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The Internet Governance Forum (IGF) is in 
its fourth year of existence. It is too soon to 

draw any firm conclusions, but it has been long 
enough to recognise some emerging patterns and 
trends. Our attempt to identify the impact of the 
IGF is coloured by this dialectic. The IGF is still 
a work in progress and is definitely viewed by 
participants from this perspective. For some it is 
an autonomous body, and the only way to manage 
such a multidisciplinary field as Internet govern-
ance. Some see the IGF only as the result of the 
Tunis compromise around Internet Corporation 
for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN)-
related issues. For still others it is a unique exper-
iment in multilateral diplomacy which will shape 
the future of diplomacy. This list will continue 
to grow. These different perceptions influence 
the different ways of evaluating the impact of 
the IGF. The process of evaluation has already 
started.

Many stakeholders have already offered their 
reflections. There are articles, such as the 
Organization of American States (OAS) edito-
rial1 and Presentation of the Month2 (both in 
Spanish) and the considerable body of comments 
available on the IGF website in reply to the IGF 
questionnaire3, and other reviews such as “Kenya: 
Contribution to the IGF Review”4 (see the bibli-
ography for more information).

What is specific about our study? First, like 
the IGF itself, it is a multistakeholder partner-
ship combining the efforts of DiploFoundation 

Introduction

(NGO), AT&T (business), the Ministry of 
Telecommunications of Egypt (government) 
and the Commonwealth IGF (international 
initiative). Second, it tries to identify systemic 
and structural impacts related to the creation of a 
framework for Internet governance. Third, with 
more than 200 respondents from 7 geographi-
cal regions and 81 countries, the online survey 
attempts to harness the wisdom of the wide-rang-
ing Internet governance community.

As you will see, the study combines qualitative 
and quantitative methodologies. It includes 
insights from acknowledged experts, personal 
interviews and statistical analysis. The study 
should provide another piece in the emerging 
mosaic of the IGF. While we tried to present an 
in-depth analysis, we are aware of the limitations 
of any research on such a large, complex, dynamic 
and fast-changing phenomenon as the IGF.

“Communication is a fundamental social 
process, a basic human need and the founda-
tion of all social organization. It is central to 
the Information Society. Everyone, everywhere 
should have the opportunity to participate and 
no one should be excluded from the benefits the 
Information Society offers.”5

We have tried to make this a guiding principle 
in this piece of research.

Diplo’s IGF Impact Team

¹ http://www.suboletin.com/contentsoea/docs/Boletin_49/Editorial49.htm
² http://www.suboletin.com/contentsoea/docs/Boletin_49/TemadelMes49.htm
³ http://igf.wgig.org/cms/index.php/component/chronocontact/?chronoformname=FormalConsult032009ListView 
⁴ the http://www.eaigf.or.ke/component/content/article/1-latest-news/58-kenyaigfreview.html
⁵ Item 4 WSIS Principles available at http://www.itu.int/wsis/documents/doc_multi.asp?lang=en&id=1161|0
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In assessing the impact of the Internet 
Governance Forum (IGF) it is important 

to remind ourselves of the function originally 
assigned to it. The Internet Governance Forum 
is the latest point of evolution in the first global 
process to address the governance of the uniquely 
inclusive phenomenon which is the Internet.

The Internet and the process of digital conver-
gence have an impact on a myriad of fields, such 
as finance, education and health, as well as on 
government and democratic practices. The cyber-
space represents a radical transformation of the 
public sphere, of the way the State operates, of 
the life in the city and of communication habits 
and dialogue.1

Access to information and communication has 
been regarded as a precondition to the achieve-
ment of the millennium development goals. 
Recognizing that this new dynamic requires global 
discussion, the International Telecommunications 
Union resolved to hold a World Summit on the 
Information Society (WSIS) and place it on the 
agenda of the United Nations.2

The UN General Assembly endorsed the initi-
ation of the WSIS. Summits are usually held on 
a variety of issues that require the attention of 
member states and interested people. The WSIS 
took place in two phases.3 The objective of the 
first phase was to develop and foster a clear state-
ment of political will and take concrete steps to 
establish the foundations for an Information 
Society for all, reflecting all the different interests 
at stake. The objective of the second phase was 
to put the Geneva Plan of Action into motion 
as well as to find solutions and reach agreements 
in the fields of Internet governance, financing 
mechanisms, and follow-up and implementation 
of the Geneva and Tunis documents.

The negotiations in WSIS were difficult 
and polarized between those who wanted an 

About the Internet Governance Forum

intergovernmental model of Internet govern-
ance and those that would like it to continue 
to be led by the private sector. The first group 
advocated some form of United Nations 
involvement. According to Markus Kummer 
“the compromise that was finally reached was 
a request to the United Nations Secretary-
General to set up a Working Group (WGIG) 
to investigate and make proposals for action, as 
appropriate, on the governance of Internet. It 
was hoped that the formula agreed on would 
give the flexibility required to be inclusive and 
give all stakeholders equal access to the work 
of the group”.4

Another outcome of the first phase of the 
WSIS process in Geneva was a “Declaration of 
Principles”. Its first paragraph begins: 

We, the representatives of the peoples of 
the world, assembled in Geneva from 10-12 
December 2003 for the first phase of the World 
Summit on the Information Society, declare 
our common desire and commitment to build 
a people-centred, inclusive and development-
oriented Information Society (…)

The Declaration has also established what would 
be referred to later as the “WSIS Principles on 
Internet Governance”. These are guiding princi-
ples on the conduct of the Internet governance 
processes, affirming that it should be: multi-
lateral, democratic and transparent, with the 
involvement of governments, the private sector, 
civil society and international organizations.

This commitment is reflected in the Tunis 
Agenda, published at the end of the second 
WSIS meeting, 18th November 2005.5 This 
document calls initially for a “move from prin-
ciples to action” and makes explicit reference to 
the WSIS principles. In paragraph 72, comes 
the call to convene a meeting of the Internet 
Governance Forum (IGF):
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72. We ask the UN Secretary-General, in an open 
and inclusive process, to convene, by the second 
quarter of 2006, a meeting of the new forum for 
multi-stakeholder policy dialogue—called the 
Internet Governance Forum (IGF).

The language of this paragraph is very interest-
ing in that it asks the UN Secretary-General to 
convene a meeting of not “a” but “the” new forum, 
which is “called” not “to be called” the Internet 
Governance Forum (IGF). The setting-up of the 
Forum itself occurs rather quietly in paragraph 67:

67. We agree, inter alia, to invite the UN 
Secretary-General to convene a new forum for 
multi-stakeholder policy dialogue. 

The language suggests a consensus so firmly 
rooted that it can be taken for granted that such 
a forum is essential, and that the dialogue must 
be “multi-stakeholder”. One necessary principle 
to ensure its success is participation by the multi-
stakeholder community it was set up to serve, the 
“peoples of the world” as stated in the preamble 
to the Tunis Commitment, issued at the end of 
the second WSIS meeting. This is the first stand-
ard against which the IGF should be measured.

It is interesting to notice that the multistake-
holder composition became more widely known 
because of the IGF, but its roots lie deeper. Since 
the meetings of the WGIG “members of the 
group were there as individuals. But they had 
been chosen to reflect a balance across regions 
and interest groups (…) Instead of talking at one 
another, the members started talking with one 
another”.6 A culture of listening and pondering 
has been emerging during the years of the IGF.

The Forum is attempting to provide an interface 
where those who advocate the strictly technical 
considerations and the strictly human consider-
ations about the Internet and how it is governed 
can become aware of one another, and of each 
other’s concerns.  One example of this is the issue 
of Internationalised Domain Names (IDNs). At 
one level this is a technical difficulty for soft-
ware developers, at another an opportunity or 
a threat for the business owners of trade marks, 
but for most of the billion and a half with access 
to the Internet it has to do with deeply personal 
human issues such as identity and the ability to 
communicate. 

The IGF is designed and intended for dialogue 
and discussion. In bringing together such a very 
diverse group, on equal footing and with very 
low entry requirements for participation (one 
only needs to register on the website), it creates 
opportunities for synergy, and for the identifi-
cation of emerging issues. 

The IGF is not a once-a-year event; it is a proc-
ess that develops in an atmosphere of continuous 
consultation. This was clear since the beginning 
of the previous process that gave birth to the IGF. 
When commenting on the work of the WGIG, 
Nitin Desai noted that part of its success “lies in 
the sequencing of work and the ease with which 
those who were not in the group could keep track 
of and contribute to its deliberations”.7 Several 
preliminary meetings (the Open Consultations) 
are held before every IGF. These meetings are 
widely advertised and made accessible to virtual 
as well as physically present participants.

These consultations are a facet of a unique proc-
ess of agenda setting that, since the beginning of 
the IGF, has combined a top-down and a bottom-
up component.8 The first gave birth to the five 
main IGF themes or clusters, namely: access, 
openness, security, diversity and critical Internet 
resources9. The second made it possible for the 
participants themselves to propose workshops. 
Some of these workshops evolved into informal 
thematic networks, the Dynamic Coalitions. The 
existence of the Coalitions is in accordance with 
the principle of being a self-organized process 
that has distinguished the IGF. Some of these 
Coalitions have been important to the evolu-
tion of the debates and the maturation of issues.

Just as in any other work, there is always room 
for improvement, but the IGF Secretariat has 
employed consistent efforts to increase the levels 
of transparency and participation in the Forum. 
Transcriptions have been made available, as well 
as the webcast of IGF main sessions and paral-
lel sessions. Efforts have been made to reach 
out to interested people, using channels such as 
social networks and YouTube. Options for remote 
participation have also been improved. In addi-
tion to the traditional online platforms, there are 
IGF hubs - local meetings where smaller groups 
can watch the webcast of the IGF together while 
discussing implications for their own regions, but 
still interact with workshops and sessions at the 
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formal IGF, as well.   This is an initiative that is 
greatly in accordance with the tendency towards 
regionalization of the IGF and greater inclusion.

The existence and the multiplication of national 
and regional IGF meetings is something that also 
should be taken into account in a process of eval-
uating the Forum. While it is not yet clear how 
these regional fora will fit into the global IGF 
process, they are a sign of an increasing interest 
and participation in Internet Governance, both 
in the developed and in the developing world.

The IGF has also been a place for network-
ing, finding common interests and fostering 
academic synergies. One example of this type 
of activity is the Global Internet Governance 
Academic Network (GigaNet), which, since 
its birth in the spring of 2006, has developed in 
parallel with the IGF. It describes its four prin-
cipal objectives as “to: (1) support the establish-
ment of a global network of scholars specializing 
in Internet governance issues; (2) promote the 
development of Internet governance as a recog-
nized, interdisciplinary field of study, (3) advance 
theoretical and applied research on Internet 

¹ Levy, P. European Governance and cybedemocracy, 2001. Available at <http://ec.europa.eu/governance/areas/ group1/
index_en.htm>

² Available at http://www.itu.int/wsis/basic/why.html
³ Available at http://www.itu.int/wsis/basic/about.html
⁴ Drake, W (Ed.). Reforming Internet Governance: perspectives from the Working Group on Internet Governance (WGIG) 

(2005). New York: UN ICT Task Force, p. 7. Available at http://www.wgig.org/docs/book/WGIG_book.pdf. p. 12
⁵ In order to ensure effective participation in global Internet governance, we urge international organizations, including 

intergovernmental organizations, where relevant, to ensure that all stakeholders, particularly from developing countries, 
have the opportunity to participate in policy decision-making relating to Internet governance, and to promote and 
facilitate such participation.

⁶ Drake, W (Ed.). Reforming Internet Governance: perspectives from the Working Group on Internet Governance (WGIG) 
(2005). New York: UN ICT Task Force, p. 7. Available at http://www.wgig.org/docs/book/WGIG_book.pdf

⁷ Ibidem.
⁸ De la Chapelle, Betrand. Towards multistakeholder governance – the Internet Governance Forum as laboratory. In 

Kleinwachter, W. (Ed.) The power of ideas: Internet Governance in a multistakeholder environment. GmbH, Berlin, 2007, p. 
262. Available at http://medienservice.land-der-ideen.de/MEDIA/65534,0.pdf

⁹ This fifth theme was only introduced in the IGF Rio, in 2007

governance, broadly defined; and (4) facili-
tate  informed dialogue on policy issues and 
related matters between scholars and Internet 
governance stakeholders (governments, interna-
tional organizations, the private sector, and civil 
society). Other examples in the field of capac-
ity building could be mentioned, such as the 
online and in situ training processes organized 
by DiploFoundation in the Internet Governance 
Capacity Building Programme. The programme 
also includes a policy immersion phase for the 
most successful participants who are sponsored 
to go to different meetings, including the IGF.  
Another example is to be found in the series of 
Summer Schools on Internet Governance (SSIG) 
which have recently started to be organized in 
developing countries as well.

During the previous years the IGF has proven 
to be a living body; the Forum has continuously 
evolved and enlarged its agenda. It is currently 
a unique melting pot, where stakeholders can 
engage in constructive debate and where trans-
versal themes - such as development concerns and 
the discussion of rights - hold the very diverse 
range of Internet Governance issues together. 





Internet Governance Forum: IDENTIFYING THE IMPACT

13

The Internet Governance Forum (IGF) 
Athens, Greece, 2006

Preparation
The first IGF was held in Athens from 30th 
October to 2nd November, 2006, and attended 
by 1350 delegates from ninety-seven countries. 

In response to Paragraph 72 of the Tunis Agenda, 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations, 
Kofi Annan, issued an invitation1 to “all stake-
holders – governments, the private sector and 
civil society, including the academic and tech-
nical communities” to attend this meeting. 
In the invitation, Annan states that “WSIS 
saw the beginning of a dialogue between two 
different cultures: the non-governmental 
Internet community, with its traditions of 
informal, bottom-up decision-making; and 
the more formal, structured world of govern-
ments and intergovernmental organizations. 
It is my hope that the IGF will deepen this 
dialogue …”

The overall theme of the Forum was “Internet 
Governance for Development” and the agenda 
focused on Openness, Security, Diversity and 
Access, with Capacity Building as a cross-cutting 
issue.

Two rounds of preliminary consultations were 
held. These were open to all stakeholders, who 
were also encouraged to make written contribu-
tions to the discussion, which would be published 
on the website2. Transcripts of the meetings were 
made available as was a webcast of all meetings. 

From the preliminary consultations a consen-
sus emerged that the most urgent priorities were 
development, capacity building and inclusion.

