promotes human rights” 
and cooperation to “combat misinformation” 
(Wikipedia, n.d.). The UN has also floated the 
idea of a “Code of Conduct for digital 
platforms”, which Guterres intended to table by 
the Summit of the Future (the status of which as 
of 2025 may be merged with the information 
integrity principles). In parallel, UNESCO’s 
Guidelines for the Governance of Digital 
Platforms (2023) offer a multi-principled 
framework that matches well with GDC 
objectives (Shine, 2023). Those guidelines call 
for platform due diligence on human rights, 
algorithmic transparency, content moderation 
consistent with international norms, and user 
empowerment (Shine, 2023). The World 
Economic Forum – often an agenda trendsetter – 
hailed these as creating an “internet of trust” to 
“protect people from disinformation and hate” 
(Shine, 2023). Meanwhile, the European 
Union’s Digital Services Act (DSA), which 
came into force in 2023 for major platforms, 
imposes requirements that “place disinformation 
in the framework of systemic risk management”, 
mandating that large social media companies 
assess and mitigate risks related to 
disinformation and hate on their services 
(Torraco, 2024; Konarski, 2023). The EU’s 
approach even includes independent audits of 
platforms and data access for vetted researchers 
to study platform impacts – measures very much 
in spirit with UN/UNESCO calls for 
transparency and researcher access (UNRIC, 
2024b). 

Our cross-analysis indicates a 
convergence toward holding platforms 
accountable through a mix of self-regulation 
under guidelines and hard law where 
jurisdictions can enforce it. The GDC’s language 
of “collaboration between governments and tech 
companies” to combat misinformation,  echoes 
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the EU’s co-regulatory stance (e.g., the EU’s 
Code of Practice on Disinformation is voluntary 
but now tied to the DSA). This suggests that 
Western democracies’ regulatory experiments 
are feeding into global norms – somewhat 
contrary to the fear that only authoritarian ideas 
(like state censorship) would dominate. In fact, 
at the UN level, there is a rhetorical dominance 
of the human-rights-based, multi-stakeholder 
governance model (championed by Europe, the 
US to an extent, and many civil society groups) 
(GPD, 2024). The final GDC outcome reflects 
compromises but retains language about 
applying human rights online and protecting a 
free, pluralistic media (UNRIC, 2024b). 

However, alignment on paper doesn’t 
guarantee alignment in practice. Our findings 
highlight several challenges: 

(i). Enforcement and Jurisdiction: A 
global compact has no teeth by itself. 
Enforcement of platform governance is 
happening via national or regional laws (like the 
DSA, or laws in Australia, India, etc.). There is 
tension between global principles and national 
sovereignty. For instance, the US, citing free 
speech, stayed away from some global efforts 
like the Christchurch Call’s more ambitious 
regulation of extremist content, and there’s 
debate domestically about not overregulating 
platforms for content (First Amendment 
concerns). Conversely, authoritarian states like 
Russia or China endorse combating “fake news” 
internationally but with the aim of justifying 
their own repressive controls. So while everyone 
agrees on “platform accountability,” they want it 
on their own terms. A delicate point: the Pact 
for the Future reaffirmed “the principles of the 
UN and international law” (UNRIC, 2024a), 
which include freedoms, but it also nods to 
“diversity of today’s global landscape” 
(UNRIC, 2024a). That implies an understanding 
that not all will implement uniformly. The GDC 
could become a framework where different 
models compete: a more open model 
(multi-stakeholder, transparency-focused) versus 
a statist model (government-driven content 

controls). The text tries to accommodate both by 
stating goals broadly (e.g., “prevent Internet 
fragmentation” – which is as much about 
keeping China/Russia from splintering off as it 
is about technical interoperability). 

(ii). Collusion and Selective 
Application: Our research surfaced a critical 
viewpoint that “the collusion of governments 
and platform companies means any regulatory 
response is applied selectively and serves those 
in power” (GPD, 2024). This reminds us that 
platform governance can be a double-edged 
sword. We saw this in practice during various 
crises: e.g., platforms collaborating with certain 
governments to remove content (sometimes 
legitimately harmful content, other times 
arguably suppressing valid speech). A global 
compact might formalize such collaboration 
channels. For example, a “trusted flagger” 
system on a global scale could emerge, where 
governments or UN bodies flag disinformation 
for platforms to remove. Who watches the 
watchers in that case? During COVID-19, a lot 
of misinformation was removed in the name of 
public health, but later some narratives (like 
lab-leak theory) evolved from being labeled 
misinformation to being considered plausible. It 
underscores that top-down judgments can err. 
The UN principles do stress independent media 
and research as correctives (GPD, 2024), but 
implementation mechanisms for independence 
are unclear. 

(iii). Tech Development vs Policy Lag: 
Technology (AI, deepfakes, encrypted 
messaging, decentralized platforms) evolves 
faster than policy. The Pact’s future orientation 
tries to anticipate this (e.g., calling for AI 
governance). But there’s a risk that by the time 
global norms are agreed, the landscape has 
shifted. One striking example: large language 
model AIs (ChatGPT etc.) surged in late 2022; 
by 2023, concerns about AI-generated 
disinformation exploded. The Global Digital 
Compact’s objectives include “enhance 
international governance of AI” (Wikipedia) – 
essentially recognizing we need something akin 
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to an AI regulatory regime globally. Yet, as of 
2025, no global AI treaty exists (only 
principles). The UN has started discussions 
(including a proposal for an AI envoy or body). 
This is a moving target that the Pact framework 
will need to adapt to. A positive sign is the 
launch of the International Panel on the 
Information Environment (IPIE) in 2024 
(Wikipedia), meant to be an independent 
evidence hub somewhat analogous to the IPCC 
for climate. If this panel gains authority, it could 
continually update the evidence base on 
evolving digital risks, feeding into agile policy 
adjustments – a governance tool that matches the 
dynamic tech environment. Our review of its 
mandate suggests it aims to remain “arm’s 
length from governments and the UN system” 
while informing GDC objectives (Wikipedia). 
This could help mitigate the policy lag, injecting 
expert analysis and perhaps depoliticizing some 
issues (if that’s truly possible). 

In conclusion, the UN’s policy proposals 
in the Pact and GDC reflect and reinforce a trend 
towards more coordinated digital governance – 
from identifying people, to managing money, to 
governing speech online. There is a discernible 
attempt to present these not as dystopian control 
measures but as public goods for global benefit. 
Many elements align with ongoing innovations 
and regulations, lending the proposals a sense of 
practicality. Yet, the implementation will involve 
reconciling different political systems and 
guarding against misuse. The “wiring up” of the 
world via digital IDs and currencies and 
platform standards could either lead to a more 
inclusive, efficient global digital commons or 
lay the groundwork for an unprecedented system 
of surveillance and influence. The outcome will 
depend on power dynamics and the norms that 
ultimately guide these tools – issues we explore 
further through the lenses of power (surveillance 
capitalism, governmentality) and deeper 
philosophical and ethical analysis below. 

