
Evolution of the Internet Governance Forum

The Internet Governance Forum (IGF) received a significant endorsement from the UNESCO 

WSIS+10 review.
1
 In its final statement

2
, the UNESCO conference called on all stakeholders to 

“acknowledge the importance of and renew their commitment to the Internet Governance Forum 

(IGF).”  In addition, in the WSIS+10 recommendations document
3
, the IGF was referred to 

numerous times in terms of its multi-stakeholder leadership role – for catalysing national and 

regional IGFs, for example – and for its importance in remaining a central forum for discussion of 

enhanced cooperation and related governance and policy discussions.   The IGF should now 

leverage and build on the UNESCO endorsement and on its achievements to date.

There is no other forum like the IGF in terms of its breadth of debate, its inclusiveness and embrace 

of multi-stakeholderism.  However, we have yet to see the true potential of this unique forum – 

while successful, it is in many ways timorous in its ambition and purpose.  The IGF should evolve 

its structure and reporting so that stakeholders can have more focused, productive discussions that 

take on issues and challenges in solutions and output-driven formats, build on discussions from 

national/regional IGFs, and, through a greater focus on best practices and other experience sharing, 

maximize value and utility of its outputs to all stakeholders.

Funding continues to be a challenge.  As is outlined in the ECOSOC WG report
4
 there needs to be 

greater funding certainty and the opportunity for a greater diversity of funding to be made available.

Without a sustained funding model the IGF will not be able to meet expectations.   New models 

should be considered and new potential sources of funding explored, while maintaining a high 

degree of transparency about the sources and use of funds.  It is critically important that funding 

issues be dealt in an open manner – the budgeting and spend of the IGF should be managed in the 

most rigorous and transparent manner possible with full annual accounts available for review.  

The report from the first 2013 open consultation and MAG meeting is available.
5
  While useful in 

terms of looking anew at IGF meeting structures, themes and workshops, it does not adequately 

address what is needed to see the IGF truly flourish.   There are a few simple and yet fundamental 

steps the IGF could take to evolve in a manner that will increase its relevance and leadership (and 

thereby hopefully its funding).  A number of these recommendations could be put in place for IGF 

Bali.

Strengthening multi-stakeholder participation

The IGF is a unique multi-stakeholder forum, the most unusual and exciting product of the WSIS.  

It continues to have positive support from much of business, the technical community and civil 

society.  Yet, support among governments is mixed – with those who endorse and promote multi-

stakeholder mechanisms generally supportive of the IGF.  One of the persistent criticisms is that the 

IGF does not decide policy or issue binding outputs (which many would argue is one of its 

1 http://www.unesco.org/new/en/communication-and-information/flagship-project-activities/unesco-and-  

wsis/homepage/

2 http://www.unesco.org/new/fileadmin/MULTIMEDIA/HQ/CI/CI/pdf/wsis/WSIS_10_Event/wsis10_final_statement  

_en.pdf

3 http://www.unesco.org/new/fileadmin/MULTIMEDIA/HQ/CI/CI/pdf/wsis/WSIS_10_Event/wsis10_recommendatio  

ns_en.pdf

4 http://www.unctad.org/meetings/en/SessionalDocuments/a67d65_en.pdf  

5 http://www.intgovforum.org/cms/2013/February%20Consultation/MAG.Summary.Report.1March.r2-.pdf  
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strengths).  Another challenge is that governments may not understand or are yet to be convinced of 

the value of the multi-stakeholder model.  Increasing the relevance of outputs (discussed below) and

documenting the merits of multi-stakeholder processes (also discussed below) will help address 

these concerns.  

We must recognize that there is also an issue of protocol in terms of government representation at 

an IGF.  Government representatives expect to be formally invited to such fora and for there to be 

explicit roles for them to play.  Mechanisms for doing so (using the office of the UN Under-

Secretary-General to issue invitations, for example) could be put in place.  Increasing the 

attractiveness of participation in the IGF for governments, and indeed all stakeholders, is essential.

There is also the important issue of diversifying and enlarging the number of participants in the IGF.

Concern has been expressed that IGFs tend to attract the same individuals year after year.  There is 

also concern that the IGF should do more to enable robust remote participation – and this is 

certainly the case. The IGF should better promote remote participation and should establish 

mechanisms for sponsoring in-person attendance by participants from developing nations who 

cannot secure the necessary funding.  We suggest the establishment of an IGF MAG+ (MAG and 

interested individuals) working group to focus on the broader issue of participation with the goal of 

identifying tools and means for expanding participation, both in-person and remotely, at IGF Bali.

We would note that if one looks at the many national and regional IGFs that have been established 

since the inception of the IGF, there has been considerable interest and participation from a diverse 

range of stakeholders.  The IGF must seek to replicate this diversity at the annual forum and should 

build more substantial linkages between itself and the national and regional IGFs.

Measuring and communicating the IGF's impact.

