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Switzerland sees the IGF is a unique platform where people (you could also say stakeholders) from all the world are able to freely exchange their views, experience and best practices about public policy issues related to the Internet.

The IGF helps people to better identify and understand the most pressing Internet Governance issues. And it also helps stakeholders to better identify and understand the roles and responsibilities that they themselves but also other stakeholders have with regard to the use and governance of the Internet.
This understanding of the issues and all stakeholders roles and responsibilities is fundamental for successfully addressing the challenges related to the Internet and the Information Society in general – be it on a global or on a national level. Of course, action should follow the words exchanged here at the IGF. However can not be taken in the IGF itself, it has to be taken by all of us in our daily work at home. But the IGF does shape this action. 
This exchange has been necessary not only for the last 4 years, but it will remain necessary in the future, because new challenges are emerging every day. So therefore, the IGF must continue, because it has not fulfilled its mandate yet and will not do so in the near future. For the same reason, EuroDIG, the European IGF, has already decided to continue after 2010.
The IGF can only live up to this mandate, if the setting for discussion remains open and include all stakeholders. If you change the IGF into a forum that has to agree on a text, then you would destroy the value of the IGF, since people will not have time any more to listen to and learn from each other because they would have to defend their stakes in negotiations. 

So Switzerland has the view that the IGF should continue to exist, based on the way it has been developed during the last four years. It must not be turned into something completely different. We, all participants – and not only the governments – must continue to develop the IGF year by year as we have done so far. 
Proposals for improvement of the IGF

We would like to make some concrete proposals on how the IGF can be developed and its functioning can be improved:

1. 
Messages as a more tangible outcome
We – like others - would like to see a more tangible written outcome from the IGF. But any paper coming out of the IGF should not be negotiated. (for the reasons explained above).


What we propose to you is something that we successfully tested at EuroDIG - the European IGF: At EuroDIG 2008 and 2009, every multistakeholder team that had been organizing a session formulated, in their personal capacity as organizers, a number of bullet points on what they perceived as the key issues discussed. This included recommendations on which there was a rough consensus in the room, but this also included the mentioning of areas where opinions differ. 

Then the EuroDIG organisers put all these key issues and recommendations from the different sessions together into one single document and issued it in the personal capacity – and this is clearly stated in the document – of the organizing network. You can have a look at this document called “Messages from Geneva” on the eurodig website: www.EuroDIG.org 
So as a concrete proposal for the global IGF, we propose that you consider identifying such messages too. For the next year, we could start with the main sessions: for every main session, the respective group of organizers (in their personal capacity as organizers and rapporteurs and not as representatives of a particular stakeholder interest) should try to identify and put down to paper what in their view were the key messages and key recommendations. The messages of all main sessions should be put into one single document and published on the IGF website. And there should be a space for making comments on this paper on the IGF website.

We invite you to consider to test this for the next IGF in 2010. If the community will appreciate this, then it could be established – if not, it would not be done again at the 2011 IGF.

2. 
Having more interactive sessions:

Another concrete proposal for improvement is touching upon the interactivity of the sessions. The EuroDIG network decided to hold most of the sessions without key note and panel speakers. This because we thought that all participants in the room are experts and do have something to say. So the whole audience should act as panel. So we organized good moderators and the whole room was interacting from the very beginning of the session. And this worked extremely well and was considered one of the main reasons for the success of EuroDIG.

So we propose that the global IGF, too, could try to have sessions with no panel at all, involving the whole audience in an interactive discussion from the beginning of the session. 
3.
Reducing the number of Workshops and other parallel events

Another concrete proposal is touching on the – recurring – ciriticism that there are too many parallel events at the IGF. We therefore proposse that, before making a call for workshops, we should define the maximum number of workshops, forums, etc. that should be held – for instance the number of 50. This could mean that we would fix a number of e.g. maximum  5 workshops related to every main session and a number of e.g. maximum 20 workshops that not related to any of the main sessions. And in case the IGF secretariat would get 20 proposals for workshops linked to one main session, they would all have to get together and agree on 5 workshop they would organize jointly – not more. We think that – if there is a serious will to reduce the number of parallel workshops, this will be possible. And we also think that this would raise the quality and interactivity of the workshops. s this might give us a total of less than 50 workshops. 
4. 
Increase inclusiveness of participation

In addition that we should further enhance participation of important stakeholders: youth, parliamentarians, small businesses, and stakeholders from developing countries in general.

All these proposals are concrete steps to further develop the well-functioning of the IGF which could be discussed in the February open consultations, like we used to do it in our annual reviews every February.  

I would like to conclude by saying that Switzerland, as one of the largest contributors to the IGF trust fund invites all other stakeholders to also contributing to the funding of the IGF secretariat and the participation of stakeholders from all over the world.

Thank you for your attention.