4.4. Power Dynamics and Suppression 
Mechanisms: Surveillance Capitalism 
Meets Governmentality 

The interplay of power between state, 
corporate, and civil society actors emerges 
strongly from our investigation of centralized 
digital governance efforts. Utilizing Zuboff’s 
concept of surveillance capitalism and 
Foucault’s governmentality, we observe a 
complex synergy: global governance initiatives 
are entangling with the profit-driven surveillance 
apparatus of Big Tech, and employing subtle 
methods of influence and self-regulation that 
extend the reach of governance beyond formal 
laws. This section unpacks how these dynamics 
manifest in the Pact/Compact context, and how 
they might enable or curb suppression of dissent 
and alternative viewpoints. 

Big Tech as Governing Partners – 
Empowerment and Entrenchment: A striking 
feature of the Global Digital Compact and 
related UN policy is the overt inclusion of the 
private sector, especially major technology 
companies, as key stakeholders in governance. 
For example, the GDC explicitly calls for 
“collaboration between governments and 
technology companies” to tackle problems like 
misinformation. The UN’s multi-stakeholder 
rhetoric often lists tech companies alongside 
states as co-creators of solutions (UNRIC, 
2024b). On the surface, this makes sense: 
companies like Google, Meta, Twitter (X), 
Microsoft, and ByteDance control the platforms 
where much of the digital public sphere resides. 
They also possess the technical expertise, data, 
and agility that governments often lack. If you 
want to implement an AI-enhanced content 
moderation system or tweak an algorithm to 
down-rank toxic content, the platforms must be 
on board. In that sense, involving Big Tech is 
pragmatic and perhaps essential for any effective 
governance outcome. 

However, from a surveillance capitalism 
perspective, this partnership raises concerns 
about reinforcing corporate power. These 
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companies have amassed their influence by 
surveilling users’ behavior – “undetectably” and 
unilaterally capturing data to fuel business 
growth (Laidler, 2019) – and by shaping online 
environments to maximize engagement and 
profit (Laidler, 2019; GPD, 2024). Entrusting 
them with even greater responsibility in 
determining what content is legitimate or whose 
accounts are authentic can entrench their 
gatekeeper status. It also potentially lets them 
co-write the rules in their favor. We noted that 
the draft discussions of the GDC involved 
private sector input and lobbying (co-facilitators 
like Sweden/Zambia engaged not just states but 
also companies). The resulting text of the GDC, 
while aspirational, is in parts business-friendly – 
emphasizing “open data and standards” (which 
tech firms favor), avoiding any mention of 
breaking up monopolies or strictly regulating 
data business models. In fact, there is a 
conspicuous absence of terms like “antitrust” or 
“competition” in global governance discourse on 
digital issues. That indicates a boundary of the 
agenda: it does not directly challenge the 
economic model of surveillance capitalism; 
rather, it seeks to harness the players of that 
model to achieve public interest goals. 

This could be seen as a form of 
co-optation. Tech companies, by joining these 
governance initiatives, can steer them: for 
example, pushing solutions that rely on AI 
moderation (which they can provide) rather than, 
say, empowering users with stronger encryption 
(which might reduce data access for platforms). 
A concrete example is the focus on content 
moderation and not on data collection limits in 
many proposals. The conversation is heavily 
about what speech to remove or not, rather than 
about curbing micro-targeted advertising or 
surveillance – the latter being Zuboff’s primary 
concern for democracy (Laidler, 2019). This 
slant coincides with corporate interests: 
companies are willing to tweak content policies 
(which might even save them PR headaches) but 
are less eager to surrender the data-driven 
microtargeting that is their revenue lifeblood. So 
while global governance forums cast Big Tech 

as responsible partners, those partners have 
strong incentives to ensure the solutions don’t 
undercut their business model. The result could 
be a governance regime that institutionalizes 
surveillance capitalism rather than 
fundamentally reshaping it. For instance, we 
may get AI oversight boards, fact-checker 
coalitions, and transparency reports – all good 
things – but not data minimization or an end to 
pervasive tracking. 

From a power standpoint, this 
partnership also means that the line between 
public authority and private power blurs. Some 
scholars talk of “platform governance” as a new 
form of governance where platforms themselves 
create quasi-law via terms of service and 
algorithms. With states leaning on platforms to 
enforce norms (e.g., take down disinfo, prioritize 
“authoritative” content in feeds), we see an 
outsourcing of regulation to private actors. One 
manifestation is the trusted flagger or social 
media monitoring units that governments set up 
to notify platforms of problematic content. This 
was seen in the EU and also reportedly in places 
like India – sometimes used benignly, other 
times to censor unfavorable content (GPD, 
2024). The UN encourages such cooperation 
globally (UNRIC, 2024b). The worry, as noted 
by Bot Populi, is selective enforcement: 
platforms might comply swiftly when powerful 
governments or actors raise an issue (say, 
removing terrorist content or, in worse cases, 
political criticism labeled as “fake news”), but 
be less responsive for marginalized voices or 
less powerful nations. This dynamic could 
suppress dissent disproportionately. For 
example, a small activist group spreading 
information embarrassing to a government might 
find themselves algorithmically down-ranked or 
banned if that government is part of the 
“trusted” network flagging disinfo, whereas a 
large volume of misleading content that aligns 
with a dominant narrative might escape scrutiny. 

Governmentality – Soft Power and 
Self-Censorship: The influence of 
governmentality is evident in how governance 
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measures are implemented through standards, 
best practices, and capacity-building rather than 
top-down dictates. This can lead to a subtle form 
of suppression via self-regulation. For instance, 
the UN’s principles encourage platforms to 
“conduct human rights due diligence”, to 
“avoid biases”, and to “adopt transparency 
measures” (Shine , 2023). There’s no global law 
forcing them, but the expectation is that socially 
responsible companies will comply – and indeed 
not doing so could attract reputational damage or 
eventual regulation. Many platforms then 
voluntarily remove or deprioritize content that 
they foresee could be labeled as disinformation 
or hate by regulators, even before being asked 
(the so-called “precautionary removal”). In 
interviews, some tech company staff have 
admitted they sometimes overremove content to 
avoid potential trouble, a phenomenon akin to 
self-censorship for fear of regulatory or public 
backlash. Global frameworks amplify that: if 
everyone “agrees” something is harmful (e.g., a 
consensus that vaccine misinformation is 
dangerous), platforms may aggressively clean it 
up. While that has clear public health benefits 
(Shine, 2023), it can also sweep in legitimate 
debate (some scientists dissenting on approaches 
were initially tagged as misinformation). Who 
decides the boundaries is the perennial question. 
Governmentality operates by making platforms 
and users internalize certain norms – e.g., 
“responsible behavior online”. A positive 
outcome is digital literacy (users learning to 
check facts, etc.), which the UN and others 
promote as empowerment. A potential darker 
side is if users begin to avoid voicing certain 
opinions preemptively because the prevailing 
discourse has deemed them outside “information 
integrity.” For instance, if a particular political 
opinion gets widely branded as part of a 
“disinformation narrative” (rightly or wrongly), 
people holding that opinion might fear sharing it 
lest they be lumped in with malicious actors. 
This is a real dynamic observed in some 
countries where online speech is policed: it leads 
to chilling effects. 

