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The Internet Society (ISOC) and our membership believe that the Internet Governance Forum (IGF) is one of 
the most effective and successful outcomes of the World Summit on the Information Society (WSIS). The 
IGF inspires people to work effectively in support of people-centered development – a key goal of the WSIS. 
It feeds work in communities, in countries, in all regions and at the global level. 

Building on our experience at the 7th IGF in Baku, we would like to offer the following comments and 
suggestions to improve the forum even further for its 8th edition to be held in October, in Bali. 

We would also like to offer the findings of a consultation the Internet Society conducted ahead of the 7th IGF 
which complement our analyses of IGF Baku and our proposals to improve the overall IGF process (cf. 
Annex 1 “Internet Society consultation on Internet Governance – 2012”).  

 
Above all, we believe the IGF model is uniquely successful and should be preserved looking forward. The 
IGF is: 

• A body that does not negotiate decisions: without this fundamental characteristic, it would not be 
possible to have a free exchange and learn from different stakeholders’ positions.  

• Supported by multi-stakeholder voluntary funding: voluntary funding acts as a feedback 
mechanism; multi-stakeholder funding demonstrates that the IGF is of value. Independent funding 
also allows the IGF to experiment with new methods of multi-stakeholder interaction, different from 
the regular UN rules and procedures. 

• Led by an independent secretariat based in Geneva: where the Internet policy networks and the 
history of the WSIS lie: it is important for stakeholders to feel they can trust the secretariat to be 
unbiased and not unduly influenced by any one interest.  

We support continued IGF enhancements1 within the current framework. The foundation of the IGF is true 
multi-stakeholder involvement in the Forum’s organization, leadership and discussions. Within this multi-
stakeholder framework, the IGF has shown that it is flexible enough to embrace ongoing enhancements.  
 
 
Taking Stock and the Way Forward 
 
The IGF’s success is largely dependent on the level of participation. In this regard, we note that the forum 
has made considerable progress over the years to ensure participation of a broader range of representatives 
from all stakeholder groups, particularly from developing countries. Today, the forum offers an 
unprecedented open platform for multi- stakeholder interaction. However, we believe continued progress can 
be made through the development of fellowship programs supported by all stakeholders’ communities (e.g., 
ISOC IGF Ambassadorship program).  

With regards to preparations, it is felt that stakeholders, and in particular governmental 
representatives from developing countries, would benefit from pre-IGF briefing sessions in order to 
increase their awareness on key Internet governance issues and to be better prepared for active 
participation. In addition, preparations leading to the IGF should include input form a broader base of 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1!See the Tunis Agenda for provisions regarding review process of the IGF and enhanced cooperation: 
http://www.itu.int/wsis/docs2/tunis/off/6rev1.html 
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stakeholders, such as academic networks, regulators, small and medium sized Internet business, 
and non-profit organizations.  
 
Regarding the theme and the topics discussed, it is noted that the IGF is placing an increased 
emphasis on the potential positive impacts of Internet governance for development. We support this 
evolution for future IGFs, especially as the UN is currently undergoing the review of the Millennium 
Development Goals (MDGs). Other issues have proven to be addressed in a very useful way at IGF 
2012 such as the multi-stakeholder Dialogue organized on Enhanced Cooperation. We would 
welcome the continuation of these constructive discussions at IGF 2013.  

In addition, we suggest further concentrating the discussions. Although the open, non-binding 
discussion format is adequate, too many issues are being discussed. Now that the Forum has 
reached a more mature level, sessions should be used to further understanding of unresolved and 
more complicated issues.  

Regarding the format and the purpose of the IGF, we recommend that the IGF focuses more on 
lessons learned and best practices, for example sharing experiences from local multi-stakeholder 
efforts. Benchmarking could play a greater role and the IGF could provide the platform to showcase 
success stories and, following that exercise, recommend common good practices for implementation.   