At the IGF itself there were six main sessions, 
one for each of the main agenda items, Openness, 
Security, Diversity and Access, and one each on 
“The Way Forward” and “Emerging Issues” on 
the final day. Each session was planned to have an 
interactive multistakeholder panel with questions 

and comments invited from the participants in 
general. There was also provision for remote 
participation through instant messaging and blog 
reports. Several Dynamic Coalitions were initi-
ated with the aim to gather institutions and indi-
viduals around certain topics of common inter-
est to work together.

The initial response to this innovative model 
was generally positive with some participants 
describing it as “a breakthrough in multistake-
holder co-operation”.3 

Openness
This session considered freedom and free flow 
of information, but also access to knowledge. 
There was a need to find a balance between free-
dom of expression and the responsible use of 
that freedom, and between access to informa-
tion and intellectual property rights. However 
the ability of the Internet to increase transpar-
ency by increasing access to information was seen 
as particularly valuable. Another point requiring 

IGF Athens 2006, Photo by Robert Guerra
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balance was the fact that the Internet is without 
borders, although there may be national regula-
tion of freedom of expression. Overall this session 
pointed to the need to find balance between 
apparently conflicting rights.

Security
An important issue discussed in this session was 
how to establish authentication and identifica-
tion on the Internet. There is a need for trust, but 
there is also need for a way to recognize threats 
and to manage rapidly mutating threats in a 
timely manner. The security needs and rights of 
users, the business sector and governments were 
discussed. Once more the issue of balance arose, 
in this instance the balance between the need for 
security and the need for user privacy. The issue 
of jurisdiction presented itself, emphasizing the 
need for inter-governmental co-operation. The 
role of open standards in creating security solu-
tions was considered.

Finally the role of the IGF in Internet security was 
considered. The Forum provides a convenient 
mechanism for facilitating continuing debate and 
action in this area. The IGF can bring together 
best practices, disseminate information widely, 
and foster collaboration and co-operation in 
place of isolated individual solutions. There is a 
very important opportunity to create common 
language for the policy debate.

Diversity
This session acknowledged that diversity presents 
itself in many different ways, but that multi-
lingualism is one of the most important issues 
when fostering and facilitating diversity on the 
Internet. Lack of literacy and issues for persons 
with disabilities were also identified as impor-
tant considerations. For non-literate people it 
is important that audio-visual content be avail-
able and accessible on the Internet. Having the 
Internet available in one’s own language was seen 
as an important aspect in extending the Internet 
more widely. The difference was stressed between 
the creation of truly local content, and the provi-
sion of translated international content, while 
encouraging both.

A major challenge was identified as being the 
internationalization of domain names with-
out disturbing the stability and security of the 
Internet. Multistakeholder co-operation amongst 
the various institutions involved was proposed 
as an approach to finding solutions.

Access
One of the major concerns of the Athens IGF 
was the “digital divide” and how to close it. By 
nature the problem has many aspects: geograph-
ical, social, gender, age. The problem can be 
addressed at least in part through public policy. 
Telecommunications sector reform was seen as a 
pre-requisite to increasing access, including spec-
trum regulation and wireless technology stand-
ards. There was concern about connection in 
rural and remote areas and addressing the “last 
mile” problem. Capacity building was seen as 
important not only to support policy makers in 
making informed decisions, but also to improve 
ICT skills generally. The importance of having 
the IGF as an international multistakeholder 
initiative to debate issues of access and digital 
divide was recognized.

Emerging Issues
The Emerging Issues panel format included video 
link-ups with remote participants at locations in 
Chile, Mexico and Peru. Issues discussed included 
the committed involvement of young people 
online; the importance of including young people 
in the Internet governance initiative, particularly 
as regards the safety of young people online; the 
importance of capacity building for creating 
local content and local advantage; the encour-
aging speed of the spread of the Internet among 
its first billion users; the gender divide within 
the digital divide; capacity building in educa-
tion about Internet governance; the role of the 
Internet in strengthening the democratisation 
of general education; and the need to discover 
symbiotic relationships with business rather than 
simply providing actual money for innovation.

Finally, the continuing significance and effect of 
the digital divide and the issue of “access to access” 
– inclusion of issues of economy and capacity as 
well as those of technology – which many felt 
should be a major theme of the second IGF in 
Rio de Janeiro, were proposed.

 “... We can’t take the passive voice here.  It’s some-
thing that we have to do, not something that we 
can be given”4 is a direct quote from the discus-
sions which encapsulates the general tenor of the 
2006 meeting in Athens.
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The second Internet Governance Forum 
(IGF) was held in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, 

from 12 to 15 November, 2007, and attracted 
1,363 participants from 109 countries. There 
were also over 100 press representatives.

Substantially the main development of the IGF 
Rio was the introduction of Critical Internet 
Resources as one of the key themes of the IGF. 
Procedurally speaking, an innovation in Rio was 
the multistakeholder arrangement for the chair-
ing of the main sessions. A civil society repre-
sentative chaired the Openness session, and one 
from the private sector was the Chair for the 
Security session.

Preparation
Between the end of the first IGF in Athens in 
November 2006 and the second IGF in Rio de 
Janeiro, Brazil, in November 2007, three meet-
ings were held in Geneva. These meetings accom-
plished a review of the 2006 meeting in Athens 
while planning for the 2007 meeting in Rio. The 
main planning meeting was held on 3 September 
2007. According to Nitin Desai, the lack of trans-
lation facilities at this meeting highlighted the 
status of the IGF as “outside the framework of 
the UN budget”. Mr Desai went on to say that 
“so far, we have got these services on what is 
described in the UN as an as-available basis. We 
were very lucky”.5

The agenda, reached by consensus during the 
preparatory phase, had six main items, Critical 
Internet Resources (CIR) and Emerging Issues 
being added to the four main items discussed 
in Athens – Access, Openness, Diversity and 
Security

Once again the effectiveness of this type of open 
and inclusive multistakeholder discussion was 
demonstrated. As well as its appropriateness as a 
context for debating the issues of Internet govern-
ance, the format of the Forum was beginning to 

The Internet Governance Forum (IGF) 
Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, 2007

be seen as a possible model for multilateral policy 
making conferences generally.

Critical Internet Resources
At this second IGF one of the main sessions 
was dedicated to the issue of Critical Internet 
Resources. The discussion was focused on the 
existing arrangements for the physical and tech-
nical management of the Internet, and how 
far those arrangements conformed with the 
principles established by the World Summit 
on the Internet Society (WSIS). The Internet 
Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers 
(ICANN) had also been experimenting with 
broadening participation through a multistake-
holder process, in that case towards decision-
making. The recognition of ICANN as a body 
independent of any government, and the role 
of governments in the global public policy were 
issues which raised considerable interest.

Diversity
The main concern in the Diversity session was 
that the Internet should be managed for the bene-
fit of all mankind. Each individual has the right 
to the opportunity to use the Internet in his or 
her own language and within the parameters of 
his or her own language and culture. This right 

IGF Rio 2007, Photo by Katitza Rodriguez
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also extends to persons with disabilities, who 
should have their use of the Internet facilitated 
by the creation and dissemination of affordable 
software and peripheral accessories as well as by 
the adoption of suitable accessibility standards.  

Access
Some of the issues discussed during the Access 
session spoke to the costs of access, principally 
for international connection and particularly in 
developing countries. There is a need for inter-
national financing arrangements to assist where 
the provision of physical access is not commer-
cially viable. Regional co-operation and Internet 
Exchange Points (IXPs) were considered as valu-
able ways to reduce the use of intercontinental 
backbones, thereby reducing access costs.

Openness 
The Internet was seen as being capable of becom-
ing the greatest resource available to embrace and 
transcend cultural diversity and pluralism in the 
creation of democracy. The open architecture 
features of the Internet were seen as essential to 
preserve in attaining this goal. The importance of 
freedom of expression as a fundamental human 
right was recognized, as was the importance to 
the maintenance of that right of the free flow of 
information and content from a variety of sources.

Security
In a people-centred information society the 
protection of users and the fight against cyber-
crime are extremely important. However the right 
to privacy and the due process of law must always 
be considered as well. It is imperative that the 
Internet create a secure environment for human 
interaction. To this end international co-oper-
ation in technical and legal fields is essential in 
accommodating the borderless nature of both 
the Internet and cybercrime.

Emerging issues
Even broader, more balanced and more repre-
sentative participation is desirable in the prepa-
ration process for the IGF. Participation should 
offer as much diversity of opinion as possible, 
including consideration of the gender balance.

While a diverse range of issues was discussed, 
the issues of the protection of children and the 
prevention of child pornography on the Internet 
were particularly prominent. Nine of the sessions 
on security paid particular attention to the issues 
of child pornography and the protection of chil-
dren on the Internet.
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Having been an active participant in the 
World Summit on the Information Society 

(WSIS) process, India decided to host the third 
Internet Governance Forum (IGF) as it perceived 
the event to be of global importance and of 
Indian relevance. In the context of the informa-
tion technology (IT) sector in India the event 
would create attention globally, and provided 
avenues of employment locally.

A High Level Committee was constituted under 
the Chairmanship of the Secretary, Government 
of India Department of Information Technology 
(DIT), to look into the various aspects of prepa-
ration for the IGF. Stakeholders from Industry, 
Academia and Civil Society participated in this 
exercise. A Core Group was constituted with a 
Joint Secretary in charge of Internet Governance 
(a member of the Multistakeholder Advisory 
Group (MAG) of the IGF). Three planning 
missions of the United Nations Secretariat for 
the IGF (UNIGF) were hosted and the DIT 
Core Team coordinated their visit and also inter-
acted with the State Government of Andhra 
Pradesh (Hyderabad being the capital of Andhra 
Pradesh).

The venue was the Hyderabad  International 
Convention Centre (HICC) located in 
Cyberabad, an IT township within Hyderabad 
city, with state-of-the-art facilities to hold an 
international conference. The Core Team had 
liaised with a number of hotels and other resi-
dential facility providers in the vicinity of the 
conference venue to house all the delegates who 
were to converge at the meeting. Local transport 
arrangements - pick-up from airport to hotel, 
daily shuttle from hotel to venue and drop back to 
the airport - were facilitated by the host country. 

In addition to the Host Country Agreement 
features, a number of add-ons were provided by 
the host country, for example local transport, 
luncheon arrangements and the cultural festival. 

The Internet Governance Forum (IGF) 
Hyderabad, India, 2008

Approximately 1400 delegates from 92 coun-
tries participated in the 3rd IGF at Hyderabad. 
The 3rd IGF was inaugurated by the Minister for 
Communications & IT, Government of India. 
The issues of access, diversity, openness, security 
and management of critical Internet resources 
all featured within the overall theme of Internet 
For All. The four-day event was well attended 
despite apprehension in the aftermath of the 
terrorist attack in Mumbai on 26th November, 
just a week prior to the IGF event. Tight security 
arrangements were provided by the Government 
of Andhra Pradesh to provide the desired sense 
of security for the UN officials and the interna-
tional delegates.

Delegates from all over the world enjoyed the 
hospitality of India at the IGF, particularly the 
convenient provision of luncheon. There was 
also a spectacular cultural show which displayed 
the variety of India in both cuisine and culture. 
This proved to be a great attraction for the inter-
national delegates, who returned to their homes 
with positive images of India. This will definitely 
boost the tourism prospects from repeat visits.

IGF Hyderabad 2008
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At the IGF, the National e-Governance Project 
was showcased. Government-to-citizen (G2C) 
services were being offered through the Common 
Service Centres (CSCs) info kiosks. The IGF 
focus on access and diversity has strength-
ened other continuing activities.  For example, 
100,000 info kiosks was the original target to 
allow public access through CSCs. This has now 
been revised upward to 250,000 to be achieved 
in the next three years. Also language fonts and 
software tools have now been released in all of 
the twenty-two official Indian languages (sixteen 
language CDs were released prior to the IGF in 
Hyderabad, and six language CDs subsequently). 

The IGF has evoked very general response, 
with supporters from academia, civil soci-
ety and industry. The business organisations 
like National Association of Software and 
Service Companies (NASSCOM), Associated 
Chambers of Commerce and Industry in 
India (ASSOCHAM), Federation of Indian 
Chambers of Commerce and Industry (FICCI), 
Confederation of Indian Industry (CII) have 
always been in the fore-front in support of this 
particular event. Civil society groups like Center 
for Science, Development and Media Studies 
(CSDMS), Digital Empowerment Foundation 
(DEF) and associations like Internet and Mobile 
Association of India (IAMAI) and Cellular 
Operators Association of India (COAI) have 
expressed their concerted agreement to carry 
forward all the learning from the IGF.

The issues of access and diversity remain central in 
the Indian IT sector. Currently improving broad-
band service is the prime concern. Increasing 
Internet penetration and the provision of locally 
accessible content remains a challenge. While the 
public programmes in this direction have been 
given encouragement, the gap is still evident and 
there is a concerted effort to bridge the digital 
divide.

The growth of the mobile sector and the onset of 
Third-Generation Cell-Phone Technology (3G) 

augur well for the growth of mobile Internet. 
While mobile is a success story in the Indian 
context, the cost of devices is one of the stum-
bling blocks in the ability of the Internet to reach 
and penetrate the large masses.

On the education front, a National Knowledge 
Network is being planned to democratise educa-
tion by providing connection with a broad-
band capability of over 1 Gigabyte Per Second 
(Gbps) among 5,000 institutions of research and 
higher learning. This is expected to bring about 
a paradigm change in the area of education and 
research. This project was conceptualised well 
before the IGF in Hyderabad. The initial phase 
was launched in April 2009, connecting approx-
imately twenty institutions in the pilot phase.

The Internet Protocol version 6 (IPv6) move-
ment has been given a fillip, and the process of 
setting up a National Internet Registry (NIR) is 
in the pipeline. The registry is expected to spur 
the growth of IPv6 allocation in the country. 
The India-European Union (EU) connectivity 
under the Gigabit European Advanced Network 
Technology (GEANT) project is to be trans-
formed into Trans Eurasian Information Network 
Phase 3 (TEIN3) connecting India and Europe. 

The global recession has had a negative impact 
on the growth of Information Technology/ 
Information Technology Enabled Services (IT/
ITES) in India. This has made it necessary for  
the Indian industry to look inward to expand the 
breadth and depth of IT penetration and search 
out newer avenues of growth, for example in the 
small and medium sized enterprise (SME) sector.