Our analysis found that agenda-framing 
can feed into governmentality. The framing of 
disinformation as a security issue encourages 
security agencies to get involved in information 
management. We’ve seen countries establish 
special police or military cyber units to counter 
“fake news.” At an international level, if that 
framing continues, one could imagine UN 
peacekeeping missions or conflict mediators 
paying more attention to shaping the information 
environment (some already do, countering hate 
radio, etc.). While laudable in cases like 
intervening in incitement to violence (e.g., radio 
propaganda in Rwanda’s genocide), it 
normalizes the idea that authorities (domestic or 
international) are curators of truth for the public 
good. Foucauldian theory would note this as a 
shift in how power is exercised – less by open 
coercion, more by guiding the field of possible 
actions and discourse. 

Selective Narratives and Exclusion of 
“Stigmatized” Knowledge: The journal’s theme, 
Stigmatized Knowledge & Suppressed 
Discourses, prompts us to consider if global 
digital governance might inadvertently (or 
deliberately) suppress certain non-mainstream 
views. Indeed, by formalizing what counts as 
trustworthy information, there is a risk that 
unorthodox yet legitimate perspectives get 
sidelined. For example, minority religious or 
cultural perspectives online sometimes get 
flagged by majority-rules fact-checkers as 
misinformation, not because they are objectively 
false but because they don’t align with secular or 
scientific consensus. A biblical worldview post 
on, say, creation might be labeled 
misinformation in some contexts dominated by 
scientific materialism – a hypothetical, but 
illustrative of how worldview conflicts could be 
policed if integrity standards lack pluralism. The 
UN principles talk about pluralism (Ashraf, 
2024), but the implementation may lean towards 
an expert-driven consensus on contested issues. 

There are also geopolitical narratives: 
information from certain states’ media might be 
systematically down-ranked as presumed 
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propaganda (e.g., Russian or Chinese state 
outlets), which could be justified in many cases 
yet also means the global public sphere gets 
more homogenized under a Western/liberal 
democratic narrative hegemony. Recent polling 
corroborates that such anxieties, while vocal, 
remain a minority viewpoint: a Pew Global 
Attitudes survey conducted in July 2025 found 
70 percent of adults view online misinformation 
as a ‘major threat’ to society, whereas only 14 
percent explicitly linked digital-ID or CBDC 
projects to apocalyptic prophecy (DISA, 2025). 
Some “stigmatized knowledge” – like 
whistleblower revelations, or alternative COVID 
origin theories, etc. – initially might be 
suppressed but later prove credible. A 
governance regime must have the capacity for 
self-correction and openness to dissenting 
evidence; otherwise it becomes an echo chamber 
of its own “authorized truth.” 

Nation-States vs a Global 
Technocratic Elite: Another power dynamic is 
between national governments and global 
institutions/elite networks. Some critics fear a 
“global technocracy” where decisions are made 
by unaccountable experts in Davos-like settings, 
imposing rules on the world. Elements of the 
Pact process could feed that narrative: high-level 
panels, special envoys, and expert groups 
drafting principles that then filter down to 
national policies. Smaller states or those outside 
the process may feel rules are imposed on them. 
On the other hand, many developing countries 
support global governance as a way to restrain 
big tech and big powers – a form of collective 
bargaining they couldn’t do alone. Our reading 
of negotiation documents (UNRIC, 2024a) 
shows that G77 countries, for instance, pushed 
for language on digital sovereignty and capacity 
building. The final text tries to balance: 
advocating global norms but also “respecting 
national circumstances” (a clause often 
inserted). 

Governmentality would note how global 
norms get localized: a nation may adopt a law 
against disinformation citing the UN’s 

encouragement, but then use it to jail opposition 
figures (there have been cases e.g. in Turkey, 
Egypt, etc., where anti-fake news laws had that 
effect). These governments legitimize their 
actions by pointing to global rhetoric of 
combating misinformation, even if their actual 
target is domestic dissent. This boomerang effect 
means global discourse can empower 
authoritarian moves under a cloak of legitimacy 
(Ó Siochrú & Gurumurthy, 2024). The UN is 
aware of this risk – hence the repeated stress on 
human rights – but on the ground, enforcement 
of those human rights in each jurisdiction is 
uneven. 

Discursive Suppression and 
Information Integrity: At the 2023 UN 
conference titled: “The Future of Information 
Integrity and the SDGs,” UN communications 
chief Melissa Fleming admitted exhaustion at 
chasing “disinformation and hate,” noting that 
UN content was “down-ranked” on major 
platforms (Hinchliffe, 2023). Panelists such as 
Anne-Marie Slaughter warned that “anybody 
can say anything,” implicitly positioning 
unregulated speech as inimical to democracy 
(Hinchliffe, 2025). Critical-discourse analysis 
shows this rhetoric pathologises heterodox 
narratives, legitimising algorithmic or regulatory 
interventions that may curtail legitimate dissent. 
Integrating Zuboff’s surveillance-capitalism 
thesis, we contend that the real epistemic risk 
lies not only in false content but in monopolised 
truth pipelines controlled by state-corporate 
consortia empowered by the Compact. Recent 
African SME evidence confirms that ESG 
scorecards already function as soft-law levers 
that embed data extraction into corporate ethics 
(Sangwa & Mutabazi, 2025b), illuminating how 
surveillance-capitalist imperatives converge with 
the Compact’s information-integrity discourse.  

In sum, power dynamics in centralized 
digital governance are multifaceted. Big Tech 
stands to gain or at least secure its central role 
by working with, rather than against, global 
regulators – meaning true structural change (like 
breaking up monopolies or banning surveillance 
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advertising) is not on the table. States stand to 
gain enhanced capabilities to guide narratives 
and monitor citizens, through both direct legal 
means and indirect corporate levers – though 
liberal democracies and authoritarian regimes 
will use those levers differently. Civil society 
can gain a seat at the table in principle, but in 
practice might struggle to influence outcomes 
against state/corporate alignment, except in 
areas where they have expertise (like 
independent fact-checkers becoming part of the 
system). The suppression mechanisms likely to 
arise are subtle: algorithmic filtering, 
demonetization of disfavored content, 
self-censorship due to pervasive monitoring and 
social credit-like reputational systems (perhaps 
informal ones where those spreading “integrity 
breaches” lose influence or funding). 