 
Finally, more weight should be given to the national and regional IGFs. A process could be 
identified encouraging the continuing expansion of local events, archiving their preparations and 
outcomes in a way to use them and take them into account when preparing the global IGF. We 
recommend as well enhancing the bottom-up methodology of the IGF structure, organizing 
chronologically the discussion of issues at the national, then regional and global level to keep track of 
the history and the geographical parameters of issues discussed.  
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Annex 1 

 
Internet Society consultation on Internet Governance – 2012  

 
 

The Internet Society (ISOC) conducted a survey of its members on the topic of Internet 
Governance (IG) in October 2012. The purpose of the survey was to assist ISOC in 
addressing IG issues in the discussion up to and beyond the Internet Governance Forum 
(IGF) meeting in Baku in November 2012. The results of the consultation were also useful 
input for ISOC’s submission to the IGF Stocktaking consultation to identify ways to improve 
the Forum (Part I  “Reflecting on the IGF experience as an enabler of global and 
regional Internet governance discussions”, p.2). 
 
The consultation was also designed to help ISOC in its understanding of the state of the IG 
debate beyond the IGF and to help our organization develop its contributions to other 
consultations and discussions on Internet Governance such as the 2013 WSIS+10 review or 
debates on Enhanced Cooperation (Part II “Mapping Internet Governance and Enhanced 
Cooperation, beyond the IGF” p.10). 
 
 
The IG debate is currently being addressed in the framework of an institutionalized 
international dialogue: The IGF. Following the two phases of the World Summit on the 
Information Society (WSIS) (Geneva 2003 and Tunis 2005), the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations was invited to convene annual IGFs. In 2010, the General Assembly 
extended the mandate to 2015.  
 
The Tunis Agenda, which is a formal outcome of the WSIS process, calls for the IGF to be 
multilateral, multi-stakeholder, democratic and transparent, with all stakeholders taking part 
on an equal footing (see article 73 of the Tunis Agenda). As a result, and most importantly, 
the IGF provides an open forum for discussion on a range of important issues in the realm of 
the Internet and economic and social development. 
 
Since the very beginning of IG discussions, ISOC has been fully engaged in the debate. It 
has also been a firm advocate of the necessity of having multilateral, multi-stakeholder, 
democratic and transparent discussions. Consulting ISOC’s community on a regular basis 
regarding IG issues contributes to fostering participation of individuals all across the world in 
global discussions.   
 
The survey attracted responses from 174 individuals representing ISOC organization 
members and non-organization members. The responses also show that 13% of the survey 
respondents were non-members. This demonstrates that a critical mass of stakeholders 
external to our membership is interested in ISOC’s engagement in IG issues.  
 
 
Please note that this report attempts to reflect respondents’ opinions in a summary form. It 
does not reflect their responses in their entirety. 
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I  -  Reflecting on the IGF experience as an enabler of global and regional 
Internet governance discussions 
 
The responses to the survey shows that a number of ISOC members continue to be 
highly involved in the IGF, and that they put a lot of effort into preparing for this event, 
especially at the local level. The consultation shows that 32% of respondents 
participated in past IGF meetings (Athens 2006, Rio 2007, and Hyderabad 2008, Sharm 
El Sheik 2009, Vilnius 2010, and Nairobi 2011).  

Regarding the 2012 meeting in Baku, the consultation shows that 25% were planning 
to participate in person and 60% remotely; of that, 21% indicated they would 
participate via remote hubs and 79% that they would participate independently. A 
significant number of individuals (91%) anticipate participating in future IG-related 
meetings. On site, the importance of remote participation was confirmed.  

Another interesting finding is the intention to meet with local policymakers, which shows 
that the global IGF and its preparatory process trigger policy discussions at the local 
level.  
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Topics for discussion at the IGF 
  
Respondents were asked to rate the importance of the six key themes of the IGF. 
Security, Openness and Privacy was selected as the most critical theme, followed by 
Managing Critical Internet Resources and then Internet Governance for Development.  