Dr Govind
Senior Director in the Government of India

Department of Information Technology
Ministry of Communications and 

Information Technology
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The fourth meeting of the Internet 
Governance Forum (IGF) will be held 

at Sharm el Sheikh, Egypt, from 15th to 18th 
November 2009. Egypt is expecting to play 
host to some 1500 participants from all over 
the world.

Background
H.E. President Mubarak announced Egypt’s 
Vision of the Information Society in Phase I 
of the WSIS in 2003, setting out clear objec-
tives to achieve these goals. Former Minister of 
Communications and Information Technology, 
now Prime Minister, Dr. Ahmed Nazif, was 
instrumental in formulating the original strategies 
of this vision in Egypt. His Excellency Dr. Tarek 
Kamel, current Minister of Communications & 
Information Technology continues to ensure 
governmental support for these objectives at the 
highest level. He strongly believes in the impor-
tance of the Internet as a tool for development. 

Egypt was a member of the Working Group on 
Internet Governance (WGIG) which suggested 
forming the IGF. By hosting IGF09, Egypt wants 
to underscore the great responsibilities that both 
developing and developed countries equally 
share, through their active and collaborative 
engagement in this historic process.

Before the first IGF meeting in Athens, Egypt 
took the lead to coordinate an African stance, 
through gathering all African partners to discuss 
issues of common interest and develop coor-
dinated positions. IGF09 should continue to 
emphasize that the Internet gains more efficiency 
when it remains a tool for development that posi-
tively affects and assists people in all aspects of life. 

A couple of regional events will take place on 
the margin of IGF09, the African Ministerial 
Roundtable, which will be preceded by an 
African Workshop on the level of experts, and 
the Arab Experts Workshops. 

Preparations – location and 
services
IGF09 will take place at Sharm El Sheikh, which 
is one of the most accessible, developed and beau-
tiful tourist resort communities on the Sinai 
Peninsula. It is often called the “City of Peace” 
because of the various peace conferences and 
negotiations, attended by world leaders that have 
been held there. The Forum will take place at The 
Maritim Sharm el Sheikh International Congress 
Center, a testament to modern architecture and 
functional elegance all on one floor. 

Egypt is offering an array of services that include 
identifying Egypt Air as the event official carrier; 
providing “Meet and Assist” at Cairo & Sharm 
International airports; a free shuttle service; visa 
facilitation and freight and customs handling. 
The Egyptian Ministry of Interior is responsible 
for security issues based on long and successful 
experience in similar high level events. 

The Internet Governance Forum (IGF), 
Sharm el Sheikh, Egypt, 2009

IGF Sharm el Sheikh 2009
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Preparation – awareness 
and training
The IGF-Sharm El Sheikh 09 meeting is expected 
to be a crossroads with the start of the evaluation 
of the process. It will also outline the way forward 
towards the final phase in which a decision will 
be taken about the future of the IGF process.

The Egyptian community has been mobilised 
since December 2008 to ensure that there will 
be sufficient Egyptian participation from differ-
ent backgrounds and affiliations. 

Egypt has worked on building the capacity of a 
group of experts by developing their experience 
with regards to the Internet Governance (IG) 
process. In collaboration with DiploFoundation, 
the IGF Egyptian Task Force organized an 
Awareness Workshop for Internet Governance 
for the Egyptian Community to introduce the 
concept of IG and the process of the IGF. The 
session was attended by representatives from the 
private sector, civil society and Internet affairs 
organisations. Experts explained the mecha-
nisms of the forum, its management and its rela-
tion with the other international foundations. 
Participants at the session included technical and 
legal experts as well as Internet concerned parties.

Egypt also conducted an Internet Governance 
from a Business Perspective event, and organ-
ized the Arab Summer School for Internet 
Governance. The Summer School was held under 
the auspices of the Ministry of Communications 
and Information Technology (MCIT). 

MCIT co-organized the INET Africa Regional 
Conference in collaboration with the Internet 
Society on the margin of the tenth meeting of the 
African Network Operators’ Group (AFRINIC), 
under the auspices of H.E. Dr. Tarek Kamel, 
Minister of Communications and Information 
Technology. The meeting shed light on the 
latest international developments in the area of 
Internet resources management and the African 
position in this regard. The conference brought 
together African Internet experts with prominent 
members of the Egyptian Internet community.

The IGF in Egypt
Egypt enjoys a deep-rooted civilization which 
began when the ancient Egyptians established 
the first central state on the bank of the River 
Nile. For centuries, the Egyptians have interacted 
with other civilizations and people. The country 

has long captured the world’s imagination as the 
magic land of the Pharaohs and their awe-inspir-
ing Pyramids of Giza, the only one of the Seven 
Wonders of the Ancient World to survive. 

With the Internet appearing at the top of 
the Government’s agenda, the Ministry of 
Communications and Information Technology 
(MCIT) spares no effort to enhance and develop 
the usage of the Internet in Egypt across a number 
of axes, including, among others, the increase of 
broadband Internet access through a number of 
initiatives, fostering competition and promoting 
Egypt as a hub for regional and international 
cable systems, and planning for a smooth and 
risk-free transition to IPv6. The government is 
equally keen to promote the development of local 
content and applications, and to support the full 
implementation of Internationalized Domain 
Names (IDNs). The government is also aware 
that the Internet should be a safe haven for all 
its users and therefore building confidence in the 
use of the Internet is one of the main topics of 
focus. There are substantial efforts exerted for 
fostering child safety online and the safeguard-
ing of minors on the Internet. 

Impact
Egypt is making good progress towards achiev-
ing the Millennium Development Goals. The 
Internet in Egypt has developed and grown over 
the past two decades through public-private 
partnerships in which the private sector played 
a pivotal role, with continuous support from 
the government as well as significant contribu-
tion from civil society. The Egyptian society is 
now more than ever ready to engage in the IGF 
discussions and dialogue, which is shaping public 
policies for this cyber-world. The main issues of 
interest to Egypt are:

• Child safety online and safe net surfing for 
youth

• Role of international cooperation for afford-
able Internet connectivity

• Multilingualism, especially multilingual con-
tent and internationalized domain names, par-
ticularly for Arabic language users

• Building confidence and trust in the use of 
the Internet

 The IGF has clearly reflected, in an unpreceded 
way, the understanding of all stakeholders, that 
there will be no inclusive information society 
without “An Internet for All”.

Nermine El-Saadany
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In Egypt’s view, the IGF should act as a venue for 
policy coherence and inter-professional dialogue, 
and remain as a space for exchanging ideas and 
deepening dialogue. It should continue to play 
an important role in defining and shaping deci-
sions made by other relevant bodies.

Expected outcomes
Egypt will continue to assume its pioneering 
role in Internet Governance dialogue, based on 

its previous initiatives on the Arab and African 
levels, and continue to stimulate regional co-ordi-
nation.  On the national level, the event will 
emphasize the importance of Public Private 
Partnership (PPP), which is the Egyptian devel-
opment model.

Nermine El Saadany
Director of International Relations Division

Ministry of Communications and 
Information Technology, Egypt

¹ http://www.intgovforum.org/sg-letter-en.html
² http://www.IntGovForum.org
³ http://www.wsis-si.org/igfgreece2006.html)
⁴ Recorded in http://www.intgovforum.org/Summary.Final.07.11.2006.htm
⁵ http://www.intgovforum.org/cms/IGF-03Sept07Consultation.txt
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The IGF Secretariat
The Internet Governance Forum:
A First Assessment Of Its Impact

“Member states are inspired by the Tunis Agenda 
for the information society and the United 
Nations-led Internet Governance Forum (IGF) 
which facilitates the development and appli-
cation of shared principles, norms, rules, deci-
sion-making procedures and programmes that 
shape the evolution and use of the Internet by 
governments, the private sector and civil soci-
ety in their respective roles.”1 This praise by the 
Council of Europe typifies a budding sentiment 
towards the IGF and also signifies the complex-
ity of the IGF’s mandate. Envisioned as a plat-
form for multistakeholder dialogue on Internet 
governance, the IGF model is emerging as one to 
be emulated in an increasingly globalized world.

The concept of an IGF arose between the two 
phases of the World Summit on Information 
Society (WSIS), which convened in 2003 and 
2005. The second WSIS, held in Tunis, produced 
the Tunis Agenda, which asked the Secretary-
General of the United Nations to convene an 
IGF. The IGF was to be a dialogue between the 
world of governments and the Internet commu-
nity2, a multi-stakeholder synthesis between the 
informal, bottom-up structure of the Internet 
community and the pyramidal, top-down process 
common to governments. The dialogue was to be 
on the major Internet governance public policy 
issues with the aim to foster the Internet’s sustain-
ability, robustness, security, stability and develop-
ment. The IGF was meant to develop a common 
understanding of these issues and raise aware-
ness of the development dimension of Internet 
governance through dialogue.

Quite unlike the traditional United Nations 
processes, the IGF serves to bring people together 
from various stakeholder groups as equals, but 
not to make decisions or negotiate. Rather, they 
discuss, exchange information and share best 
practices with each other. While the IGF may 
not have decision-making abilities, it informs 
and inspires those who do. The forum facilitates 

a common understanding of how to maximize 
Internet opportunities, use them for the bene-
fit of all nations and peoples and address risks 
and challenges that arise. It has been pointed out 
that “the IGF is a learning process for all stake-
holders involved. Governments have to adapt …
and be prepared to take a step back, [while] civil 
society and the Internet community will have to 
adapt and get used to the ways of diplomacy.”3

Since its inauguration in 2006, the IGF has met 
annually, with participants from governments, 
the private sector, international organizations, 
and civil society, including the academic and 
technical communities. The first three meetings 
were held in Athens, Greece, in 2006, in Rio de 
Janeiro, Brazil, in 2007, and in Hyderabad, India 
in 2008. In all these meetings, parallel to the 
main sessions, workshops, best practice forums, 
dynamic coalition meetings and open forums 
were scheduled around the broad themes of the 
main sessions and the overall mandate of the IGF.

From Athens to Hyderabad, there has been 
a progression from generalizations and issue 
segmentation to closer linkages between the 
main themes. It became clear that some themes 
were closely linked and had to be discussed in 
tandem. Discussing security without addressing 
at the same time the Internet’s openness and issues 
related to freedom of expression would not give 
the full picture. The same confluence emerged 
with issues of access and diversity.

The fourth meeting of the IGF will be in Sharm 
El Sheikh, Egypt, on 15-18 November 2009, 
with “Internet governance – creating opportu-
nities for all” as the overall title.

Initially, the IGF was given a provisional lifespan 
of five years. The Tunis Agenda specifically called 
on the Secretary-General “to examine the desira-
bility of the continuation of the Forum, in formal 
consultation with Forum participants, within 

Markus Kummer
Executive Coordinator

Secretariat of the 
Internet Governance Forum
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five years of its creation, and to make recommen-
dations to the UN Membership in this regard.” 
These consultations will be held at the Sham El 
Sheikh meeting to allow for a timely decision 
by the United Nations Membership before the 
five-year deadline. Based on these consultations, 
the Secretary-General will make recommenda-
tions in his annual report on WSIS follow-up 
and implementation.

This initiative from DiploFoundation, to research 
the impact of the IGF, is therefore timely. It 
supplements the paper prepared by the IGF secre-
tariat on the comments received with regard to 
the possible extension of the IGF mandate. Some 
say that within three years of its creation may be 
somewhat early to see any impact, while others 
already notice effects the IGF has had.

In general, the IGF is seen as a successful exper-
iment in international cooperation and its new 
approach to multi-stakeholder cooperation 
has spread to other organizations and forums. 
The most easily discernible effect is the spread 
of national and regional IGF processes, from 
Latin America to East and West Africa, as well 
as Europe and countries such as the United 
Kingdom, Italy, Spain, Denmark, Germany and 
the United States. To begin with, these meet-
ings were held to prepare the annual IGF meet-
ings. Now, there is an increasing tendency to see 
them as a value in themselves and some say they 
would continue, irrespective of what happens at 
the global level, as there is a need for multistake-
holder dialogue on policy issues at the national 
or regional levels. 

Admittedly, there have been some criticisms of 
the IGF.  Some Governments have expressed the 
concern that they do not have enough influence 
in Internet decision making processes, and some 
civil society representatives expressed their disap-
pointment, as they had expected more from the 
IGF. However, other stakeholder groups, and 
some Governments have praised the IGF model4. 
For example, the UK Government says that the 
IGF’s lack of decision making power is “one of 
its fundamental strengths.” Since the IGF is not 
“subject to the constraints of an international 
negotiating forum, it is able to bring together 
…key stakeholder experts from across the globe 
to identify best policy approaches …and the way 
forward for innovators.” The IGF thus provides 
a “crucial … international platform.”5

The IGF multistakeholder participatory model 
is thus emerging as a viable form of global coor-
dination. The aforementioned UK Government 
report recognizes that “one means of achiev-
ing …global coordination is firstly through the 
Internet Governance Forum.” This form of 
governance, though atypical, is proving to be 
effective and inclusive. The European parlia-
ment states that “an aspect of Internet govern-
ance that has contributed to its success to date 
has been the use of multi-stakeholder processes 
to initiate and develop consensus on Internet 
governance policies.”6

In line with sentiments from attendees at IGF 
meetings, the United Nations Secretary General 
reported: “[t]he IGF has matured in several 
respects. The third forum allowed for discus-
sions of politically sensitive issues in a climate of 
good faith, and succeeded in reducing people’s 
apprehensions and concerns.”7 The issue of criti-
cal Internet resources is an example of this matur-
ing. Discussions on these issues in the past have 
been contentious. In Hyderabad, it was possible 
to hold an informed discussion that contributed 
to a better understanding of these complex issues 
among the various stakeholder groups.



From Tunis to Sharm El Sheikh, the complexities 
of Internet governance are apparent. If the IGF 
has been a market place of ideas it is to be hoped 
that the laws of demand and supply will allow 
for better ideas to prevail.  A governance model 
built on ‘soft governance’ and ‘soft power’8, the 
IGF has no decision making authority, and no 
vested self-interest. However, its UN mandate 
gives it convening power and the authority to 
serve as a neutral space for all actors. It can there-
fore identify issues to be addressed by the inter-
national community, and shape decisions that 
will be taken in other places. So while the IGF 
has no power of redistribution, it has the power 
of recognition. Finally, it is worth mentioning 
that the IGF is now viewed by some as a model 
for other international policy arenas.9

Markus Kummer
Executive Coordinator

Secretariat of the Internet Governance Forum
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Introduction
Prior to the convening of the World Summit 
on the Information Society (WSIS) in Geneva 
and Tunis, discussions on Internet Governance 
policy were mainly conducted by representa-
tives of industrialised and advanced countries. 
The WSIS provided a platform for the interna-
tional community to commit to a vision of an 
information society which should be inclusive 
and development oriented while at the same time 
being people centred. One of the ways of achiev-
ing this vision was the creation of the Internet 
Governance Forum (IGF), with its Secretariat 
at the United Nations (UN) Office, in Geneva. 