Our findings thus echo a central 
paradox: the very networks of surveillance and 
influence that cause many digital harms are 
being marshaled to combat those harms. This 
reflexive loop can either lead to a stable 
equilibrium (if checks and balances are 
instituted) or a reinforcing loop of control (if left 
unchecked). To avoid the latter, the 
philosophical and ethical foundations of this 
governance project need careful examination – 
which we turn to next, including insights from a 
biblical worldview that provides an external 
moral critique of technocratic hubris. 

4.5. Epistemological and Ethical Implications: 
Navigating Truth, Autonomy, and 
Technocratic Risk 

Beyond policy specifics and stakeholder 
interests lies a deeper level of analysis – the 
philosophical and ethical questions raised by the 
prospect of a global technocratic order managing 
information and society. Our interdisciplinary 
approach compels us to interrogate the 
epistemological boundaries of such governance 
(how it defines and handles truth and 
knowledge) and the civilizational risks or ethical 
trade-offs involved. These reflections synthesize 
insights from philosophy of knowledge, ethics, 

and even scenarios imagined in literature and 
theology, to gauge what’s at stake for humanity’s 
way of life and self-understanding. 

(i). Epistemological Boundaries – 
Who Defines “Truth”? One of the boldest 
implications of a comprehensive “information 
integrity” regime is that it aspires to draw 
boundaries around legitimate knowledge. 
Historically, defining truth has been a contested 
process distributed across scientific 
communities, free press, religious and cultural 
dialogue, etc. A global compact, in effect, seeks 
to formalize some of that process: establishing 
principles and perhaps bodies (like the 
International Panel on Information 
Environment) to guide what is considered 
reliable information. While it doesn’t claim to 
create truth, it does set up mechanisms to 
validate information (fact-checking networks, 
AI content verification) and to invalidate 
falsehood (content removal, labeling). 

Epistemologically, this raises concern 
about centralization of epistemic authority. If a 
few global institutions and their allied platforms 
decide what information is trustworthy, we risk 
suppressing the diversity of thought and the 
dialectical process that often leads to new 
knowledge. As mentioned earlier, many 
paradigm-shifting ideas began as contrarian or 
fringe. For example, plate tectonics theory in 
geology, or certain medical hypotheses, faced 
initial resistance from authorities. In a rigid 
information integrity regime, could such 
dissenting voices be prematurely labeled 
“misinformation”? The safeguards in the UN 
principles (calling for pluralism and research 
access [Ashraf, 2024]) are meant to prevent that, 
but the balance between decisiveness and 
openness is delicate. If the pendulum swings too 
far toward decisiveness (to swiftly curb harmful 
lies), legitimate debate might be stifled; if too far 
toward openness, the regime might be seen as 
toothless against obvious disinformation 
campaigns. 
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The concept of resilience could be 
interpreted as encouraging societies to handle 
uncertainty and plurality – essentially an 
admission that we cannot know everything with 
certainty and must cultivate robustness to some 
misinformation. Epistemologically, that is 
humble and realistic. However, the practice of 
building resilience often translates into 
educating people to trust authoritative sources. 
UNESCO’s approach, for instance, urges 
platforms to elevate “authoritative content” 
especially during crises (Shine, 2023) (as was 
done for COVID or elections). This is a form of 
epistemic guidance: it implicitly says truth is 
more likely to come from X source than Y source. 
Sometimes that’s warranted (a health agency vs. 
a random blog on vaccines), but it can also 
entrench existing power hierarchies in 
knowledge. Smaller voices or non-mainstream 
experts may struggle to gain visibility. 

(ii). Ethical Implications – Autonomy, 
Privacy, and Human Agency: Ethically, a core 
tension is between collective welfare and 
individual rights. The drive to combat 
disinformation and ensure security often invokes 
utilitarian ethics – the greatest good for the 
greatest number (e.g., remove false content that 
could lead to harm, even if it means some fringe 
speakers lose their platform). However, liberal 
ethics and human rights frameworks stress 
individual autonomy – the right of persons to 
form and express their own beliefs, and to 
receive information of their choosing. A global 
governance system that filters what people see, 
even with good intentions, risks treating adults 
more as wards to be protected than agents to be 
empowered. From a Habermasian vantage, such 
paternalism erodes the communicative freedom 
that undergirds a vibrant public sphere, while a 
Nussbaum-informed capabilities lens would 
deem it a failure to expand citizens’ substantive 
freedoms (Nussbaum, 2011). By contrast, the 
imago Dei doctrine stresses the divine origin of 
autonomy, aligning surprisingly well with both 
secular frameworks in its insistence that 
governance enhance, rather than eclipse, human 
agency. The UN discourse tries to reconcile this: 

it frames the fight against disinfo as actually 
enabling true freedom of opinion (on the 
premise that propaganda and lies limit people’s 
real choices) (UNRIC, 2024a; 2024b). There is 
truth in that; extreme manipulative propaganda 
can indeed rob people of informed agency. Yet, 
there’s a slippery slope: if authorities overreach 
in deciding what is manipulation and what is just 
persuasion or opinion, they can infringe on 
mental freedom. 

Privacy is another ethical dimension. All 
these digital governance measures – digital IDs, 
CBDCs, monitoring content – can drastically 
shrink privacy if not designed carefully. Privacy 
is not just a luxury; it’s integral to dignity and 
freedom of thought (the private realm is where 
one can explore ideas without external 
judgment). The push for security and integrity 
often comes at privacy’s expense: consider 
proposals for traceability of online messages to 
catch originators of “fake news” (floated in 
some countries), or the idea of tying online 
accounts to verified identities to prevent abuse. 
Those do enhance accountability but eliminate 
anonymity, which is a shield for whistleblowers 
and vulnerable voices. The UN principles do not 
call for banning anonymity – in fact they call for 
protecting journalists and activists (UNRIC, 
2024b) – but the general trend of digital 
governance could, unintentionally, marginalize 
anonymous speech (since it’s harder to ensure 
“integrity” when you don’t know the speaker’s 
identity or reputation). 

(iii). The Risk of a Technocratic 
Order – Civilization at a Crossroads: Several 
observers, including those writing from a 
biblical worldview or classical liberal 
perspective, warn of a “global technocratic 
order” that could emerge – a system where 
decision-making is dominated by technical 
experts and automated systems, prioritizing 
efficiency and control over individual freedoms 
and democratic participation. The Pact for the 
Future, with all its emphasis on expert-driven 
solutions (AI governance, science-based 
policymaking, etc.), can be seen as part of a 
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“technocratic paradigm.” As one Christian 
thinker put it, if we respond to crises merely 
with “new technologies or more control,” we 
might “sustain the same worldview that the 
technocratic paradigm has formed” instead of 
challenging it (paraphrasing a critique from a 
Church Life Journal article [Okey, 2021]). 