Taking Stock and the Way Forward and Emerging Issues received the lowest scores. 
This may reflect the fact that they tend to encompass many issues without focusing on 
one specifically. Another explanation may be the difficulty that some ISOC members 
experience in trying to fully understand the purpose and broader institutional context of 
these discussions.  

 

 
 
- Security, Openness and Privacy 42% 
- Internet Governance for Development (IG4D) 18% 
- Managing Critical Internet Resources 17% 
- Access and Diversity 12% 
- Emerging issues 6% 
- Taking Stock and the Way Forward 5% 
 
Within the six themes discussed in Baku, we asked respondents to identify which issues 
(from a list) the IGF should place more specific and detailed focus. The survey 
responses show a rather even response, with a marked interest for policy, regulatory 
and economic environments that facilitate greater access to the Internet and ICTs. 
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- Policy, regulatory and economic environments that facilitate greater access to the 
Internet and ICTs  32%   
- Internet Security in developing countries 19% 
- Human and institutional capacity building for Internet resources 18% 
- Development of local content and multilingualism on the Internet 16% 
- Others  15%  
 
 
Topics that should be addressed at the IGF 
 
Question: Are there any other topics you believe should be addressed during the 
IGF discussion in Baku later this year? 
 
Access 
Many respondents expressed interest in the issue of access to broadband, in particular, 
on the importance of fostering transparency (e.g., ownership over infrastructure), 
accountability and competition (e.g., regulatory measures) in the telecommunication and 
ICT sectors. Respondents identified many challenges that remain in developing 
countries with limited access to international backbones. They also suggested several 
solutions for discussion such as telecommunication infrastructure, as well as the 
development of local services, initiatives and solutions. Regional cooperation to 
decrease costs was also mentioned as a key approach.  
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Privacy and identity 
Privacy and identity issues received strong support. A suggestion was made that the IGF 
should focus on ways to inform Internet users as to how data about their online activities 
is being collected, combined, and used, rather than to focus on how to limit the collection 
of personally identifiable information. There was also interest on privacy issues related to 
mobile networks, especially concerning location-based services, tracking of users, and 
online searches undertaken by law enforcement. 
 
 
Copyright enforcement 
Online copyright issues generated strong interest in the context of attempts to regulate 
online copyright infringement. The proposed SOPA/PIPA legislation in the United States, 
or the now shelved ACTA treaty which has been rejected only in Europe, seemed to 
generate particular interest. It is likely that similar legislation and proposed treaties (e.g., 
TPP) will remain of central concern to Internet users. 
 
The issue of service providers’ liability for copyright infringement by third parties was 
especially present in the survey responses. Some respondents argued that there is a 
need to discuss the consistency of interpretation and treatment of service providers’ 
liability regarding content they carry. 
 
There was a marked interest in discussing the balance of interests between service 
providers’ accountability on the one hand, and excessive government control on the 
other hand. The ability to access knowledge was identified as a key consideration in this 
balance. 
One final take-away on this issue was a need to focus more on best practices to 
generate a cross-border framework of agreement on these recurring issues.  
 
Freedom of expression and Human Rights 
Respondents displayed a noted interest on issues related to Human Rights and online 
freedoms, arguing that beyond access, one of the key questions relates to what people 
can do with this access in practice. Concerns were shared on excessive government 
control such as online censorship, traffic shaping or surveillance. Interference with the 
open Internet was also identified as a key concern related to users’ ability to exercise 
freedom of expression in the online environment. 
 
Several respondents indicated interest in addressing how offline rights are applied in the 
online world, and whether adaptations are necessary. As to the relationship between the 
online and offline worlds, there were suggestions to address not only freedom of 
expression, but also freedom after expression. Other Human Rights, such as the right to 
education, were also mentioned as key topics that should to be covered further in the 
IGF.  
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Multi-stakeholder model and governance 
Several respondents stressed the importance of the IGF continuing to address and 
support the multi-stakeholder model of Internet technical and policy development. They 
perceived the model to be under threat from different actors, including some 
governments and large ICT commercial organizations. 
 