There has been no comprehensive analysis to date of the direct and indirect impact of the IGF.  We 

know that the establishment of national and regional IGFs is a direct result of the IGF.  Dynamic 

Coalitions have also been established, some of which (such as the Internet Rights and Principles 

coalition) have had success both inside and outside the IGF structures.  What we do not know is the 

degree to which the discussions at the IGF have had an impact in other fora, national and regional 

policy discussions, or in other policy debates.  

A fuller understanding of the impact the IGF has had since IGF Athens is a crucial part of 

demonstrating the merit of the IGF and the multi-stakeholder process.  Our suspicion is that we 

underestimate the degree to which the IGF and the multi-stakeholder model it espouses has 

influenced policy discussions and the establishment of multi-stakeholder processes around the 

world.  

Just how the impact of the IGF is measured or communicated will depend upon available resources 

and should be discussed in the MAG.  A first step might be as simple as putting in place a survey 

mechanism prior to or during IGF Bali to assess participants' views of the overall impact of the IGF.

Another might be to measure the growth of national and regional IGFs and other related multi-

stakeholder fora or processes.  The results of such research could be released in Bali (and on an 

annual basis thereafter).
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Increasing relevance through substantive and useful outputs

There was a clear sense at IGF Baku that discussions and topics at the annual meeting should be 

documented and disseminated into other Internet governance fora.  This is central to the current and

future relevance of the IGF.  

Clearly the IGF should remain “a neutral, non-duplicative and non-binding process”.
6
  This does 

not, however, preclude the IGF from encouraging key learnings and recommendations from panel 

discussions and solutions-oriented workshops.  Some of the most important outputs participants at 

IGFs can take home are specific solutions to, and new ways of thinking about, challenges in Internet

governance.  

Workshops should be structured and managed so as to bring a diversity of views to a particular 

Internet issue and be oriented towards substantive findings.  The output of the workshops should be 

in the form of a summary that encompasses the participants’ discussion and, importantly, their 

suggested ways forward. These summaries should seek to clearly and concretely present the 

information and recommendations imparted by the expert panellists and participants.  Concise, 

solutions-oriented workshop reports would be extremely valuable to policy makers and advocates as

they engage in other fora and in their own policy development processes, and would demonstrate 

that the outputs of the IGF can be useful beyond the IGF itself.  

There could also be value in considering year-on-year workshops on particularly challenging issues 

– in other words for some key issues there could be regular annual workshops with the express 

purpose of reviewing, and drawing key learnings from how the landscape and policy space have 

evolved.  This approach would allow for a coherent longer-term perspective on particularly 

challenging issues.

It would also be good for the annual IGF to encourage national and regional IGFs to report on 

practical approaches or best practices that have been discussed/explored in response to particular 

challenges.  Integration of key learnings or the results of discussions held at the national and 

regional levels would add substantial value to the IGF itself.  

Practical and solutions oriented outputs – whether in the form of workshop round-table summaries, 

workshop or session recommendations, road-maps or best practices – would ensure that the IGF,  

and the product of its discussions and debates, is increasingly relevant to all stakeholders.   

Looking to the future: mapping Internet governance from IGF to IGF

Additionally, the IGF, either through a workshop or through a main session, should look ahead to 

upcoming IG related events/conferences, etc.  There was a robust and welcome discussion of the 

WCIT at the IGF in Baku.  Other sessions touched on the WSIS review.   2014 promises to be a 

bumper year for fora in which Internet governance will, or will likely, be discussed.  A panel or 

similar that could look forward and map/discuss upcoming fora at which Internet governance issues 

will be addressed would be a welcome addition to the agenda, and would help participants to have a

better sense of where those discussions might take place between one IGF and the next.

6 http://www.itu.int/wsis/docs2/tunis/off/6rev1.html  
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Leading the way on multi-stakeholderism and enhanced cooperation

Finally, the IGF should more directly address and contribute to two issues of importance to Internet 

governance:  first, developing and promoting multi-stakeholder policy processes, and second, 

increasing enhanced cooperation across stakeholders in Internet governance discussions.   Both 

issues are critical to the future of the IGF and should be discussed on an ongoing basis.   Both 

should build on the productive discussions held in prior IGFs and elsewhere, and on the recent 

discussions during the WTPF on the role of governments (and the role of stakeholders more 

generally) in the multi-stakeholder model.
7
  

As with the workshops, there should be a comparison of best practices, reporting in on key multi-

stakeholder initiatives and developments around the globe, and on progress in enhanced cooperation

across all stakeholders.  For example, one focus could be on how to implement multi-stakeholder 

processes, what are the key success criteria, etc.  These important discussions should be 

documented and presented in useful output formats that can be referred to and used by all 

stakeholders.   Work undertaken at IGF Baku in the pre-sessions could form the basis of future 

discussions in the area of enhanced cooperation.
8
  

It is essential that as a leading multi-stakeholder forum, the IGF play a greater role in promoting 

multi-stakeholder processes and in encouraging and facilitating multi-stakeholder enhanced 

cooperation.

7 http://www.itu.int/md/S13-WTPF13-C-0016/en  

8 http://www.intgovforum.org/cms/component/content/article/114-preparatory-process/1218-pre-events#enhanced  

%20cooperation
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