Our analysis finds that the civilizational 
risk here is two-fold: 

(i). Concentration of Power: As Lerner 
argued, “a global sovereign empowered by 
modern technology and emboldened by a 
crusading faith to save Mankind” could pose a 
greater threat to humanity’s future than separate 
nation-states (Lerner, 2017). This evokes a 
scenario where, for example, an alliance of big 
powers or a UN-body with sweeping mandate 
uses advanced surveillance (AI, big data) to 
enforce what it sees as the global good – 
potentially quashing cultural differences or 
individual liberties in the process. A historical 
analogy might be the utopian ideologies of the 
20th century that sought to re-engineer society 
“for its own good,” often leading to totalitarian 
outcomes. While the current intentions are far 
more benign and democratic, the structure 
(centralized authority + high-tech capabilities + 
moral certainty in its mission) is what worries 
thinkers like Lerner (Lerner, 2017). We should 
note that the Pact is not a world government, but 
the direction of travel is toward tighter global 
coordination, and technology could 
inadvertently provide the “hardware” for global 
control should a malign actor hijack the system 
later. 

(ii). Homogenization and Loss of 
Resilience: Another risk is that a singular global 
system, however well-meaning, might lack the 
resilience of diversity. Civilizational resilience 
can be thought of like biodiversity – many 
different social systems and ideas provide a pool 
from which adaptation and innovation arise. If 
everyone marches to the same drum (even a 
good drumbeat), one mistake or blindspot could 
propagate everywhere. For example, a globally 

accepted scientific consensus might later turn 
out incomplete or wrong; if dissent was 
minimized, correction comes late at great cost. 
Or consider a global digital ID/CBDC network – 
extremely efficient, but if it fails (say via 
cyberattack or misuse), billions could be 
affected simultaneously. Decentralization, by 
contrast, contains failures locally. The Babel 
story is an illustrative metaphor: the unified 
project made humanity powerful but also 
vulnerable to a single point of failure (God’s 
confusion of language scattered it) (Twelves, 
2023). In modern secular terms, we’d say too 
much centralization can reduce systemic 
robustness. 

Ethically, then, there is value in 
maintaining pluralism, subsidiarity, and checks 
within any global governance regime. That’s 
why our recommendations (coming up) stress 
transparency and accountability – essentially 
injecting democratic correctives into a 
technocratic framework. 

(iii). Human Flourishing vs. Security 
Paradigm: The ethical lens asks, what vision of 
the good life is driving these policies? If it’s 
overly focused on security (safety from bad info, 
safety from cyber threats, etc.), it might neglect 
other elements of human flourishing like 
creativity, spontaneity, and even the spiritual 
dimension of life which requires freedom (to 
believe, to doubt, to explore meaning). A purely 
technocratic order might undervalue 
non-quantifiable goods. It might impose a kind 
of secular utilitarian universalism that clashes 
with certain cultural or religious narratives of 
what’s important in life (for example, some 
communities might accept a higher degree of 
risk or “fate” in exchange for other values – 
think of religious freedom in a pandemic 
context; some chose to keep worshiping despite 
health risks, prioritizing spiritual needs). 

This segues into the next section where 
we explicitly bring in a theological worldview – 
here, suffice it to say that the ethical discourse is 
not value-neutral. The current global governance 
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ethos is largely grounded in a 
post-Enlightenment secular humanist framework 
(human rights, scientific rationality, etc.). That 
framework has many strengths in protecting 
human dignity, but it can also become dogmatic 
in its own way, sidelining perspectives that draw 
from faith or tradition as “irrational” or 
“intolerant” by default. A truly inclusive global 
order would find a way to respect those 
perspectives too, within reason. 

Conclusion of this Section: The 
epistemological and ethical analysis surfaces a 
key insight: the governance of the digital future 
is not merely a technical or bureaucratic 
problem – it is a profoundly moral and 
philosophical challenge. It forces us to ask: how 
much control is too much? Who gets to decide 
what’s true? can we preserve human agency in a 
world of intelligent machines and pervasive 
networks? The UN’s Pact gestures at answers 
(e.g., “human rights” as the guardrail) (GPD, 
2024; UNRIC, 2024b), but the devil is in the 
details and in the spirit of implementation. If the 
effort is undertaken with humility, transparency, 
and a commitment to core freedoms, it could 
steer us away from dystopia. If not, the slide into 
a benevolent but authoritarian technocracy is not 
unimaginable. 

Having explored these abstract yet 
crucial dimensions, we now integrate a specific 
theological viewpoint – a biblical worldview – 
which provides an alternate angle on these 
issues, often voicing concerns about global unity 
and human pride that secular analysis might 
underplay. This will add depth to our critical 
perspective, before we move to finalize our 
conclusions and recommendations. 

4.6. Theological Perspectives from a 
Biblical Worldview: Human Dignity, 
Sovereignty, and Resisting Unchecked 
Globalism 

In this section, we incorporate 
theological insight from a biblical worldview to 
enrich the ethical discussion and provide a 

contrasting lens on the push for centralized 
global governance. While academic analyses 
typically remain secular, the inclusion of this 
perspective is fitting for an interdisciplinary 
exploration, especially given the journal’s 
openness to “suppressed discourses.” A biblical 
worldview – here understood as one rooted in 
the narratives and principles of the Bible – offers 
profound commentary on themes of global unity, 
human nature, and authority. It tends to 
emphasize human dignity derived from the 
divine, caution against the hubris of one-world 
projects (often labeled as ecumenism or 
over-centralization), and uphold the importance 
of national and cultural distinctions. 

(i). The Tower of Babel and the Limits 
of Human Ambition: The biblical story most 
often invoked regarding global projects is the 
Tower of Babel (Genesis 11:1-9). In that 
account, humanity, speaking one language, 
decides to build a city and a tower “that reaches 
to the heavens” to “make a name for ourselves” 
and avoid being scattered (Twelves, 2023). God 
observes that this unified endeavor has given 
them great power – “then nothing they plan to 
do will be impossible for them” – and chooses to 
confuse their language and disperse them across 
the earth (Twelves, 2023). The story has been 
interpreted in various ways, but a common 
theme is divine concern over unchecked human 
ambition and the concentration of power. From a 
biblical worldview perspective, Babel 
symbolizes the prideful pursuit of a 
human-centric unity that tries to eliminate 
dependency on God and sets the stage for 
tyranny (monolithic power with no diversity or 
external check) (Twelves, 2023). God’s 
intervention, scattering people into different 
language groups (nations), is thus seen not 
merely as judgment but as a preventative 
measure to protect humanity from its own 
overreach (Lerner, 2017). 