Preparations for the December 2012 WCIT conference, and more broadly the issue of 
the role of governments in IG, were key concerns likely to remain central in future 
discussions at the IGF. 
 
One contribution stressed that there is a lack of consensus regarding the meaning of 
“Governance” in the context of the IGF, leading to confusion and lack of communication 
between stakeholders. The example that was given related to the UN ICT Development 
goals and the perception that development issues were lacking as part of the 
governance debate. It may be worthwhile for the IGF to address the evolving notion of 
governance following the World Summit on the Information Society in Tunis.  
 
Local content 
It was noted to have more discussion on content creation in developing countries, as a 
way to participate more actively in the global Internet, share local cultures at the global 
level and foster local traffic. The issue of a multilingual Internet was also mentioned as a 
topic that needs to be further addressed. 
 
Other 
Net neutrality was mentioned several times as an issue of interest.  
Cybersecurity, and more particularly, how to address cybercrime and protect children 
online were mentioned as topics of interest, even though little detail was provided.  
 
Finally, it is important to note there were a number of respondents who expressed 
satisfaction with the existing number of topics that were addressed at the IGF.  
 
 
Dynamic Coalitions 
 
Question: Are you participating in one or more “Dynamic Coalitions” in the 
framework of the Internet Governance Forum? 
 
The most frequent Dynamic Coalition selected was Freedom of Expression and 
Freedom of the Media on the Internet, with a score of 14%. Reponses indicated a 
rather balanced interest among the respondents concerning the other Dynamic 
Coalitions (DC), with mention of the DC on Child Online Safety and the DC on Gender 
and Internet Governance (both at 10%). 
 
This concurs with Security, Openness and Privacy being selected as the most critical 
theme to be discussed at the IGF (cf. p.3).  
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Question:  Which Dynamic Coalition is most important for your country?  Please 
tell us why that issue has the highest priority.  (Please explain briefly)? 
 
The most common response to this question was the Dynamic Coalition on Child 
Online Safety, as it was argued that there is little protection for children in cyberspace. 
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In a similar vein, the Youth Coalition on Internet Governance was popular, probably 
reflecting the fact that young people interface with the Internet on a daily basis more 
than any other age group. 
 
 
 
Towards a move effective IGF 
 
Question: How could the Internet Governance Forum process be further improved 
in order to meet the aspirations of all stakeholders? 
 
Participation 
There were many suggestions to increase meaningful participation by stakeholders from 
more sectors of society, including people who are not familiar with IG issues. Several 
individuals called for the IGF to provide more funds for all stakeholders to participate.  
 
Strong emphasis was put on the importance of furthering facilitating the participation of 
youth in the IGF, namely, by providing more travel funds and by advertising the IGF 
more visibly among that community (e.g., through social networks). There was also a 
clear argument that youth should be further encouraged and empowered to implement 
what is discussed at the IGF. 
 
Another focus was placed on the participation by individuals from developing countries, 
specifically on bringing the perspective of operators and individuals from the technical 
community into the debate regarding the challenges they encounter at the local level. 
Some people suggested there should be more “top” figures in business, senior 
politicians and “top” academics as that would generate more visibility for the event. 
 
A suggestion on the format of participation was to shift the focus from face-to-face 
meetings toward more ongoing virtual communities, bringing key people together to 
discuss specific issues. This compliments demands to improve remote participation 
opportunities.  
Finally, there was an argument in favor of minimizing official openings and closings, 
thereby providing more time for substantial discussions. 
 
Preparations 
Many respondents emphasized that stakeholders, and in particular government 
representatives from developing countries, should be better briefed and supported prior 
to the IGF to increase their awareness on key IG issues and to be better prepared for 
active participation.  
 
They also stressed that preparations leading up to the IGF should include input from a 
broader base of stakeholders, such as academic networks, regulators, small and 
medium sized Internet business, and non-profit organizations.  
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Best practices 
A clear argument was made for the IGF to focus more on lessons learned and best 
practices, for example, sharing experiences from local multi-stakeholder efforts. It was 
also suggested that benchmarking should play a greater role. Further, that the IGF could 
provide the platform to showcase success stories and, following that exercise, 
recommend common good practices for implementation.  
 