One unusual aspect of the IGF is that it is a multi-
stakeholder forum. It accommodates state and 
non-state actors, providing them with a previ-
ously non-existent platform to discuss global 
Internet governance issues. A truly inclusive 
discussion on Internet Governance Policy could 
only be achieved if all countries, not only the 
developed ones, were afforded the opportunity 
to take part. However there was huge capacity 
divide between developed and developing coun-
tries in terms of information and knowledge in 
the area of Internet Governance.  This is further 
compounded by the inability of some of these 
countries to devote funding for capacity build-
ing; others placed a low priority tag on the activ-
ities of the IGF.

From the establishment of the Working Group 
on Internet Governance (WGIG) to prepare for 
the second phase of WSIS in Tunisia up to the 
convening of the first IGF, capacity building has 

The IGF Secretariat Fellows

always been a priority on the agenda of informa-
tion society discourse. Paragraph 72 of the Tunis 
Agenda states that the IGF should “....contrib-
ute to capacity building for Internet governance 
in developing countries...” This makes capacity 
building in developing countries an agenda item 
for the IGF and thus a priority issue. One way 
of developing capacity is by practical hands-on 
learning, arguably the best form of learning. Since 
May 2005 the WGIG Secretariat and its succes-
sor, the Internet Governance Forum Secretariat 
have hosted about 15 individuals from various 
developing countries in a Fellowship scheme.  

The Fellowship scheme is implemented in 
collaboration with DiploFoundation where top 
students, who have studied and performed well 
in the DiploFoundation Internet Governance 
Capacity Building Program, are provided an 
opportunity to gain firsthand experience how 
the day to day Internet governance issues are 
handled. This Fellowship scheme affords indi-
viduals from a wide range of developing coun-
tries, state as well as non-state actors, to work 
at the IGF Secretariat in Geneva and have the 
chance to meet prominent players in the Internet 
governance policy field. It is expected that after 
their stay, the Fellows will take back the experi-
ence to their various countries and become active 
in Internet governance in those countries. This 
would help broaden the Internet governance 
debate by allowing the Fellows both to enrich the 
Internet governance debate in their own commu-
nities, and to bring the views of their communi-
ties into the international debate.



Meet some of the beneficiaries of 
the IGF Fellowship Scheme...
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Dr. Dhrupad Mathur
India

Dhrupad has a Bachelor’s degree in science and got his MBA from Udaipur while he worked part-
time as a web content developer. Thereafter, he did his Doctoral degree in Jodhpur and started 
teaching in the government engineering college. Born and brought up in the legendary state of 
Rajasthan, Dhrupad was fascinated by the folklore and inspired by the stories of brave warriors of 
Rajasthan. Based on this he aspired to become great himself. He has taught at several prestigious 
colleges, most notably the S.P. Jain Institute of Management and Research in Mumbai. 

He became involved with DiploFoundation, first as a participant and then as a tutor. In May 2005 
Dhrupad was offered a United Nations Fellowship at the Working Group on Internet Governance 
(WGIG). The United Nations Fellowship at the WGIG was a great learning experience for Dhrupad. 
With the Fellowship, he had an opportunity to work on the final draft of the WGIG report and 
participate in the WGIG process, which gave him tremendous understanding of international 
multistakeholder diplomacy. Working at the WGIG Secretariat was his first exposure to the UN 
system. Dhrupad got a chance to interact with people from diverse backgrounds. 

Since 2006, Dhrupad has been working on the National e-Governance Plan of the government 
of India as Senior Consultant for Capacity Building in the Programme Management Unit at the 
Ministry of Communications and Information Technology, Government of India.

Seiiti Arata Jr. 
Brazil 

Seiiti Arata Jr. holds a JD equivalent degree and a masters degree in international law on “International 
Internet Governance and Standards-Setting Regulations”. He has more than ten years of experi-
ence working in the information technology, media and entertainment industry.

Seiiti participated in the IGCBP in 2005, was a UN Fellow in the Secretariat for the Working Group 
on Internet Governance in Geneva and currently works in the Secretariat of the Internet Governance 
Forum with the support of the Brazilian government. Also he collaborates with DiploFoundation 
as community facilitator and social media initiatives  in the IG Capacity Building Programme. His 
areas of interest are online marketing and communication strategy.

Mawaki Chango
Togo

Mawaki graduated in Philosophy and Political Science, and is a PhD student in the field of infor-
mation policy and Internet governance in Syracuse, NY. 

He has been actively involved in the WSIS process, notably as a member of the first cabinet that 
steered the African civil society Caucus, its participation in the summit, and its structuring as a 
network of civil society organizations also known as ACSIS (African Civil Society for the Information 
Society). Mawaki is currently a member of the Generic Names Supporting Organization (GNSO) 
Council of the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN), represent-
ing the Non-Commercial Users Constituency. In that structure, he is involved in policy develop-
ment issues regarding new generic Top Level Domains (gTLDs) and also as a member of the Task 
Force examining the contractual conditions of the existing gTLDs with ICANN. The GNSO is 
also the ICANN body where policy issues pertaining to the proposed international domain names 
(IDNs) are discussed. 
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After completing one-semester of online training with Diplo’s capacity-building programme on 
Internet governance, he was awarded a UN Fellowship for his outstanding accomplishment. During 
the Fellowship he assisted the Secretariat of the Working Group on the Internet Governance 
(WGIG) with its ultimate consultations, and the preparation and drafting of the WGIG’s final 
report, in June 2005.

As a professional, Mawaki has been engaged with reflection and activities over development appli-
cations of information and communication technologies (ICT) since 1997. He worked with organ-
izations such as UNESCO in Paris and Maputo, IDRC (International Development Research 
Centre) in Dakar, the Informatics Centre of the Eduardo Mondlane University in Maputo, and 
EvalNet in Johannesburg. His activities included: a survey and baseline study on ICT indica-
tors and deployment in Africa, community telecentre or multimedia centre projects, publication 
of development electronic libraries on CD-Rom in the public domain, and a distance education 
course on community telecentres implementation and management (using WorldSpace’s satellite, 
Afristar, digital radio and software package). 

He has an excellent command of French and English, and he is fluent in Portuguese.

Fuatai Purcell 
Samoa

Fuatai Purcell is ICT Advisor to the Government of Samoa and Secretary of the National ICT 
Committee. She was responsible for developing Samoa’s National ICT Strategic Plan. She repre-
sented her country in the World Summit of the Information Society (WSIS) process, 2001-2005. 
During the first phase of the WSIS, she was a member of the Group of Friends of the Chair who 
developed the WSIS Declaration and the Plan of Action. She was also appointed a member of 
the UN Task Force for Financial Mechanisms, and Advisor to the United Nations Development 
Programme – Asia Pacific Development Information Programme (UNDP-APDIP) Open Regional 
Dialogue on Internet Governance, where she co-authored two chapters of a booklet launched at 
the Tunis phase of WSIS entitled: “Internet Governance: Asia Pacific Perspectives.” Fuatai has 
recently been appointed a member of the Strategy Council of the UN Global Alliance for ICT 
and Development. 

She worked as a Fellow in the office of the Secretariat of Internet Governance Forum in Geneva 
from May to July 2006. She has been appointed an expert advisor for DiploFoundation’s online 
course on Internet Governance. Fuatai has a masters degree in Commerce and Administration from 
the Victoria University of Wellington, New Zealand, with a major in Information Systems. She also 
holds a Research Certificate on Internet Governance from DiploFoundation online courses and 
has published numerous papers and book chapters on various aspects of information and commu-
nication technology. Fuatai is a member of the Internet Society (ISOC). 

John Walubengo
Kenya

John was born in Nairobi, Kenya. He obtained a BSc in Mathematics and Computing at Kenyatta 
University, Nairobi. John has worked with several educational institutions in Kenya specialising 
in teaching Information Technology. Through DiploFoundation, John researched and submitted 
a paper to the Internet Governance Forum (IGF) in Athens on ways in which developing coun-
tries can have affordable access to the Internet. He suggested alternative models for Internet inter-
connectivity. This was followed by a Fellowship with the Secretariat of the IGF in Geneva from 
June to August 2007.
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For John, the Fellowship programme was very relevant to his work at home and general interest in 
Internet issues. While he was at the Secretariat, he was involved in updating an interactive, data-
base-driven website with support for electronic discussion lists. He had the opportunity to experi-
ence, firsthand, the contemporary and global issues surrounding the Internet as regards the admin-
istration and the preparatory work for the second IGF meeting in Rio. For John, the insight to the 
inner workings of the IGF was of immeasurable value at an individual level, for his organisation 
and probably for his country.

John has since returned to Kenya and is using the knowledge he acquired at the IGF Secretariat 
in his daily activities.

Chipo Kanjo
Malawi 

Chipo works for the University of Malawi as a Senior Lecturer in Computer Science at Chancellor 
College. She is currently a PhD student at the University of Oslo in Norway, in the Informatics 
department doing research in the area of Health Information Systems. She holds two masters 
degrees from the University of Newcastle upon Tyne in the UK, and a Bachelor of Science degree 
from the University of Malawi. 

After concluding the Internet Governance Capacity Building Programme (IGCPB), Chipo was 
awarded a Fellowship at the IGF Secretariat in February, 2008. Chipo’s work as a Fellow  was mainly 
related to the Open Consultations and IGF Preparatory Meetings, proof reading synthesis papers, 
compiling contributions of different stakeholders, and correspondence with stakeholders. Taking 
part in the planning for the IGF in Hyderabad was also one of her duties.

Chipo is currently concluding her PhD in Oslo and will return to Malawi to continue her work 
there at the University. It is hoped that the knowledge she gained from the IGF Secretariat would 
be brought to bear in her work at the University of Malawi.

Emmanuel Edet
Nigeria

Emmanuel is a lawyer, currently the head of the Legal Unit of the National Information Technology 
Development Agency in Nigeria. His position in the Agency has exposed him to many pioneer-
ing activities in the development of legal and institutional frameworks for information technol-
ogy in Nigeria. He was the Secretary of the Nigerian Cybercrime Working Group, member of 
the Nigerian Central Bank National Payments Systems Committee, member of the Nigerian 
National Information Technology Policy Review Committee, member ICT4D Strategic Action 
Plan Committee in Nigeria as well as of a few other project-based institutions.

He holds a bachelors degree in law and has additional qualifications in Internet Governance, 
e-Government Policy and Strategy Development and Cybercrime Investigations and Prosecution. 
His knowledge areas include technology contracting, outsourcing, Internet Governance, informa-
tion technology policy and strategy development and electronic commerce issues.

After concluding the Internet Governance Capacity Building Program (IGCBP) in 2007 he was 
awarded a Fellowship to the IGF Secretariat in Geneva. While at the Secretariat, Emmanuel helped 
provide services in the areas of assistance in hosting the Open Consultations and the Multistakeholder 
Advisory Group (MAG) Meetings, drafting responses to inquiries regarding the IGF, and prep-
arations for the next IGF in Hyderabad, India. This afforded him an opportunity to see how the 
IGF operates and actually meet titans in the IG debate. Emmanuel is back in Nigeria working for 
his government and was involved in the organization of the first IGF in Nigeria. 
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Asif Kabani
Pakistan 

Asif is a well-known international speaker and technical expert in Asian and Middle Eastern affairs. 
Born in Pakistan, Asif was schooled in the United States and showed great interest in civil society 
activities. After participating in the IGCBP he was awarded a Fellowship at the IGF Secretariat 
in July 2008. While at the Secretariat, Asif assisted in the preparations for the IGF in Hyderabad 
together with all the preparatory meetings. 

Asif is currently involved with the International Sustainable Development Resource Centre in Geneva. 

Ulemu Nyasulu
Malawi 

Ulemu Nyasulu is from Malawi in the eastern part of Africa and grew up in the capital city of 
Lilongwe. After concluding her bachelors Degree from University of Malawi majoring in Computer 
Science, she obtained a Masters Degree in Information Technology from James Cook University 
in Australia.

As a professional, Ulemu is a lecturer at the University of Malawi where she is the head of the 
computer science section. She has also been involved in a number of projects including the devel-
opment of the first Malawi ICT Policy, the Malawi Research Education Network and an organi-
sation involved with the distribution of computers to secondary schools in Malawi. 

In 2006, Ulemu joined the Internet Governance Capacity Building Programme (IGCPB), first as 
a student and then as a tutor. Having performed well at the program, she was offered a Fellowship 
at the IGF Secretariat from August to November 2008. 

While at the IGF Secretariat she was involved in the arrangements for the Internet Governance 
Forum in Hyderabad, India.  She was assigned to technical tasks as well as correspondence and the 
coordination of workshops to be hosted at the IGF. Her work provided her with firsthand knowl-
edge of the way international organisations operate and in-depth knowledge of how issues and 
discussions are played out in the Internet Governance arena.

Ulemu is now back in Malawi ploughing the knowledge she gained from her experience at the IGF 
Secretariat into enriching the Internet Governance Policy discourse in her country.   

Sovala Agaiava
Samoa

Sovala hails from Samoa. After concluding the IGCBP in 2007 he was offered a Fellowship at the 
IGF Secretariat in Geneva. While in Geneva his duties included assisting in preparation for IGF 
MAG meeting and the IGF in Hyderabad. He also dealt with correspondence and data entry on 
the IGF website. Sovala has since returned to his home country.

Bernard Sadaka
Lebanon

Holder of a BsE in Computer and Communication Engineering, Bernard Sadaka is the ITU 
Telecom World 2006 Youth Forum Alumnus from Lebanon. He is an IEEE Student Member and 
is involved in several local and international NGOs in addition to being an active Lebanese Red 
Cross volunteer firstaider. Currently, he works as an ICT and Cloud Computing Developer at 
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Orkila International Offshore. He recently accomplished a three months fellowship at the UN-IGF 
Secretariat in Geneva as well as two online courses: Mozilla Open Educational Course and Tutor 
Training with DiploFoundation. His main interests include but are not limited to: Entrepreneurship, 
Information Society and IGF, Corporate Social Responsibility, Social Work, Youth Empowerment, 
ITU Youth Activities, ICT awareness, Education, music and sports.