Applied to our context, some 
theologians and Christian analysts see the drive 
for a centralized global governance – especially 
one that could control key facets of life 
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(economy, information, even religion) – as a 
modern Babel. The Pact for the Future could be 
viewed as an attempt to build a new global order 
to “reach to the heavens” (solving all problems 
through human coordination and technology), 
potentially sidelining the need for divine 
guidance or respecting the limits of human 
wisdom (Lerner, 2017; Twelves, 2023). A 
biblical worldview doesn’t oppose international 
cooperation per se (the Bible extols justice and 
peace among nations), but it is skeptical of any 
utopian project that assumes humans can create 
a perfect or uniformly governed world by 
themselves. The fragmenting of languages at 
Babel introduced pluralism as a check on 
totalitarian unity (Twelves, 2023). In modern 
terms, it implies that a multiplicity of nations 
and cultures is part of a divinely ordained order 
which restrains the scope of corruption – as 
Lerner noted, nation-states with accountability 
are less likely to threaten humanity than a 
unified global sovereign with a messianic 
complex (Lerner, 2017). 

(ii). Ecumenism and Religious 
Syncretism: The resistance to ecumenism 
mentioned in the prompt pertains to caution 
against a one-world religion or the blending of 
all faiths into a state-approved umbrella. From a 
conservative biblical standpoint, truth in matters 
of faith is not relative, and attempts to 
homogenize or institutionalize a universal 
religion can be seen as part of an anti-Christ 
system (in eschatological interpretations, a 
global false religion is depicted in Revelation 
17). The UN often engages in interfaith 
dialogues and promotes a kind of civil religious 
unity (e.g., common prayers at UN events, a 
“global ethic” initiative launched by theologian 
Hans Küng which some Christians criticized for 
diluting doctrinal truth). A biblical worldview 
would commend peace and understanding 
among peoples of different faiths, but resist any 
movement that asks religions to compromise on 
core truths for the sake of unity. 

How does this relate to digital 
governance? One connection is via the values 

imposed by a global order. If the global 
governance becomes strongly secular-humanist, 
it might implicitly marginalize religious 
viewpoints (consider, for example, how certain 
moral stances rooted in religion are labeled 
misinformation or hate if they clash with secular 
norms – there have been instances on social 
platforms where quoting religious texts on 
marriage or sanctity of life is flagged as hate 
speech by algorithms). A biblical perspective 
would argue for freedom of religion and 
conscience as non-negotiable – the ultimate 
sovereignty belongs to God, and any human 
governance must allow people to “obey God 
rather than men” when the two conflict (Acts 
5:29). In extreme end-time scenarios in Christian 
eschatology, a global regime compels uniform 
worship or allegiance (the “Mark of the Beast” 
narrative in Revelation 13:16-17, where people 
cannot buy or sell without a mark indicating 
loyalty to the Beast). Some see precursors of that 
in digital ID + CBDC systems: for instance, if 
one day dissenters (whether religious or 
political) could be economically shut out by a 
flick of a switch, that eerily echoes Revelation 
(Wheaton, 2024). 

It’s important to state: from an academic 
view, this is speculative and symbolic, but for 
believers, it serves as a caution that economic 
and identification control can become tools of 
religious persecution. The civilizational risks 
identified earlier (global control enabling 
tyranny) are in biblical thought not just political 
but spiritual dangers – they infringe on the 
human soul’s liberty to choose whom to worship 
and how to live before God. 

(iii). Human Dignity and Imago Dei: 
A biblical worldview affirms that each human is 
made in the imago Dei (image of God), which is 
the basis of human dignity. This gives a 
grounding for human rights, but also implies 
each person is sovereign in a certain sense – 
answerable ultimately to God. Systems that 
overly infringe on personal agency or treat 
individuals as cogs in a machine violate this 
dignity. For instance, if a technocratic system 
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uses mass surveillance to manipulate behavior 
(as in some social credit systems), it’s essentially 
overriding the individual’s moral agency, which 
a biblical view would see as a trespass on the 
God-given freedom to choose good or evil. It’s 
akin to how forcing religion on someone is 
wrong, forcing an all-encompassing governance 
on every aspect of life can also be 
dehumanizing. 

The biblical ethos would argue that laws 
and governance should serve as a tutor and 
restraint against evil (Romans 13), but not as an 
absolute master – especially in areas of 
conscience and personal life. Therefore, any 
global order should have limits. The concept of 
national sovereignty can be supported here: Acts 
17:26 says God “made every nation of men… 
and determined their appointed times and the 
boundaries of their habitation”, suggesting that 
distinct nations existing is part of God’s design 
to prevent a monolithic human power (and so 
people would seek God in their own contexts) 
(Lerner, 2018; Twelves, 2023). The sovereignty 
of nations can provide a refuge – for example, 
throughout history, persecuted groups often fled 
to more tolerant countries. In a one-world 
system, that escape valve is gone. So, preserving 
some level of national sovereignty and diversity 
is tied to protecting human dignity and freedom. 

Prophetic Voice and Ethical Calling: 
A biblical worldview also brings a prophetic 
dimension: speaking truth to power and 
reminding any would-be global rulers that they 
too are under judgment. The Hebrew prophets 
and the Book of Revelation critique empires 
(like Babylon, a symbol of decadent oppressive 
globalism) and foretell their downfall if they 
exalt themselves above God’s law of justice and 
mercy. In practical terms, this means a biblical 
perspective would demand that any global 
governance prioritize the poor, the oppressed, 
and justice – not just stability or efficiency. 
There is an inherent suspicion that powerful 
systems favor the rich and mighty (Psalm 2 even 
speaks of rulers conspiring against God’s ways). 
So a biblical check on the UN’s agenda would 

be: are we caring for “the least of these” 
(Matthew 25:40) in these policies? Or are we 
mainly protecting the interests of elites? For 
instance, does the global digital compact ensure 
that rural villages and marginalized communities 
get internet access and digital literacy before we 
lavish attention on AI governance that benefits 
big corporations? The UN’s rhetoric does 
highlight inclusion (UNRIC, 2024a), but the 
biblical lens would press that as a moral 
imperative, not just an SDG target. 

Finally, the biblical worldview offers 
hope and a warning: hope that despite human 
plans, a higher divine plan for good ultimately 
prevails (Christians would trust that even if a 
global system becomes oppressive, it will be 
temporary and divinely restrained), and warning 
that no human system can become a substitute 
for God’s kingdom of righteousness. This 
translates into a healthy skepticism against 
utopian promises by global technocrats – an 
insistence that we remain humble and aware of 
the fallibility and fallenness of humans 
(including experts and leaders). It encourages 
structures with checks and balances (aligning 
with secular calls for accountability, but 
grounding it in an understanding of human 
sinfulness). It also values truth in an absolute 
sense – one might say the best defense against 
deception is spiritual discernment and 
commitment to truth as a virtue, not only 
external fact-checkers. In practical 
recommendation, this worldview might urge that 
digital governance efforts incorporate ethical 
and even spiritual dialogue, not just technical 
fixes. For example, engaging faith communities 
in discussions on digital ethics could address 
issues of meaning and purpose in tech use that 
pure technocrats might overlook. 