Outcomes 
Many respondents suggested it would be useful for the IGF to produce substantive 
outcomes, ranging from summaries of discussions, actionable principles and priorities to 
concrete recommendations of consensus text on key issues. There was a clear desire 
for the IGF to provide tangible guidance for cooperation that takes place outside of the 
event. In other words, going beyond dialogue towards collaboration. Along these lines, it 
was proposed that follow-up mechanisms to monitor progress could be put in place that 
could, for example, be spearheaded by local communities such as ISOC Chapters. 
Some respondents suggested the IGF maintain a repository of documents that would be 
useful for such follow-up. 
 
Overall, it seems there was significant interest in giving a role to the IGF to produce non-
binding recommendations developed by consensus, to fill a perceived gap in the global 
IG framework.  
Additionally, it was suggested that these “IGF outcomes” could also strengthen feedback 
from the IGF to other UN agencies involved in Internet related issues.  
 
Regional input 
Some respondents also suggested that the IGF process should further encourage local 
IGF initiatives and channel them up regionally and internationally to the global IGF 
meeting. There was a call for a stronger regional base, which would be valuable in 
bringing up local challenges and solutions on issues that could resonate across different 
regions.  
 
Another suggestion that was provided by the respondents was to develop forms or 
surveys that local actors could complete to indicate what their main concerns are. 
 
 
Building the global IGF on the foundations of local and regional 
contributions 
 
Question: How should the Internet governance discussions be “localized” so that 
national stakeholders can fully benefit from the experience sharing and best 
practices at Internet Governance Forum meetings? 
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The overall sentiment from the respondents was that the Internet is global, but that 
governance should start at home, with a local dimension. Feedback from IGF to local IG 
events and vice versa was identified to be important, but lacking in practice. 
 
ISOC Chapters 
Numerous responses to this question sought to seek ways to solidify or build-up local 
ISOC Chapters and local organizations so that they could be more actively involved in 
the IGF. It was suggested that ISOC Chapters’ representation could be strengthened 
with participants from ISPs, telecom operators, academia, manufacturers, and 
government representatives. Where ISOC Chapters exist and are operating effectively, 
they can help convene local meetings, online discussions, and conference calls around 
specific IG issues that could be covered at the global IGF. 
 
Webcast/remote participation through local hubs 
Many individual respondents emphasized that it is difficult for them to find the necessary 
funding to travel to foreign locations to attend IGF meetings. In this context, local remote 
hubs and individual remote participation opportunities were praised as excellent practice 
so that local actors can make their voices heard in discussions, even if they cannot 
participate in person. This approach should be further promoted and improved, for 
example, by being more inclusive regarding local hubs’ participation in panel 
discussions. Another suggestion was to train local civil society members to be able to 
better coordinate local participation in the IGF.  
 
Outcomes 
Some respondents emphasized that localizing IG could be best achieved if the 
outcomes and results of discussions (summaries, transcripts, AV recordings) of the 
annual meeting were given more visibility. They could then be operationalized by local 
organizations with good knowledge over local parameters.  
 
It was also emphasized that it would be beneficial if the summary record could be 
translated into local languages, possibly making use of crowd-sourced translation. 
 
Role of regional and national institutions 
Regional institutions and organizations, such as universities, were identified as ideal 
places to convene discussions on Internet-related issues in a bottom-up and multi-
stakeholder setting. The product of such meetings could then feed into events at the 
global level.  
An institutionalized mechanism or forum that is recognized by governments and is 
accepted into policy making was suggested. Such a mechanism could comprise a 
diverse set of stakeholders, which could filter and funnel contributions at the national 
level. 
 
Regional IGF type meetings 
Strong focus was given to national and regional IGF type meetings: it was suggested 
that there should be a more clearly defined roadmap with shared priorities between the 
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local and the global events, as a way to help national and regional meetings to provide 
greater engagement in their work.  
 