Bernard explained: “My IGF fellowship not only enhanced my managerial skills, but was also a 
very good introduction to the UN system and administration without forgetting the close famil-
iarization with Internet Governance and the building of my personal network including experts in 
this field like different stakeholders, MAG members, Diplo fellows as well as other people. What 
I consider the biggest impact is the awareness building that I laid on my shoulders to advance in 
terms of our national IG and IGF awareness in Lebanon (currently very shy), which I hope to push 
forward with the help of the IG community and Diplo.”

Conclusion
During the last decade, the development and penetration of the Internet has seen exponential growth. 
This has a direct impact on our daily activities. Developing countries are no exception. The drive 
to provide access for the next billion people in the world can only be meaningful if these people are 
afforded the opportunity to discuss policies and other issues that affect the access. While the IGF 
Secretariat Fellowships may not provide the required capacity building for one billion people to 
discuss Internet governance issues, the Fellowships have provided an opportunity for participants 
to influence local change. The experience in the Secretariat equips the Fellows with the necessary 
tools to engage effectively in Internet Governance activities.

One of the IGF mandates in paragraph 72 requires the IGF to “strengthen and enhance the engage-
ment of stakeholders in existing and future Internet Governance mechanisms...” The Fellowships are  
one example of how the capacity building initiative of the IGF Secretariat and DiploFoundation 
will definitely impact on the future. Most of the young Fellows who have contributed their quota 
to the IGF Secretariat are already or  will become policy makers in the near future. For develop-
ing countries, there is hope that the emerging generation of IG educated professionals can articu-
late policy discourse at the IGF.  

Emmanuel Edet
National Information Technology 

Development Agency, Nigeria

¹ Resolution “Internet governance and critical Internet resources”. Adopted text from 1st Council of Europe Conference of 
Ministers Responsible for Media and New Communication Services, May 2009, Reykjavik. http://www.coe.int/t/dghl/
standardsetting/media/MCM(2009)011_en_final_web.pdf 

² UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan in his address at the inaugural IGF meeting.
³ Masango, C. 2008. “The Internet Governance Forum: it’s Development, Function and Future.” Internet Governance and the 

Information Society. Eleven International Publishing.
⁴ Comments on the IGF as posted on the IGF Web site: http://www.intgovforum.org/cms/index.php/component/chronocon

tact/?chronoformname=FormalConsult032009ListView 
⁵ Digital Britain – Final Report. Department for Media, Culture and Sport and Department for Business, Innovation and Skills. 

Pg 191. Downloadable from: http://www.culture.gov.uk/images/publications/digitalbritain-finalreport-jun09.pdf 
⁶ Internet Governance: the Next Steps. Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council. 

Pg 3 http://www.ipex.eu/ipex/cms/home/Documents/doc_COM20090277FIN 
⁷ Progress made in the implementation and follow up to the WSIS outcomes at regional and national levels. General 

Assembly Economic and Social Council. July 2009. Pg 27. http://www.unctad.org/en/docs/a64d64_en.pdf
⁸ J. S. Nye. Soft Power: the Means to Success in World Politics (2004)
⁹ John Mathiason. Internet Governance: The New Frontier of Global Institutions. Taylor & Francis, 2008. Pg 149
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The Commonwealth 
Internet Governance Forum

The Commonwealth Internet Governance 
Forum (CIGF) seeks to encourage greater 

participation from Commonwealth member 
states on policy issues and discussions related 
to Internet Governance. 

It aims to promote awareness of opportuni-
ties and solutions, to share best practices and to 
increase participation in regional initiatives and 
the Internet Governance Forum.  It provides a 
focal point for stakeholders and users from 53 of 
the world’s largest and smallest, richest and poor-
est countries that make up the Commonwealth 
to come together to discuss issues relating to 
Internet governance.  The diversity of the 
Commonwealth, bound by common values of 
democracy, freedom, peace, the rule of law and 
opportunity for all which unites its members, 
defines this initiative.

Objectives
The primary objective of CIGF is to promote 
awareness of the IGF to policy makers and stake-
holders from industry, civil society and academia 
in Commonwealth member countries.   

The CIGF seeks to establish links in member 
countries with a particular focus on countries 
that haven’t yet participated in the IGF. It also 
aims to foster links between Commonwealth, 
national and regional IGFs and identify areas of 
common concern such as affordable and secure 
access for all.

The CIGF offers a forum for stakeholders from 
Commonwealth member countries to discuss 
and formulate Commonwealth-wide policies, 
through sharing resources expertise and best 
practice.

The CIGF aims to inform national positions 
on public policy issues for the good govern-
ance of the Internet and provide a forum for 
Commonwealth members to enable them to 

work towards formulating  Commonwealth wide 
policies or positions to be tabled at the IGF and 
also to work towards an agreed Commonwealth 
position on the future of the IGF after 2010.

An outline of activities
In order to achieve these objectives three aspects 
of the Commonwealth IGF have been established 
with sufficient funding to support the activities 
of a Secretariat, which will coordinate activities, 
carry out consultations and facilitate participa-
tion of key individuals from Commonwealth 
countries in IGF fora by awarding travel bursaries. 

Commonwealth IGF partners will be engaging 
with their own networks at various international 
meetings to identify champions, to gauge inter-
est, to bring on board new partners and resources.

1. Preliminary Consultations & 
engagement

The aim of the preliminary consultations is to 
identify active stakeholders, involved in IG from 
Commonwealth countries and with them, estab-
lish the key issues that are of concern to member 
countries. The focus of the consultations are on 
secure and affordable access for all and follow the 
priority areas as laid out by the IGF.

These preliminary consultations leading up to 
the Internet Governance meeting at Sharm el 
Sheikh in November 2009 provide a basis for 
more focussed discussions on identifying the key 
common issues and priorities that are of concern 
to the Commonwealth.

The challenges of common concern identifed 
through the first cycle of Consultation meet-
ings have been:

• engaging governments and raising awareness 
about Internet governance;

• building infrastructural capacity, both in terms 
of policy and resources;

Joseph V. Tabone
Chairman

Commonwealth Internet 
Governance Forum
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• finding viable models for delivering afforda-
ble access to the last mile;

• implementing adequate legal and technolog-
ical infrastructure to ensure secure access;

• identifying areas where programmes of coop-
eration can be developed such as child safety 
on the Internet.

2. Travel Bursaries
As part of a strategy for more engagement, the 
Commonwealth Internet Governance Forum 
set up a modest travel fund to offer active young 
professionals from different stakeholder groups 
from Commonwealth countries the opportunity 
to participate in the IGF meeting.  In 2009, close 
to 20 individuals with diverse stakeholder back-
grounds and a geographical spread from Vanuatu 
to St Kitts and Sri Lanka to Cameroon were 
selected to attend the 4th meeting of the Internet 
Governance Forum in Sharm el-Sheikh. They 
will be contributing to the process by bringing 
with them their experiences and views which will 
be shared through blogs and reports from their 
respective sectors and countries.

3. IGF in Sharm el Sheikh: 
The fourth IGF meeting in Sharm el Sheikh will 
be the first for the Commonwealth IGF.  The 
aim of this is to establish the role and scope for 
the CIGF as well as draw out the priorities for 
its constituents in order to develop the basis for 
future activities. 

There will be an exhibition and information 
stand at the IGF village for individuals to present 
their projects and share best practices.

The programme for the open forum that 
the CIGF has organised takes a close look at 
the opportunities and challenges for greater 

stakeholder engagement and cooperation within 
the Commonwealth community, with particular 
regard to achieving secure and affordable access 
to the Internet, one of the primary concerns for 
the developing  countries within its membership.

The forum will conclude with an open discus-
sion on how to achieve increased access though 
information sharing, cooperation and joint-
working amongst policymakers, industry, civil 
society, academia and parliamentarians in the 
Commonwealth member states. 

4. Online Resource Base & 
Discussion Forum

The creation of an online resource base which 
provides information on the resources on Internet 
governance available in the Commonwealth 
would be of use to the Internet Governance 
community as well as the Commonwealth. 

This resource base will include best practices 
and information gathered including that from 
key organisations and champions on Internet 
governance and related issues. This will serve as 
the basis for a knowledge repository for policy 
makers and representatives from various stake-
holder groups.   

Partners
The Commonwealth IGF was initiated by 
the Commonwealth Secretariat as part of its 
Commonwealth Connects initiative.  It is 
currently supported by contributions from the 
Commonwealth Secretariat and the Department 
for Business, Innovation and Skills of the United 
Kingdom.  Also participating in this initiative are 
the British and Foreign Commonwealth Office, 
Industrie Canada, Nominet, DiploFoundation, 
KICKTANET, Ministry of Mining and 

Discussion at the Course in Malta Students at the Course in Malta
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Telecommunications, Jamaica. COMNET-IT 
has been charged with the running of the  
Secretariat for the Commonwealth. The 
Commonwealth IGF aims to submit their find-
ings and recommendations as a report to the 
IGF Open Consultation sessions of May 2010 
in Geneva.

Potential Impact of the 
Commonwealth Internet 
Governance Forum
The CIGF offers a multinational platform for 
various stakeholders from governments, civil 
society, business, academia and the technical 
community to discuss issues relating to Internet 
governance that are of concern. It provides oppor-
tunities for 

• sharing best practices between common-
wealth countries with advanced IG policies 
and infrastructure and developing common-
wealth countries (in terms of IG policy);

• networking and fostering inter-regional con-
nections within the Commonwealth;

• building policy and infrastuctural capacity 
through training; 

• opportunities for twinning or mentorship 
on building legislative frameworks for ICT 
and IG;

• carrying out comparative analyses and research 
and implement pilot studies across different 
regions within the Commonwealth thus pro-
viding significant contributions to the exist-
ing knowledge base.

Enabling the meaningful participation of devel-
oping nation partners in global Internet policy 
development has long been identified as an 
important priority in achieving an equitable 
and accessible Information Society. 

With limited knowledge of the issues and oppor-
tunities for discussion, developing countries 
are too often under-represented and unable to 
participate fully in the dialogue at the Internet 
Governance Forum. 

The Commonwealth Internet Governance 
Forum reaches a diverse constituency bound by 
common values. It has the potential of taking 
on a signicant role in supporting the countries 
that struggle in voicing their views globally but 
also in applying global policy suggestions locally.

Joseph V. Tabone
Chairman

Commonwealth Internet Governance Forum
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Internet Governance Forum: 
Identifying the Impact Methods, 
Scope and the Plan of the Study

In the following lines we briefly discuss the 
methods used in the present study, its scope 

and plan. 

Mapping the impacts of the IGF
The Internet Governance Forum is a work in 
progress. It is an experiment in global govern-
ance with many innovative approaches, mainly 
related to the multistakeholder approach. New 
forms of interaction, procedures and communi-
cation are being developed by the IGF, without 
many precedents it can rely on. The nature of the 
IGF influences how we can research the impact 
of the IGF. Instead of a highly structured review 
process, we opted for a flexible and more open 
approach that aims at harnessing a wide variety 
of answers. In order to encompass the study of 
IGF-related communication the interviews and 
the online questionnaire were designed to encom-
pass the following areas:

• Standard socio-demographics;
• Focal IGF-related interests of the participants;
• The level and type of the participants’ involve-

ment in the IGF process;
• The participants’ perception of the impact 

of the IGF on discussions and developments 
about relevant issues;

• The participants’ perception of the multi-
stakeholder model encompassed by the IGF 
process;

• The flow of knowledge and communication 
from the global IGF process to the national 
and local level initiatives and developments;

• The participants’ personal experiences dur-
ing their involvement in the IGF.

Identifying the impact of such a complex 
global communication process as the Internet 
Governance Forum is a challenging task in many 
respects. As the IGF in itself encompasses themes 
and processes that are directly related to the ongo-
ing development of the Internet and the inclusion 

of the increasing number of people in interac-
tions via the global network, we focused the goals 
of this study towards the IGF communication proc-
esses. It was our intention to conduct a mapping 
study of the IGF impact in diverse areas encom-
passed by the more general Internet Governance 
discussion. Conducting straightforward eval-
uations is possible for well-defined processes 
with known, expected and measurable outcomes. 
However, the IGF itself is related to broad social 
and diplomatic processes that are still develop-
ing and present a variety of ongoing discussions, 
communications and developments confronting 
researchers. In such a context, we believe not only 
that the standard format of an evaluation study 
is not applicable, but that a study that leads to 
revealing different aspects of the impact of the 
process – one that maps the process in its devel-
opment – will provide much more useful infor-
mation than any standard textbook solution. 
For these reasons, the only tightly constrained 
research processes in this study are those related 
to questionnaire construction and data analysis. 
In all other aspects, including the contents of the 
study, the inclusion of many open-ended ques-
tions and the encouragement of comments on 
issues outside the scope of those explicitly noted 
in the study design, we were forced to go beyond 
the by-the-book solutions. 

We have decided to use a hybrid approach encom-
passing both in-depth interviews with some of 
the most active IGF contributors and a survey 
study of a larger sample of IGF participants in 
order to ensure the representativeness and diver-
sity of the people involved. 

Themes
It was difficult to cover all themes in such a 
diverse area as Internet governance. The follow-
ing fifteen IG themes were covered in the anal-
ysis of the interviews and the online question-
naire presented in the next section of the report: 
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 1. Data Protection and Privacy
 2. Capacity Building
 3. Awareness Building on Open Standards
 4. Internet Access and Connectivity
 5. Human Rights
 6. Multilingualism
 7. Access to Knowledge
 8. Freedom of Expression
 9. Gender Issues in Access and 

Representation
 10. Access Improvement for Persons with 

Disabilities
 11. Legislative (Regulatory) Framework for 

Internet Access and Use
 12. Child Online Safety
 13. Awareness Building on Climate Change
 14. Content Diversity on the Internet
 15. Critical Internet Resources (encompassed 

by the interviews)

In order to systematically approach the mapping 
of the impact of the IGF we decided to organize 
our research around conceptual units upon which 
our participants could base their perceptions of 
the IGF impact. It was necessary to keep the selec-
tion of themes inside the global contents of the 
IGF.  In the case of Climate Change, however, 
we decided to broaden the scope of the study in 
order to encompass this global issue of highest 
importance. We did not follow the conceptual 
organization of the IGF issues exactly as it is 
offered in IGF-related program papers and agen-
das, as we included as many issues as possible to 
diversify them according to the many possible 
foci of interest that were expected among the 
participants. In addition, we needed to carefully 
constrain the number of themes included in the 
scope of this research in order to make it manage-
able in respect to the interview and online ques-
tionnaire methods used.

