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Center for Democracy & Technology (CDT) 

Comments for the IGF’s Open Consultation and MAG meeting, 19-20 February 2014 

 

CDT is pleased to provide the following brief comments with regard to further evolution of the 

Internet Governance Forum.   

CDT supports, in large part, the submission to the consultation by the civil society Bestbits 

network http://bestbits.net/igf-2014-submission/ and in particular the importance of: 1) 

addressing current and pressing issues; 2) developing greater linkages between the national, 

regional and global IGFs, in particular as it relates to agenda setting; 3) developing non-binding 

opinions or recommendations; 4) ensuring purposeful and focused workshops; 5) establishing 

mechanisms for intercessional work and an online platform; 6) the appointment of a special 

advisor; 7) empowering of the Multistakeholder Advisory Group (MAG) and the establishing of 

working groups; and 8) putting in place flexible and transparent funding mechanisms. 

There were numerous improvements at IGF Bali, and we would like to congratulate the IGF 

Secretariat and the MAG on a well-received event.  The sessions were more current and, as a 

result, more rewarding – particularly those on surveillance.  The workshops were, in large part, 

more focused and productive.  The facilities, amenities and the availability of food and, 

importantly, coffee, were dramatically improved.   

While such changes were very welcome, much more will have to be done if this year’s IGF is to 

be a success and the future of the IGF ensured.  The Internet governance space has changed 

dramatically over the past 9 months.  There is increasing pressure on the multi-stakeholder 

model.  Some nations have pronounced that the Internet Governance Forum has failed to 

deliver.  There is a belief that insufficient progress has been made in the evolution of Internet 

governance and related structures and mechanisms – hence the need for the Brazil 

NETmundial meeting.  The IGF mandate is again up for renewal and it is now more pressing 

than ever to put in place changes that will ensure 1) an increasingly relevant, productive and 

inclusive IGF in Istanbul and 2) the continuity of the IGF. 

The IGF must do two things in preparation for and during the Istanbul meeting: 1) demonstrate 

its increased relevance to all stakeholders, and most importantly to those who shape and take 

policy decisions related to the Internet; and 2) show that it is, as the UNGA called for, linked “to 

the broader dialogue on global Internet governance.”  Both of these necessitate and build on the 

outlined changes in the BestBits submission mentioned above. 

http://bestbits.net/igf-2014-submission/
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To increase its relevance, the IGF should evolve its structure and reporting so that stakeholders 

can have more focused, productive discussions that actually take on specific issues and 

challenges in output-driven formats, build on discussions involving national and regional IGFs, 

and, through a renewed focus on best practices and other experience sharing, assist all 

stakeholders derive ongoing value and utility. 

Relevance is directly linked to the issue of outputs and their communication. The CSTD WG on 

Improvements to the IGF called for “more tangible outputs.”  Whether we call these outputs non-

binding opinions or recommendations, we must recognize that the most valuable take-aways 

from an IGF for those who shape or take policy decisions are solutions, recommendations 

and/or new ways of thinking about specific challenges or policy related concerns.  The key to 

the IGF’s relevance are outputs such as these and their communication and dissemination to all 

stakeholders interested in Internet policy and Internet governance.  

The IGF should focus on addressing current challenges, raising thorny issues and providing, in 

as much as is possible, agreed solutions and ways forward.  For example, workshops outputs 

should specifically outline suggested steps or recommendations for addressing the 

issues/challenges in question.  Concise, solutions-oriented approaches and recommendations 

would be extremely valuable to policy makers and advocates as they engage in other fora and 

policy development processes, and would demonstrate that the outputs of the IGF can be useful 

beyond the IGF itself.   

While the outputs will ensure that the IGF and the product of its discussions and debates is 

relevant to all stakeholders, and importantly governments, their communication and 

dissemination will also be critical.  A set of communications tools should be developed to 

encourage greater visibility and awareness of the important discourse that is occurring at IGFs 

every year. A MAG WG should be set up to address communications issues, including issues 

related to the dissemination of IGF materials and, importantly, outputs. 

More needs to be done with regard to encouraging participation and engagement.  The IGF and 

the MAG need to reach out to all stakeholders, and in particular governments, well ahead of IGF 

Istanbul.  This requires agreeing and communicating the agenda earlier, an agenda that is 

hopefully informed by the inputs from all stakeholders as well as national and regional IGFs.  

And it requires that the IGF not shun pressing and difficult issues – the more current the issue 

set, the more relevant the event, the greater the participation.  To facilitate this, a MAG WG 

should be set up to address outreach and participation issues.   
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Uncertainties related to funding also deter participation and diminish the IGF’s relevance.  

Various efforts to resolve the funding challenge have been discussed or proposed, to, it 

appears, little avail.  It is essential that these issues be resolved and a MAG WG (along with 

appropriate representation from UNDESA, the host country, etc.) should be set up to address 

them in a fully transparent manner. 

Finally, the IGF also needs to step up its role in Internet policy and governance discussions.  

There is no other forum like the IGF in terms of its inclusiveness and multi-stakeholder nature.  

Yet, it has been timorous in its ambition and purpose, partly self-imposed, partly imposed due to 

its genesis as a political compromise.  But this uncertainty of purpose and debated relevance 

are some of the reasons for the pressure and scrutiny that the IGF and the multi-stakeholder 

model are now under.    

We should not underestimate the impact that the IGF has had.  We know that the establishment 

of national and regional IGFs, and Dynamic Coalitions, is the result of the early success of the 

IGF and its importance to Internet governance and policy discussions.  Yet, while we may be 

underestimating the degree to which the IGF and the multi-stakeholder model it espouses have 

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

world, still more needs to be done. 

The IGF should directly address and contribute to three issues of importance to Internet 

governance:  1) developing and promoting multi-stakeholder policy processes and 2) increasing 

enhanced cooperation across stakeholders and 3) exploring the evolution of relevant structures 

and mechanisms in Internet governance.   For example, there should be an ongoing and robust 

discussion of best practices in Internet governance policy processes, a featuring of multi-

stakeholder initiatives around the globe, an assessment of progress in enhanced cooperation 

across all stakeholders and an ongoing commitment to the studied evolution of the relevant 

structures and mechanisms in the Internet ecosystem.   

It is essential that, as a recognized and established multi-stakeholder forum, the IGF play a 

leading role in promoting multi-stakeholder processes globally, encourage and facilitate multi-

stakeholder enhanced cooperation and be at the centre of any future discussions on Internet 

governance. 