Some comments underlined, however, that not all regional/national IGF initiatives are of 
even quality. It was also proposed that national IGF follow-up meetings should discuss 
results of the global IGF and map them to their local parameters.  
 
Other responses included proposals for creating regional multi-stakeholder coordination 
groups to ensure coherence and program quality (groups that could possibly report to 
the MAG). 
 
Satisfaction with current arrangements 
Some respondents expressed satisfaction with current arrangements and thought that 
the IGF actually did not require further localization. Some argued that having more 
national IGF type meetings could hold the risk of increasing governmental influence over 
IG, to the possible detriment of other stakeholders. 
 
Others argued that there is a risk that participants to national and local meetings could 
be perceived as the main advocates for national positions presented at the global level, 
therefore raising issues of representativeness. 
 
One respondent remarked that while localizing should be encouraged, there are not 
many local issues that do not resonate in other regions or at the global level in one way 
or  another.  
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II -  Mapping Internet Governance and Enhanced Cooperation, beyond the 
IGF 
 
Question: Internet governance takes place at the international, regional and/or 
local level (as relevant) within existing institutions, organizations and other fora. 
Participants are drawn from many stakeholder groups, each bringing their own 
particular skills and perspectives (see article 34 of the Tunis Agenda).     
 
Responses to these questions were very mixed. There were respondents who 
suggested that the issues can be adequately addressed within existing institutions and 
organizations, while others who expressed the view that a significant amount of work 
needs to be done.   
 
a. Do you consider that these groups are able to adequately address the key 
issues of Internet governance?    
Views were evenly divided on this issue. Many respondents thought the current process 
works quite well and that existing groups are effective in addressing key Internet 
Governance issues. At the same time, others were of the opinion that there is not 
enough cooperation and communication between existing groups. They stressed that all 
stakeholder groups need to make better efforts to address issues outside their own 
perspectives and projects.   
 
b. Is participation sufficiently open to all stakeholders?    
It was generally considered that current actors in the Internet Ecosystem, including those 
from the Internet technical community, were open and inclusive, but a few challenges 
were raised that seem to undermine participation in practice. 

 
Lack of knowledge and awareness: a number of potential stakeholders are unfamiliar 
with the IGF and its impact. Local IGFs were mentioned as possible venues to sensitize 
new stakeholders to the IGF and create more participation at the global level.  
 
Lack of funding was identified as another barrier preventing on-site participation in global 
meetings, therefore depriving opportunities to socialize with other stakeholders and 
discuss possible collaborations. Lack of funding also impacts the organization of regional 
and local events.  
 
It was emphasized by some respondents that there should be stronger rotation among 
individuals taking part in IG meetings. Existing established participants tend to have too 
much weight in setting the agenda, making it more difficult to have a truly multi-
stakeholder approach. 
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c. Is there sufficient communication, cooperation, and collaboration among the 
different institutions, organizations and other fora?    
Some tensions and a lack of communication in the Internet ecosystem were identified, in 
particular, pointing to the risk that some governments wanted to expand the mandate of 
Intergovernmental Organizations to incorporate Internet-related issues. This was bound 
to lead to tension with other existing institutions.  

One respondent underlined that cooperation and collaboration amongst institutions is 
easier when these actors share common values.  
  
Some people suggested that reports on existing cooperation arrangements among 
different stakeholders would help to have a better understanding whether gaps exist or 
not.  
 
d. If not, how could cooperation be enhanced? 
Several responses emphasized that the current IG arrangements are working as well as 
could be expected and stressed that if organizations are adequately transparent and 
share information on their activities, communication and cooperation will happen more 
naturally. In this regard, the IETF model was given as an example of a well functioning 
process.  

 
The respondents who were critical of the current multi-stakeholder model held the view 
that the multi-stakeholder arrangements needed to attract more diversity. While usually 
participation is open to everybody, these respondents said that steps needed to be taken 
to encourage participation.   
 