Methods
In order to strengthen the mapping of the IGF 
impact in this study we developed our research 
efforts to encompass as much IGF-specific expert 
knowledge and geographic diversity as possible. 
This led us to use two methodologies in the scope 
of a single conceptual framework. We included 
(a) in-depth insights from some of the most active 
contributors to the IGF process that we were able to 
reach with an interview designed for this purpose 
(see Appendix B), and (b) a variety of participants 

who were reached by means of an easily accessi-
ble and more structured online questionnaire (see 
Appendix A). We hoped to achieve a balance of 
expert knowledge, through extended answers 
and details gained from the interviewed partic-
ipants and the general scope of opinions, sugges-
tions and representativeness through the online 
survey methodology. 

In order to enable the participants to express 
their opinions on as many IGF-relevant issues 
and discussions as possible, both the interview 
and the online questionnaire offered possibili-
ties to include any comments that respondents 
might have found relevant to include during 
their assessment. 

Beyond the mapping of the impact of the IGF 
across the relevant themes described in this 
section, both the interview and the survey study 
have encompassed other important aspects.  
Questions designed to determine the partic-
ipants’ level of involvement in the IGF proc-
ess were included. The online questionnaire 
included questions on the participants’ personal 
experiences in the IGF, their assessment of the 
success of the multistakeholder model and the 
flow of knowledge from the IGF global process 
towards local, national and other levels. Special 
attention was paid to their suggestions about 
possible future improvements and the enhance-
ment of the IGF and related processes. Separate 
analyses of impact were planned and conducted 
in order to compare the perception of impact on 
the global and national levels. In all our analyses, 
the focus is on the communication process spanned 
by the Forum: its most important impact was in 
creating opportunities to share knowledge, ideas 
and initiatives across the world and from global 
to national and local levels, and our main goal 
was to try to understand and present as much 
information as possible about this unique global 
communication process within Internet govern-
ance-related discussions.      

The IGF Identifying the Impact Interview and 
the IGF Identifying the Impact Online Survey 
are explained in detail in the next section of this 
report, followed by the presentation of results and 
analyses from both methodological approaches 
undertaken in this study.
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Internet Governance Forum:
Identifying the Impact Study

INTRODUCTION

This research study on the impact of the IGF 
reflects the complexity of the IGF as a multi-
stakeholder, multi-disciplinary and multi-layer 
policy process. The research study presents a focal 
source of information on the perception of the 
impact of the IGF on the global interaction and 
communication in the IG arena.

Methodology
The research study is conducted through an 
online survey with more than 200 participants 
from seven world regions and 81 countries, and 
interviews with 30 experts and policy makers in 
the field of Internet governance. 

Online Survey
The online survey methodology assumes a well-
structured questionnaire constrained in terms of 
length and time needed to collect the responses. 
In accordance with these constraints, the survey 
respondents were asked to provide any relevant 
comments on the IGF and related processes 
at the end of the online questionnaire, so we 
were able to include the analysis of the issues not 
explicitly covered in the questionnaire. In addi-
tion to standard multiple-choice and forced-
choice questions and rating scales, the partici-
pants were frequently asked to comment on their 
responses, thus providing the research team with 
additional material for in-depth qualitative anal-
yses. Standard procedures of statistical analysis 
were carried out to assess group data. For reasons 
of clarity, the results in this section are presented 
in a narrative format, with technical comments 
on statistical procedures included as endnotes 
in Appendix C. 

The online questionnaire encompassed four 
sections (see Appendix A). The first section was 
designed to collect standard socio-demographic 
data and identify the participants’ level and types 

of involvement in the IGF. The questions in the 
second section were designed to assess the partic-
ipants’ personal experiences with IGF involve-
ment and the issues of communication and 
dissemination of knowledge gathered through 
their participation in the IGF. 

The last two sections were designed following a 
simple, unified approach encompassing impact 
rating scales. These two sections aimed at the 
analyses of the IGF impact on discussions on the 
global (third section) and national levels (fourth 
section). They were specifically designed to enable 
comparison between the impacts in communi-
cation on global and national levels of analyses.

An additional three open-ended questions were 
included after the fourth section, addressing the 
changes to the IGF process that participants 
might want to propose, their ideas and sugges-
tions on the further improvement of the Forum 
and any general comments on the IGF that they 
might want to include. Questions in Appendix A. 
are listed verbatim as participants in the online 
survey were presented with them.

The IGF issues under analysis. The problem of 
identifying the relevant issues to be included in 
the study design proved to be complex. In order 
to ensure an acceptable response rate we had to 
limit the number of issues under analysis so that 
the questionnaire length remained manageable. 
The following IGF-related issues were explicitly 
included in the questionnaire while leaving the 
possibility open for other issues to be encom-
passed by introducing many open-ended ques-
tions and calls for comments: data protection and 
privacy, capacity building, awareness building 
on open standards, Internet access and connec-
tivity, human rights, multilingualism, access to 
knowledge, freedom of expression, gender issues 
in access and representation, improvement of 
access for persons with disabilities, legislative 
(regulatory) framework for Internet access and 
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use, child online safety, awareness-building on 
climate change, content diversity on the Internet.

The recruitment of participants and data collec-
tion procedures. The online survey was presented 
in a clear and comprehensible way to the partici-
pants through a standard web-browser interface. 
A commercial platform (Survey Monkey1, for 
designing and hosting online surveys) was used 
for means of questionnaire design, collection of 
responses and database management.

The questionnaire was thoroughly advertised 
through all relevant online channels and social 
media, including several IG related mailing 
lists, DiploFoundation’s Facebook Fan Page2, 
DiploFoundation’s website3, the Internet portal 
of the Diplo Internet Governance Community4, 
and personal communications. We estimate 
that between one and two thousand candi-
date respondents were reached. The data were 
collected online starting 15 September 2009. The 
online questionnaire was closed on 2 October 
2009.

Data analysis. Standard methods of quantita-
tive data analysis in social sciences were used 
to analyze the survey responses. Algorithms 
provided in the professional statistical software 
Statistica 6.1 were used to perform all standard 
statistical procedures. The technical comments 
on statistical analyses and descriptions of proce-
dures are included as endnotes in Appendix C. 
Qualitative analyses were conducted for open-
ended questions.

Interviews
The first part of the interview (as in the online 
questionnaire, see Appendix A for a review of the 
online questionnaire) was used to collect basic 
socio-demographic data from the respondents, 
and determine the level and type of their involve-
ment in the IGF process.

The second part of the interview consists of 
open-ended questions designed to help struc-
ture the interview process. For each IGF issue we 
defined an open-ended question; all questions 
followed the same format asking the participants 
to (a) provide personal insights on the impact 
of the IGF and related processes on the issue 
under evaluation, (b) whether the IGF proc-
ess helped improve the situation related to that 
issue, and (c) what specific policies, discussions, 
documents or processes our participants consider 

to be the most valuable contributions to these 
improvements. If our participants thought that 
the IGF did not succeed in contributing to the 
development of the issue under evaluation, we 
asked them why they thought the IGF failed to 
improve upon the condition.

Three additional questions were offered in 
Section 2 in order to find out more about what 
are the IGF experts’ perceptions of the impact of 
the Forum on IG on the national and local level of 
analysis and what was the IGF impact in general. 
They were asked to provide any personal insights 
on the impact of the IGF and related processes 
in (a) local communities worldwide, (b) at the 
national level, and (c) in general.

The third section of the interview encompassed 
further questions on the impact of the IGF and 
asked for suggestions on future developments 
and enhancements. Participants were asked 
whether they thought the IGF process helped 
open discussions in the areas that were previ-
ously insufficiently addressed or not produc-
tively addressed previously and asked to provide 
any further comments on this issue. Also, they 
were asked whether the IGF process presented 
a good example to help draw attention to or 
develop multistakeholder discussions in other 
local, national or international organizations 
and again offered a space to include any relevant 
comments. Finally, all participants were asked 
how the IGF process could be further enhanced.

Participants were interviewed by e-mail, tele-
phone, and face-to-face.
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STUDY SAMPLE OF PARTICIPANTS 
IN THE ONLINE SURVEY AND 
INTERVIEWS

Participants in the Online 
Survey Sample
General information. 239 participants from 
7 world regions and 81 countries contributed 
with their responses to the online survey. Not 
all participants completed the whole question-
naire; 183 out of 239 respondents provided 
complete responses on impact rating scales in 
sections 3. and 4. of the online questionnaire 
(see Appendix C). For all questions, the total 
number of responses collected was analyzed. For 
sections 3. and 4. on impact perception, the data 
from 183 respondents providing complete infor-
mation were analyzed.

According to the “Internet Governance Forum 
(IGF) The First Two Years” publication5 , the 
Athens 2006 Forum was attended by 1350 partic-
ipants, while the Rio de Janeiro 2007 Forum gath-
ered 1363 participants. According to the data availa-
ble from the official website of the Internet Governance 
Forum6, the 2009 Hyderabad Forum was attended by 
1202 participants (please note that the data availa-
ble at the IGF website sometimes address only a provi-
sional number of participants). The average number of 
participants at these three previously held IGFs is 1305. 
Thus, with 239 participants in the sample of our 
study, we cover approximately 18,31% of the aver-
age number of participants in the previous three 
IGFs - a fairly high percentage of participants 
from the target population for any survey study. 

The distribution of respondents across the World 
regions was as follows: Africa – 74 (30,96%), 
Europe – 50 (20,92%), Latin America and the 
Carribean – 42 (17,57%), Asia – 34 (14,23%), 
North America  – 18 (7,53%), Southeast Asia and 
the Pacific – 11 (4,60%) and the Middle East and 
North Africa – 10 (4,18%). According to the statis-
tics available from the IGF website7, the distribu-
tion of IGF participants across regions is unequal 
among the participants of the Forum themselves.

As for the age of respondents, 29,71% of them 
were between 20 and 30 years old, 39,75% 
between 30 and 40 years, 17,15% between 40 
and 50, 12,55% between 50 and 65 and 0,84% 
older than 65 years. As for their education, 2.09% 
finished high school, 33,89% hold a faculty/
university diploma, while a majority of 64,02% 
hold a postgraduate diploma. 

Their professional and academic background 
is very diverse: 6,28% are specialized in social 
sciences, 12,55% in political science, interna-
tional relations, or diplomacy, 10,88% in media 
and communications, 9,62% in management 
and business administration, 10,46% in various 
branches of law, 4,60% received explicitly relevant 
IG education, 32,64% are specialized in compu-
ter science, IT or telecommunications, while 
9,62% of respondents did not provide informa-
tion on their area of specialization.

Participants from different regions of the world
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Graph 1. The distribution of the online survey participants across the regions of the world.

Eighty-nine (37,24%) of the respondents were 
women, and 150 (62,76%) were men. According 
to the “Internet Governance Forum (IGF) The 
First Two Years”8, there were 70% men and 30% 
women among the participants at the Athens 2006 IGF 
and 69% men and 31% women at the Rio de Janeiro 
2007 IGF. The gender ratio in our study reflects 
the gender ratio in the IGF process. 

The areas of current activities of respondents 
were identified as the following: 12,97% are 
active in various governmental sectors (minis-
tries, regulators, agencies, parliamentarians and 
similar), 9,21% are active in the business sector, 
27,20% in academia and education in general, 
7,53% are active in international or intergovern-
mental organizations, 5,02% in media, 7,53% in 
technical communities and 7,11% of respondents 
listed other areas of current activity encompass-
ing various fields of academic, research, business 
and international activity. Out of 239 respond-
ents in total, 166 answered the question about 
their organization of current employment; 151 
different organizations were recognized.

Participation in the IGF. The description of 
the sample in this research study would not be 
complete without the examination of the level 



42

Internet Governance Forum: IDENTIFYING THE IMPACT

of IGF participation of our respondents. A high 
level of involvement in the IGF and related proc-
esses is necessary to ensure that the respondents’ 
answers to the questionnaire and their percep-
tions of the IGF impact are highly relevant.

From the data obtained from responses in the 
first section of the online questionnaire, we found 
that 33,05% of respondents took part in the IGF 
process as observers, 34,31% participated in the 
planning of surrounding events (managing and 
discussing on relevant mailing lists and similar), 
44,77% were present at at least one IGF meeting 
remotely or in person, 44,35% were involved in 
local, national or regional events and 13 partici-
pants (5,44%) listed other forms of involvement. 
Please note that the respondents might have been 
involved in more than one way listed in the ques-
tionnaire (see Question 9, Section I of the online 
questionnaire, Appendix A). Note that 54,81% 
of our respondents answered positively to the ques-
tion of whether they have invited others from their 
organization, government, community or indus-
try to participate in the IGF (see Question 10, 
Section I of the online questionnaire, Appendix 
A), thus indicating the basic rate of proliferation of 
IGF related information and activities. 

Almost 30% (29,71%, exactly) of respondents 
were involved in the organization of a national, 
regional or other meeting related to the IGF, 
while 46% participated in a national or regional 
IGF day or event. Perhaps the most important 
fact in respect to the relevance of the sample in 
this mapping of impact study is that 80,75% of 

respondents belong to formal organizations, 
mailing lists or informal communities of other 
social networks that follow the IGF in some way.

As to the relevance of the sample of partici-
pants in respect to the chosen set of IGF issues 
discussed in this study, Table 1 indicates the 
percentages of those who focused their interests, 
participation or contribution on particular issues.

As can be seen from Table 1, all 14 relevant IGF 
issues were fairly well represented among the 
interests, participation or contribution of our 
survey respondents, with the lowest number 
interested in gender issues in Internet access and 
representation on the Internet (only 27,20%) 
and with the highest interest shown in capacity 
building (71,13%), Internet access and connec-
tivity issues (69,87%) and access to knowledge 
(63,18%).

The sample of respondents for this study is highly 
representative of activities and issues that the IGF 
participants focused on in their participation. 
The sample of respondents is quite representa-
tive in its size, distribution of gender, the diver-
sity of interests and level of involvement in the 
IGF and areas of specialization. The diversity 
of current activities of respondents is very high 
and the vast majority of them (almost 81%) are 
actively involved in IGF-related organizations 
and initiatives. 