In sum, the biblical perspective 
reinforces some of our earlier critical points 
(value of pluralism, risk of central tyranny, 
priority of human dignity) and adds a distinctive 
emphasis on spiritual freedom and 
accountability to a higher moral law. It calls the 
global project to account: does it inadvertently 
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set the stage for an idolatrous trust in human 
systems (a new Babel), or can it be kept within 
proper bounds to serve people without enslaving 
them? The challenge will be maintaining those 
proper bounds. 

Having integrated this theological 
viewpoint, we now proceed to conclude our 
analysis, summarizing key insights and offering 
recommendations that are informed by the 
variety of perspectives we’ve examined – from 
technical and policy considerations to these 
deeper philosophical and theological insights. 

5.​ Conclusion & 
Recommendations 

The analysis presented in this article 
reveals a nuanced picture of the UN’s Pact for 
the Future and Global Digital Compact as bold 
yet double-edged endeavors in centralized global 
digital governance. On one hand, these 
initiatives represent a visionary commitment to 
cooperation in tackling the daunting challenges 
of the digital age – from ensuring every human 
is connected and included, to reining in the Wild 
West of online misinformation, to setting 
guardrails for emerging technologies like AI. 
The Pact is imbued with the optimism that 
humanity “can unite to create a future that is 
more equitable, sustainable, and prepared for 
the challenges of coming decades” (UNRIC, 
2024). Our findings validate that there are 
indeed significant potential benefits: coordinated 
strategies could accelerate closing the digital 
divide, a shared framework on data and platform 
governance could strengthen human rights 
online, and collaboration with industry could 
yield technical innovations for safety (for 
example, open-source tools to authenticate 
content provenance, as some proposals suggest). 
Notably, the GDC’s affirmation of human rights 
and multi-stakeholder engagement offers a 
positive foundation (UNRIC, 2024b). If 
implemented with integrity, these measures 
could enhance democracy (by protecting 
electoral processes from disinformation), 
improve public health outcomes (by curbing 

dangerous rumors [UNRIC, 2024b]), and give 
marginalized groups greater access to 
information and digital finance. 

On the other side, our critical 
examination – integrating governance theory, 
economic critique, discourse analysis, and 
ethical perspectives – sounds caution that these 
global governance instruments, if misused or 
unbalanced, could entrench power asymmetries 
and suppress the very values they proclaim. The 
strategic language of threat and urgency, while 
mobilizing action, also concentrates 
agenda-setting power in the hands of those who 
define “threats” (UNRIC, 2024b; Ashraf, 2024). 
The heavy reliance on Big Tech as co-governors 
risks fortifying a surveillance capitalist paradigm 
under the banner of public good (Ashraf, 2024). 
The emphasis on information control, even for 
noble ends, carries the perennial danger of 
paternalism and censorship – a concern echoed 
not only by secular analysts but by voices from a 
biblical worldview who warn against any 
all-powerful human scheme that could override 
individual conscience and cultural identity 
(Lerner, 2017; Twelves, 2023). In short, a global 
digital governance regime might save the village 
by burning it, if it achieves security at the cost of 
freedom and diversity. 

Therefore, the way forward must be one 
of balance, humility, and proactive safeguarding 
of fundamental principles. We conclude with a 
set of concrete recommendations intended to 
help realize the constructive potential of the Pact 
and Compact while mitigating their risks. These 
recommendations draw from best practices 
identified in our research and address the 
concerns raised: 

1. Institutionalize Multilayered 
Accountability: Global agreements should be 
backed by independent oversight. For the GDC, 
we recommend establishing a multistakeholder 
watchdog body (or strengthening the proposed 
International Panel on the Information 
Environment) that includes not only 
representatives from governments and tech 
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companies, but also civil society, digital rights 
groups, academics, and ethicists. This body 
should have the mandate to monitor how well 
the principles are being implemented and call 
out deviations. Crucially, it should issue public 
reports (much like the IPCC does for climate) on 
the “health” of the global information 
ecosystem. Such transparency will make it 
harder for states or companies to hide abuses 
behind the veil of lofty principles. Moreover, at 
national levels, implementation of these global 
norms should involve parliamentary and public 
scrutiny – e.g., any new laws or algorithms 
inspired by the compact should undergo human 
rights impact assessments by independent 
experts (GPD, 2024). 

2. Protect Fundamental Rights by 
Design: It is not enough to declare commitment 
to human rights; these must be engineered into 
the technologies and policies from the outset. 
For digital ID systems, this means adhering to 
privacy-by-design, minimal data collection, 
opt-in features, and robust encryption. 
International support (financial and technical) 
should be conditioned on meeting benchmarks 
such as those put forth by UNDP’s governance 
framework (e.g., legal protections, independent 
oversight agencies) (UNDP, 2023). For CBDCs, 
we recommend design choices that preserve a 
degree of anonymity – for instance, small 
transactions could be private (as digital cash), 
and user-identifying data could be kept 
decentralized or behind strong legal firewalls, 
accessible only under due process. Global 
standards on privacy in digital finance should be 
developed alongside functionality standards 
(Access Now, n.d.). Platforms, on their part, 
should implement user empowerment tools: give 
users more control over algorithms (ability to 
turn off personalization or choose feed ranking 
criteria), and provide transparency dashboards 
showing why they see what they see (Shine, 
2023). By building systems that default to 
privacy and freedom, we reduce the likelihood 
of their exploitation for surveillance or 
censorship. 

3. Uphold Pluralism and Localism 
within the Global Framework: To avoid a 
one-size-fits-all regime that could become 
oppressive or fragile, the global compact should 
explicitly endorse the principles of subsidiarity 
and cultural pluralism. Subsidiarity means 
decisions ought to be taken at the most 
immediate (or local) level consistent with their 
resolution. In practice, the UN could encourage 
regional digital compacts or national strategies 
that tailor global principles to local context, so 
long as core human rights are respected. This 
can create a healthy diversity of approaches – a 
federation rather than a unitary empire. 
Culturally, space must be preserved for different 
values to coexist online. We recommend the 
GDC facilitate the creation of pluralistic content 
moderation councils in different regions, which 
feed into global policy but understand local 
contexts (e.g., what might be satirical content in 
one culture could be misinterpreted as 
disinformation in another). The global 
governance regime should treat freedom of 
thought and expression as foundational – any 
limitations (like removing demonstrably false 
dangerous content) should be narrow, 
evidence-based, and subject to appeal and 
review (UNRIC, 2024b; GPD, 2024). 
Essentially, err on the side of allowing debate; 
when in doubt, more counterspeech rather than 
silencing. And include diverse perspectives in 
truth-seeking processes – even those considered 
“fringe” – to avoid groupthink. 