A greater diversity of stakeholders 
Sufficient communication was perceived within existing groups, but a common 
suggestion was to improve the diversity of participants in the ecosystem as a whole. For 
example, one respondent suggested that governments should play a more active role in 
discussions and be more involved in the process than they currently are. Several other 
responses also suggested that end-users should be more active, as well as companies 
from developing countries.  
 
IGF 
A significant number of respondents identified the IGF as one of the best platforms to 
initiate collaboration and cooperation amongst disparate stakeholders. However, some 
participants felt that the IGF gave the impression that the meeting was held privately. 
Therefore, suggestions were made to increase participation opportunities, including by 
advertising the event more visibly, namely, in mainstream media.  
 
One suggestion was to further develop national multi-stakeholder Internet steering 
groups and then use global dialogue spaces like the IGF to hone in on issues of 
contention. 
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Supporting new participants 
Some respondents identified unfamiliarity with the IGF and Internet Governance issues 
as a one of the main barriers for meaningful participation by new stakeholders.   
 
To facilitate the participation of stakeholders who have not been traditionally present in 
IG processes, it was suggested that a repository of existing objectives, processes, tools 
and activities among key existing stakeholders be created. Sharing this experience could 
facilitate and accelerate the participation of new stakeholders in the process. A simple 
assessment of the number and nature of collaborations could also help determine areas 
where engagement is lacking. 
 
 
Fostering multi-stakeholder dialogues to enhance cooperation 
 
QUESTION: For each of the examples you gave in response to the previous 
question, please describe with concrete examples:   

a. What aspects of the process worked well?   
b. What aspects could be improved?   
c. What aspects could be used as best practice examples for other 
institutions, organizations and other fora? 

 
Overall, respondents expressed strong support for enabling all stakeholders to 
participate in IG discussions and decision-making processes in an inclusive and bottom-
up fashion on issues that affect them. There were suggestions to include more new 
participants in existing processes, as people who have been in the system for a long 
time might loose sight of end-users’ actual needs. The value of fellowship programmes 
and newcomers sessions was underlined across all examples.  
 
IGF 
Individuals expressed great support for the IGF’s multi-stakeholder model as a best 
practice, providing opportunity for individuals to bring their own opinions and values to 
this global forum. Some respondents indicated, however, that more promotion at the 
local level was needed, and that both the quantity and diversity of stakeholders 
represented needs to evolve. Webcast and remote participation were identified as key 
tools to enhance participation, whether at the IGF or in other fora.  
 
IETF 
The IETF’s participation model was hailed as a best practice among respondents, who 
emphasized the excellent results that can be achieved though transparency, openness 
and inclusiveness. Openness in the IETF process has been beneficial in ensuring that all 
communities and stakeholders have an opportunity to contribute to tangible outcomes in 
standards development. 
 



!
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Several respondents suggested, however, that the IETF could usefully highlight those 
RFCs and conversations that have the potential to impact the Internet’s evolution in IG 
discussions, for example, during the IGF.  
 
It was also mentioned that newcomers can sometimes feel daunted by the presentations 
made by engineers in this highly technical institution and that some vulgarization for the 
non-initiated might be useful.!
 
ICANN 
While recognizing the inclusive and multi-stakeholder nature of the organization, ICANN 
meetings were considered by some respondents to sometimes lack transparency and 
accountability. Perceiving the organization as strongly rooted in the U.S., some 
respondents emphasized that wider international participation would be beneficial.  
 
WSIS Forum 
The WSIS follow-up process, namely through the organization of annual WSIS Forums, 
was identified as including a broad range of participants, with good government 
representation, including from developing countries. 
 
Some respondents, however, felt that governments may carry too much weight in those 
events, in particular, through lengthy plenary sessions. While the preparatory process for 
WSIS Forums was identified as being multi-stakeholder, some people felt that the end 
result didn’t seem to reflect the same level of inclusiveness.  
 
!
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Thank You 
We would like to thank all the respondents who participated in the survey. 
!
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