Personal perception of involvement in the IGF. 
Two of the questions in the online questionnaire 
addressed more subjective, personal aspects of our 
participants’ perceptions (see Questions 2. and 3. 
in the second section of the online questionnaire, 
Appendix A). Regarding the knowledge gathered 
during their involvement in the IGF process, the 
participants were offered alternatives to evaluate 
it as (a) too vague and broad to apply directly to 
the policy making and policy implementation in 
their local communities or their countries, (b) 
practical enough to provide a good starting point 
for policy making and implementation in their 
local communities or countries, or (c) practical 
and useful to a degree that one could immedi-
ately start the development of policies followed 
by their implementation in their respective coun-
tries or communities. 18,83% of the participants 
replied that the knowledge they have gathered 
through the IGF was too vague and broad to be 
directly applied, the majority of respondents – 
47,28% – found their knowledge to be practical 

Table 1. The 14 IGF issues in this study and the numbers and respective percentages of survey 
respondents that focused their interest, participation or contribution on particular issues.

IGF issue % of total 
respondents

Data protection and privacy 142 (59,41%)

Capacity building 170 (71,13%)

Awareness building on open standards 89 (37,24%)

Internet access and connectivity 167 (69,87%)

Human rights 101 (42,26%)

Multilingualism 73 (30,54%)

Access to knowledge 151 (63,18%)

Freedom of expression 119 (49,79%)

Gender issues in access and representation 65 (27,20%)

Access improvements for people with disabilities 43 (17,99%)

Legislative (regulatory) framework for Internet access and use 117 (48,95%)

Child online safety 94 (39,33%)

Awareness building on climate change 62 (25,94%)

Content diversity on the Internet 109 (45,61%)
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enough to enable a good start, while 15,48% of 
them think that the knowledge offered through 
the IGF process was immediately applicable to 
policy development and implementation in their 
respective communities and countries; 18,41% 
of the respondents did not provide information 
on this question.

The second question was whether the IGF and 
interaction with other participants (a) significantly 
contributed to their own personal or profes-
sional developments, with the majority of 38,91% 
of respondents agreeing with this alternative. 
35,56% respondents chose option, (b) contrib-
uted to their own personal or professional devel-
opments in the same way as any international 
process would usually contribute to such devel-
opments, and only 7,11% responded with option 
(c) were not particularly significant for their own 
development. 18,41% of the participants did not 
provide their answers to this question. 

Participants in the Interview
Thirty IGF contributors and IG experts were 
interviewed; the complete list of interviewed 
contributors is available in Appendix D. They 
are from Argentina (2), Brazil (2), Canada (3), 
France (4), India (3), Switzerland (2), USA 
(4), Democratic Republic of Congo, Germany, 
China (2), Korea, Malaysia, Nigeria, Spain, 
Trinidad and Tobago and Uruguay. Regionally, 
two participants come from Africa, seven from 
Asia, eight from Europe, six from Latin America 
and Carribean, seven from North America.

There were twelve women and eighteen men 
among the participants. As to their age, most 
of them (10) are between 40 and 50 years old, 
nine between 30 and 40, nine are older than 
50 years and one is between 20 and 30 years 
old. Five participants hold a faculty diploma 
while 25 have postgraduate education. They 
are specialized in computer science, telecom-
munications and engineering (6), social science 
(5), law (5), Information Society and IG (3), 
political science and international relations (4), 
media (2), human resources, public administra-
tion, development studies, French language and 
African literature (with one respondent who did 
not provide information about his or her educa-
tional background). The areas in which they are 
currently most active encompass academia (11), 
government (6), civil society (6), business (4) 
and international relations (3).

As for their overall involvement in the IGF proc-
ess, 19 took part in the planning of related events, 
two participated at the EuroDig in Italy, one 
took part in MAG, two were involved in all 
local, national, and regional IGF events while 
18 were involved in at least some local, national 
and regional IGF related events.

Twenty-five of interviewed participants were 
highly active in involving others in the IGF proc-
ess: they asked people to pay attention to the 
process and participate, have founded expert 
groups and remote hubs, brought their colleagues 
to assist in documentary journalism projects and 
survey work to illuminate IGF issues, invited vari-
ous business stakeholders to the IGF and gener-
ally worked on increasing the awareness of the 
IGF and involvement in the process. Twenty-
one participants took part in the organization 
of national and regional events or other IGF 
related meetings; twenty-three participated 
in national or regional IGF days or events as 
panelists or organizers. Twenty-eight participants 
are involved with formal organizations or infor-
mal networks that follow the IGF in some way.

As to their interests, 77% follow the develop-
ments related to data protection and privacy, 
60% are involved in capacity building, 37% are 
interested in open standards, 77% in access and 
connectivity, 57% in human rights, 50% in multi-
lingualism, 47% in access to knowledge, 57% 
in freedom of expression, 33% in gender issues, 
37% in access for persons with disabilities, 67% 
in the development of the legislative and regula-
tory framework for Internet access and use, 43% 
in child online safety, 43% in content diversity 
on the Internet, and 30% in awareness building 
about climate change as it relates to the Internet. 
Beyond these IGF-related issues, participants 
are also engaged in discussions on the institu-
tional mechanisms of IG, multistakeholder-
ism in the IGF, the nature of global IG insti-
tutions and regimes, critical Internet resources 
and sustainability.
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ANALYSIS OF THE OVERALL 
IMPACT OF THE IGF

Many respondents highlighted that it is diffi-
cult to identify and measure the impact of such 
a diverse and complex phenomenon as the IGF 
for two main reasons:

The IGF overlaps with many other policy proc-
esses. How is it possible to attribute any particular 
development exclusively to the IGF? For exam-
ple, while many participants argued that the IGF 
contributed to breakthroughs in ICANN-related 
discussion (Affirmation of Commitments), it is 
difficult to measure relative developments of the 
IGF’s impact in comparison to other elements 
such as internal political developments in the 
USA. Ayesha Hassam and Jorge Perez argued 
that sometimes it is difficult to point out specific 
impacts on some issue-areas, either because the 
activities of the IGF are subsidiary to the ones 
that take place in other fora, or because the 
impacts are indirect and hard to measure. 

The IGF influences and shapes the policy envi-
ronment for Internet governance through aware-
ness building, training and the framing of discus-
sions on new policy processes. It takes time to 
identify those changes. As Max Senges indi-
cated “most of impact of the IGF has not taken 
place yet.” 

Respondents highlighted either already visible 
impact or clearly identifiable processes towards 
future impact. Twenty-five of twenty-six inter-
view participants thought that the IGF process 
helped open discussion in areas that were previ-
ously insufficiently addressed, or not productively 
addressed previously. In the view of Bernadette 
Lewis, the IGF created a new discussion space.  
Olga Cavalli pointed out that the IGF is an 
open space, and that the issues of languages and 
content – in particular, the issue of previously 
having only English as the language of technol-
ogy, and the issue of local content – the value 
of local content – are now issues that are being 
discussed more appropriately. YJ Park, for exam-
ple, said that discussions have been opened, but 
lack focus.

According to Thomas Schneider, “the impact 
of the IGF in most of these issues is an indirect 
one. It helps to raise awareness on a number of 
issues, it helps people to get to know other ideas. 

(…) It promotes the mutual situation of different 
stakeholders and thus serves as a basis for better 
cooperation based on a shared common under-
standing of a problem or a challenge and it helps 
to build mutual confidence between actors who 
before the IGF were not willing to cooperate 
because they did not know and trust each other”.

Janna Anderson stated that the “IGF has inspired 
people to better recognize how the issues over-
lap and how their interests intersect”.

Ayesha Hassan said “The fact that the issues are 
discussed at the IGF, and that all stakeholders 
can in turn (…) understand more about others’ 
views has a tangible effect on how they discuss 
or advocate or decide policies related to these 
issues. The non-negotiating setting of the IGF, 
the fact that people from all the stakeholder 
groups are there on an equal footing and can 
simply share their expertise and challenges is a 
unique opportunity that cannot be quantified 
but has a real impact. We may see the fruits of 
the impact over the course of time, and in indi-
vidual situations such as one-on-one meetings 
to discuss the particular topic at the national 
level, which are difficult to capture but need to 
be recognized as real impact”

In highlighting the unique role of the IGF in 
global Internet governance Parminder Jeet Singh 
stressed: “The nature of IG governance regimes 
is just one issue. Issues like access to knowledge, 
Freedom of Expression (FoE), and even gender 
and citizenship and right to access, etc. are being 
framed and spoken of. There was no format 
or structure earlier for framing these kinds of 
issues in the IG context, much less discuss them 
openly. New emergent areas like net neutrality 
and social networking sites are important areas 
about which there is no other global avenue of 
discussion and deliberation and these are being 
taken up at the IGF.”

Bertrand de la Chapelle said that where previ-
ously issues were being discussed in completely 
separate silos, they are now being discussed 
around the same tables –bringing different actors 
together, getting together each year at the IGF 
“watering hole” for discussion updates. 

Jeff Brueggeman stressed that: “The IGF proc-
ess provides a much more favorable environment 
for productive discussions with other stakehold-
ers, such as governments and civil society.  An 

Max Senges, 
Google, Germany

Ayesha Hassan, 
International Chamber of 

Commerce (ICC), 
Senior Policy Manager, 

E-Business, IT and Telecoms, 
France
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important characteristic of the IGF process is 
that parties are not trying to extract concessions 
from or impose outcomes on other stakeholders, 
which results in a more candid and free flowing 
discussion.  The process also has led to greater 
understanding and sensitivity to the perspectives 
of other stakeholders.”

Parminder Jeet Singh stressed: “Accent of rational 
dialog rather than strength of numbers or other 
kinds of power makes it a pioneer institution of 
global deliberative democracy. Open transcripts, 
open calls for agenda shaping, open consultation, 
open to all comments that are then summarized, 
and made available publicly, accommodating all 
groups to hold their workshops etc. are outstand-
ing and path-breaking innovations in this regard”.

Parminder Jeet Singh also mentioned that the 
“IGF has also helped to set a much broader 
and socially inclusive agenda for global IG (…) 
producing a groundswell of a politically engaged 
and socially inclusive global Internet governance”. 
Ivo Corrêa highlighted that the IGF helped to 
bring new issues to the agenda, such as human 
rights, gender, multilingualism, that were not 
traditionally seen as related to the Internet, and 
this was a very important contribution of the 
Forum.

Michael Gurstein pointed to the limitation of 
the IGF as being too narrow and too self-refer-
ential in covering IG issues. IG and its evolution 
affects a lot of people, but the IGF and its atten-
dees are still dealing with abstract issues. 

Jorge Perez commented that most substantial 
discussion happens in other fora (ICANN – 
Critical Internet Resoruces, WIPO – intellec-
tual property, UNESCO – muiltilingalism, ITU 
– infrastructure) or on the national level. In 
his opinion, the main role of the IGF is aware-
ness building about Internet-related aspects of 
those issues. 

Impact of the IGF on Local, 
National and Regional Levels 
One of the main challenges in modern diplomacy 
is how to synchronise global policy processes with 
developments on the regional, national and local 
levels. A disconnect among those policy levels 
could reduce relevance and legitimacy of global 
processes. The IGF added emphasis on “vertical 
communication” with the various stakeholders 
on regional, local and national levels”. 

In this part of the research study the main focus 
is on the spread of the IGF-related knowledge 
and information on local, national and regional 
levels. The results of the online survey9 showed 
that 129 of the respondents (53,97% of the total 
sample) communicated IGF relevant knowl-
edge and information on the level of their local 
communities, 54 (22.59%) did so with the people 
from their local administrations, 82 (34,31%) of 
them communicated with the representatives 
of their national administrations, 83 (34,73%) 
with the people from respective NGO commu-
nities and 69 respondents (28.87%) communi-
cated with the members of the respective business 
sectors. Only 26 (10,88%) out of 239 respond-
ents did not undertake any form of communi-
cation about IGF relevant knowledge and infor-
mation in their home countries. 

The survey shows that the IGF participants did 
their part in spreading the relevant knowledge 
and information to the greatest extent. This 
result presents a very optimistic overall picture of 
top-down communication initiated at the IGF, 
but as the following sections show there is both 
need and space for further development of the 
communication between the IGF and national 
level and local policy communities. 

We also included a question (see Question 4. in 
the second section of the online questionnaire, 
Appendix A) on participants’ perception of the 
IGF developments in their local communities. Of 
course, it can not be expected that the IGF proc-
ess was able to reach the level of local communi-
ties easily, for in most cases this level would be 

Ivo Corrêa, 
Google, Brazil
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Graph 2. Percents of participants who communicated IGF relevant knowledge to their 
local communities, administrations on the local level, administrations on the national 
level, NGO community in their country and those who did not communicate any relevant 
knowledge.
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mediated through the levels of national adminis-
tration in the respective countries, not to mention 
the time needed to simply spread the knowledge 
and skills necessary for local initiatives. However, 
the survey asks about IGF related happenings 
in the participants’ immediate environments. 
They were offered a forced-choice question to 
evaluate the IGF developments in their local 
communities and their responses indicate that 
29,71% percent believe that the IGF process 
did not reach their local environments and do 
not believe that the impact will become signifi-
cant or visible for some time, 42,26% believe the 
impact of the IGF in their local communities to 
be visible but not too significant, while 9,62% 
believe that the IGF impacts in their immedi-
ate environments were both visible and signifi-
cant, resulting in changes that are consequences 
of someone’s knowledge or effort following their 
involvement in the IGF process. 

Due to the time necessary for results to be evident 
on the local level, evaluating the impact of the 
IGF on the changes in local communities world-
wide is the most severe question in this research 
study, but the results are nevertheless interest-
ing: the process was at least visible in the local 
communities of almost 52% of our participants. 
Forty-four (18,41%) participants did not answer 
to this question. This impact of the IGF should 
be viewed relative to the approximately 54% of 
our participants claiming they communicated 
relevant knowledge to the members of their local 
communities and the 23% who communicated 
with the representatives in their local admin-
istrations. In light of this data and the global 
nature of the IGF process in itself, the impact 
as perceived on the level of local communities 
is surprisingly strong.

An additional, open-ended question asked the 
participants to describe any effects, changes and/or 
initiatives in their local community that resulted 
as a consequence of their or someone else’s 
involvement in the IGF process.10 Their answers 
included: increased awareness of the IGF process 
and willingness and enthusiasm for public partic-
ipation in policy development, awareness of the 
IG related issues and processes in general, inclu-
sion of IGF related issues in educational agen-
das, contributions to the development of insti-
tutional policies and civil society sector involve-
ment in networking to spread the IGF relevant 
knowledge for capacity and awareness build-
ing. From the qualitative analysis of responses it 

follows that, for the time being, the most rele-
vant impact of the IGF at the level of respective 
local communities is the increased visibility of 
the IGF process and the awareness building about 
Internet Governance related issues in general. 