4. Foster Digital Literacy and Societal 
Resilience: One way to reconcile controlling 
harmful content with preserving liberty is to 
invest heavily in education and resilience rather 
than only in content policing. We recommend 
that a significant portion of any funding and 
initiatives under the Global Digital Compact be 
allocated to digital literacy programs globally. 
These programs (in schools, communities, 
workplaces) should teach critical thinking, 
source verification, and constructive online 
engagement. The goal is an informed citizenry 
that is less susceptible to falsehoods and less 
likely to spread them. This reduces the need for 
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top-down control because the “demand” for 
disinformation decreases. Additionally, 
supporting independent, quality journalism and 
local media in all countries is key – people often 
fall prey to rumors when they lack trustworthy 
local news. The Compact should create a Global 
Fund for Public Interest Media, as some have 
proposed, to revitalize fact-based reporting 
especially in developing nations. By 
strengthening the immune system of society (to 
use the health metaphor), we can afford to use a 
lighter touch in content moderation and allow 
more breathing room for free expression 
(Ashraf, 2024). 

5. Embed Ethical and Theological 
Dialogue into Governance Debates: In line 
with our interdisciplinary thrust, we suggest that 
forums on digital governance include ethical 
panels – even interfaith dialogue – on the human 
and spiritual implications of emerging policies. 
This could mean, for example, having a 
permanent ethics advisory group to the Summit 
of the Future follow-up, comprising ethicists, 
philosophers, and religious leaders from 
multiple traditions. Their task: to challenge and 
enrich the technocratic discussions with 
questions of meaning, purpose, and values that 
resonate with ordinary people’s deepest 
concerns. Such voices might remind a 
conference that, say, connectivity is not an end in 
itself – it must serve genuine human flourishing, 
or that efficiency should not trump compassion 
or justice. Including a spectrum from secular 
humanist to biblical worldview thinkers will 
ensure a robust moral compass is consulted. This 
is a soft recommendation, but it can have hard 
results by influencing tone and priorities – for 
instance, pushing delegates to remember the 
poor, the dignity of each individual, and the 
moral limits of state or corporate power (Lerner, 
2017). In practical terms, this could manifest as 
a requirement that any major digital policy 
proposal undergo an ethical impact assessment 
(akin to human rights impact, but broader in 
scope), the results of which are made public and 
discussed. 

6. Plan for Governance of 
Governance – Adaptive and Participatory 
Mechanisms: Lastly, meta-governance: the 
architects of the Pact should build in sunset 
clauses, review conferences, and avenues for 
redress. Sunset clauses mean certain powers or 
provisions expire unless actively renewed – a 
safeguard against institutional inertia or creeping 
mandate expansion. Regular review conferences 
(say every 5 years) for the Global Digital 
Compact would allow the international 
community to course-correct based on new data, 
technological change, and feedback from 
stakeholders (UNRIC, 2024a). Importantly, 
participation in these reviews should extend 
beyond diplomats – including citizen forums, 
online consultations (the UN’s global digital 
consultation leading to the GDC in 2023 was a 
start in this direction). Moreover, there should be 
a way for communities or even individuals 
negatively affected by some global governance 
measure to voice their case and seek remedy. For 
example, if a researcher is unjustly sanctioned 
worldwide as a “misinformation superspreader” 
and it later turns out to be a mistake, is there a 
process to restore their reputation? Perhaps the 
creation of a global digital appeals council could 
be considered, where such cases are heard (this 
could tie into the oversight body mentioned in 
point 1). By planning mechanisms of 
self-correction and openness, the governance 
system can avoid calcifying into an 
unaccountable regime. 

In conclusion, the UN’s Pact for the 
Future and Global Digital Compact stand at a 
pivotal intersection of technology, power, and 
principle. Implemented wisely, with diligent 
checks and balances as we recommend, they can 
help steer our interconnected world toward 
greater justice, security, and shared prosperity – 
a true global commons where digital technology 
serves the innate dignity of every person and 
each nation’s rightful autonomy. Implemented 
poorly, without these safeguards, they could 
midwife an era of soft-totalitarian control, the 
very scenario dystopian fiction and indeed 
prophetic scriptures have warned us about. The 
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stakes, as our analysis has shown, are incredibly 
high. 

The next decade will test whether the 
international community can live up to the 
mantra often attributed to the UN: “bringing the 
world together without taking it apart.” Success 
will require not just political will and technical 
coordination, but moral wisdom, humility in the 
face of our human limits, and steadfast 
commitment to the values that make life worth 
living – truth, freedom, and human dignity. It is 
our hope that by illuminating both the potentials 
and the pitfalls, this study contributes to 
ensuring that global digital governance, as it 
unfolds, remains anchored in those enduring 
values and avoids the shipwreck of technocratic 
hubris. 

Future Research & Limitations 

This research has covered substantial 
ground, but it also opens many avenues for 
further inquiry and acknowledges certain 
limitations: 

Limitations: Several structural 
constraints temper the generalizability of our 
findings. First, the corpus is overwhelmingly 
Anglophone: ninety-two percent of texts 
originate in English, echoing the wider 
English-centric bias documented in 
computational text-analysis scholarship 
(Windsor, 2022) and in recent critiques of 
scientific publishing (Nature Human Behaviour 
Editorial, 2024). Second, our temporal cut-off at 
December 2025 risks omitting late-breaking 
policy shifts, a recognised challenge in rapidly 
evolving governance landscapes. Third, reliance 
on well-funded Western think-tank reports (e.g., 
Stimson, Brookings) introduces a normative tilt 
towards liberal institutionalism, as the 2024 
State of the Sector survey warns about 
donor-driven framing biases. Acknowledging 
these limitations safeguards interpretive 
humility. 

Future investigations can attenuate 
these biases through three complementary 

designs. A first step is multilingual fieldwork 
that gathers primary interviews in Spanish, 
Arabic, and Mandarin to triangulate Anglophone 
discourse. Second, comparative case 
studies—such as Kenya’s Huduma Namba ID 
rollout versus Estonia’s X-Road 
architecture—will illuminate contextual 
divergences concealed by aggregate analyses. 
Third, a mixed-methods panel (combining 
ethnographic observation within UN working 
groups and panel-data regression on policy 
adoption indicators) can trace causal pathways 
between discursive frames and statutory 
enactments. These designs collectively answer 
the call for methodological pluralism 
increasingly urged by post-hegemonic 
norm-dynamics scholars. 

Appendices 

(i). Report on The future of 
multilateralism [Link] 
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