The analyses presented in this section were 
systematically planned in the scope of the online 
survey study in order to enable comparisons of 
the IGF impact on communications on the global 
and national levels of analysis. All of the follow-
ing analyses focus on the 14 IGF issues selected 
for this study. After the presentation of our find-
ings from the online survey we proceed with the 
most interesting insights about the IGF issues 
gathered from the interviews.

The reader is advised to review sections 3. and 
4. of the online questionnaire11 before read-
ing the following analysis. These parts of the 
online questionnaire comprised almost iden-
tical instructions given to our participants, 
explaining that they are being asked to rate 
the level of impact of the Internet Governance 
Forum and IGF related processes on the advance-
ment of discussion and knowledge dissemination 
on specific issues. The only difference in the 
instructions was that in Section 3. we asked 
the participants to evaluate this impact in their 
country, while in Section 4. they were asked to 
evaluate the impact globally.

All questions in these two sections follow the 
same basic format (see Appendix A) and the 
same response mode. Participants were offered 
a 5-point scale and instructed to use the impact 
rating scale in the following way:

“Please use a 5-point scale below each of the ques-
tions to rate the impact of the IGF on the issue 
explained in the text of the question. Lower grades 
stand for less or no impact, higher grades stand for 
higher impact. For example, if you think there was 
no impact on some issue at all, use grade “1”, if you 
believe the impact was about the average expected 
use grade “3”, and use grade “5” to indicate that 
the impact was very good in your opinion. Use 
grade “2” to rate the impact that was noticeable but 
below the average and rate “4” to rate the impact 
that was good but could have been even better. If 
you feel you do not have enough information to 
answer, please mark “Don’t Know”.”

The mean impact ratings for all 14 relevant IGF 
issues are presented in the following graph (the 
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means, standard errors and confidence intervals 
are presented in Table A. of the Appendix C) .

As the graph shows, the ratings of the IGF impact 
on communication and knowledge dissemina-
tion are higher at the global than on the national 
level of analysis. As expected in all scaling proce-
dures of this type, the responses are concentrated 
near the mid-scale point and relatively rare at the 
extreme scale values. This confirms one of the 
main problems in modern global governance – 
the link between global and national/local levels. 
In fact, all differences between mean impact 
ratings on the global and national levels of anal-
ysis for all 14 IGF issues were statistically signif-
icant (see Note 2 in Appendix C). The follow-
ing graph presents the means for impact rating 
scales on the national and the global levels of 
analysis averaged over the 14 issues; the differ-
ences in the participants’ perceptions of impact 
on two levels of analysis are obvious.

The result shows the need to improve knowl-
edge dissemination on IG issues on the national 
level. This should be done through close collab-
oration with national administrations and other 
players on the national level. This finding on the 
relation between global and national knowledge 
dissemination was analysed by means of addi-
tional statistical analysis that confirmed a differ-
ence in knowledge dissemination between the 
global and national levels. 

The results and statistical considerations of this 
analysis are described in Appendix C (see Note 

3 in Appendix C). Not surprisingly, after signif-
icant differences among the impact ratings of 
these two levels were already found, our results 
show that the dimensions along which the ratings 
provided by our participants differ the most are 
exactly their perception of impact at the level of 
global impact and at the level of national impact. 
These two dimensions of the IGF impact percep-
tion are uncorrelated; the distribution of partic-
ipants on these dimensions is presented in the 
Graph 4.

While most of the participants gave high scores 
on the dimension of the global level of the IGF 
impact, the distribution of scores on the dimen-
sion of the national level of impact is more spread-
out, indicating the frequent presence of partici-
pants who identify the need to improve commu-
nication and dissemination of knowledge from 
the IGF to the national level.
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Impact of the IGF in Local Communities 
(Excerpts from Interviews)
Regarding the impact of the IGF in local commu-
nities, Parminder Jeet Singh argues that there 
is no local impact yet, because it is too early to 
speak about that; appropriate institutions are 
still being shaped and the process of setting the 
right agenda is still under way. In the words of 
Divina Frau Meigs, “reaching out has been done 
by NGOs and foundations but a lot remains to 
be done to convince the people that a people-
centered Internet is being built for them, with 
their best interests in mind”.

As a concrete step by the IGF to reach the local 
level, some participants mentioned the creation 
of IGF hubs as a way to foster remote participa-
tion of local communities in the IGF activities. 
Mervi Kultamma commented that it is also up 
to the communities to get involved and develop 
local activities.

Jeff Brueggeman stressed: “The global IGF 
event has established a template for how to 
conduct meaningful multi-stakeholder discus-
sions on Internet governance issues at the local 
and regional level.  It also is having the effect of 
establishing a community of informed and active 
participants who are bringing the cultural norms 
and substantive knowledge from the global IGF 
event back to the local and regional level.”

Ayesha Hassan said that the IGF has set in 
motion a positive process at the local level, in 
which “the improved communication between 
policymakers and business and other actors” 
can be noticed. They follow up the discussions 
in their own countries, and business expertise is 
mobilized to “help policymakers draft legisla-
tion after meeting at the IGF”.

Impact of the IGF on Regional 
and National Levels 
(Excerpts from Interviews)
Many respondents argued that that IGF has 
made an important link between national and 
international policy levels. It is believed that 
“regional and national IGF initiatives are some 
of the best outcomes of the global IGF proc-
ess”12 and Bertrand de la Chapelle has pointed 
out that they are fundamental to building a global 
Internet governance architecture. 

According to Jeff Brueggeman, these national 
processes should be encouraged with increased 
efforts to communicate information and experi-
ences. Bertrand de la Chapelle opines that people 
are realizing the importance of the IGF process 
and the advantages of being involved. They have 
replicated the IGF with regional and national 
bottom-up initiatives. Thus, the IGF has helped 
to foster a multistakeholder debate also on the 
national level, through formal or informal 
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Graph 5. Perception of the IGF impact on communication and knowledge dissemination on the global and national levels. Each point represents a 
single participant of the online survey. The distribution of participants across the regions of the world is not correlated with their perception of the 
impact of the IGF.
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meetings, such as national IGFs or mailing lists 
of national scope. 

Thomas Schneider stressed: “The level of impact 
varies between the different regions and even 
countries. Those who have created national 
or regional IGF structures – if they reach out 
strongly enough to the relevant actors on local 
and regional level – have a direct impact on 
policy making and decision shaping on the local, 
national and regional levels.” 

Mervi Kultamaa stated that the IGF has also 
contributed by sensitizing the national partici-
pants to development issues in other parts of the 
world, and fostering international cooperation. 
Carlos Afonso agreed with the importance of 
national and regional IGF processes, and noticed 
that regional and national events are free to make 
recommendations, and this in some cases gener-
ates relevant proposals for common strategies by 
the different stakeholders.

Parminder Jeet Singh called attention to the 
importance of the involvement of all stakehold-
ers in the national and regional processes. He said 
that it is advisable to guarantee the conditions 
for a multistakeholder process before putting in 
place an institutional space that could be captured 
by stronger stakeholders. 

Jorge Perez recalled that “it is important that 
national projects maintain a double objective: 
one regarding the involvement of these projects 
in the global process and, even more importantly, 
making a difference at the national level”. Divina 
Frau Meigs shared this opinion and highlighted 
the importance of planning how the regional and 
national processes will fit into the global proc-
ess of Internet governance. She called attention 
to “a risk of fragmentation of IGF, especially as 
regional ones are created as well and the levels of 
integration are unclear yet. How do experiences 
and decision-shaping feed into the global proc-
ess, what procedures for reporting back? None 
of this is clear yet”. 

Michael Gurstein said that the national and 
regional processes make possible the participa-
tion of a larger number of people, but the success 
of these initiatives will depend on introducing the 
new issues and involving the actors. According to 
him, different actors who are currently excluded 
have to participate. They may raise different 
issues and ask new questions.

Anja Kovac provided an example of the impact 
of the IGF on the national level: “In India, 
attention for child protection online was virtu-
ally non-existent until the Hyderabad IGF.  As 
one government official admitted during the 
e-India meeting in Hyderabad in August 2009, 
the Indian authorities until then had maintained 
that there was not really a problem in this coun-
try.  However, according to the same official, the 
Hyderabad IGF was a real eye-opener in that 
sense, and the government has since indicated 
its desire to develop a policy in this regard on 
several occasions, as well as taken some initial 
initiatives already”.

Jorge Perez commented on the impacts the IGF 
had in Spain: “The IGF process prompted aware-
ness at the national level towards the ruling of 
Internet, its impact and the role our society, 
including businesses, academia, Government 
and civil society, could and/or should play. It 
provided a new perspective on the different stake-
holders’ capabilities and a desire to work at the 
national level. The possibility of participating in 
a worldwide project towards enhancing multi-
stakeholder participation and promoting a fairer 
Internet for all stakeholders has been a powerful 
incentive in terms of getting people involved.”

Ivo Corrêa considers that the IGF helped to 
consolidate the Brazilian presence in the main 
debates regarding the Internet in the global 
arena. Nevertheless, this external involvement 
has not reflected internally with the same inten-
sity. Brazilian representatives who follow the 
debates in the international arena don’t have 
much influence over the national debate about 
the Internet. He highlighted the problem of 
policy coherence, illustrated by a “detachment” 
between the country’s foreign policy and the 
national policy about the Internet: both fields 
communicate poorly. 

Multistakeholderism – how 
the IGF influenced interplay 
among various stakeholders
As to the issue of improvement in the commu-
nication among different stakeholders, our 
participants were asked do they think that the 
example given by the IGF process has opened new 
paths toward multistakeholder discussions in other 
international organizations or global arenas. The 
forced-choice procedure offered the following 
responses (with the number in the parentheses 
indicating the percentage of choices): (a) “Yes, 
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the IGF process has opened new paths toward 
multistakeholder discussions” (49,37%), (b) “I 
am not sure” (27.19%), and (c) “No, the IGF 
process failed to open new paths toward multi-
stakeholder discussions” (5,02%), with 18,41% 
of participants not responding. Again, a very 
low number of respondents find that the IGF 
failed to improve the communication between 
different stakeholders, with the majority (almost 
half of the total number) of respondents claim-
ing IGF success in this respect. 

The participants were asked to provide further 
comments; comments from all participants 
claiming the visible improvement in multistake-
holder discussions or the failure to improve 
them were analyzed. Those participants stat-
ing that the IGF has opened new paths toward 
multistakeholder discussion in other interna-
tional organizations or global arenas listed vari-
ous and numerous reasons for the perceived 
success of the Forum, among them: that it offer 
an interesting model for others especially at the 
national level (and at the international level as 
well), that both the ICANN and ITU activities 
have been opened more than before to multi-
stakeholder discussions, that governments and 
international agencies have started to consider 
a multistakeholder forum as a model for their 
discussions, and recognizing general improve-
ments relying on the model of shared knowledge 
in the multistakeholder approach. The partic-
ipants who evaluated negatively the impact of 
the IGF on the dispersion of the multistake-
holder approach listed that that the multistake-
holder approach works for the IGF because in 
diplomatic terms it is “new”, while the other 
organizations and discussions are run on differ-
ent grounds.

The influence of the multistakeholder characteristic 
as perceived by the interviewed IGF contributors. 
The multistakeholder model was pointed out by 
Parminder Jeet Singh as the basis of IGF’s legiti-
macy as a global public policy body. According 
to Bertrand de la Chapelle, Jorge Perez and Ivo 
Corrêa, the IGF provides a platform for exchange, 
enabling stakeholders to share ideas and facili-
tating collaborative work, allowing them to “get 
out of their silos”.

“If you take away one stakeholder from the IGF, 
you take away a leg of the chair”, said Lee Hibbard, 
who also mentioned that the Council of Europe 
is now undertaking multistakeholder projects.

Thomas Schneider added that “a true multistake-
holder policy debate normally leads to better 
solutions and better (but not necessarily more) 
regulation on all levels. It increases the transpar-
ency and accountability of all actors and proc-
esses which tends to produce better solutions 
than if everybody just takes decisions based on 
his own personal experience and knowledge”.

Anja Kovacs pointed out that “thanks to the IGF, 
a common language and framework, (…) that 
allows different groups to speak across bounda-
ries, has slowly been allowed to emerge.”

Rebecca MacKinnon said that “the global 
community is only starting to grapple with the 
question of how to govern a globally intercon-
nected network so that it can serve the interests 
of all of its users around the world. The IGF 
is in a position to lead this discussion and to 
pioneer new global governance models for the 
Internet Age”.

On the other hand, some respondents held a 
less optimistic view about the multistakeholder 
model. Some said there have been efforts to 
achieve multistakeholderism, but governments 
are still more important, businesses are still more 
powerful, and that civil society does not have very 
much influence in the process, especially repre-
sentatives from developing countries. The IGF 
is a good beginning, but the Forum should be 
more inclusive. Respondents noted that remote 
participation and regional forums are important 
in this regard. Some felt that the IGF should be 
a distributed process, with events on all conti-
nents, noting that these events are currently not 
part of the main IGF process.

Michael Gurstein opines that the success of the 
multistakeholder model is relative. His main 
criticism is the lack of involvement of grassroots 
movements. 

Divina Frau Meigs also shares the concern about 
diversifying the participants in the IGF. She said: 
“I am not sure how long IGF can last, unless it 
manages to open up to new actors. The major 
risk I can feel is that IGF remains the province 
of the usual suspects that have built trust among 
them over time and meet on a yearly basis”.

Emmanuel Edet believes that the IGF had more 
impact on developed countries, because these 
stakeholders usually have more resources to 
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attend the meetings. In developing countries, 
governments are the only stakeholder group that 
can afford participation in the IGF.

In addition, Anja Kovacs opined that despite 
the positive outcomes of the multistakeholder 
model, it has also “institutionalized” the power 
of business, that it becomes even harder to chal-
lenge the business sector and to put forth agen-
das that business does not support, such as open 
standards.

Bertrand de la Chapelle found it conceivable that 
the “percolation or replication” of the IGF model 
of “decision shaping” to become more multi-
stakeholder, could ultimately affect the whole 
UN system. To him, the best proof of this influ-
ence is that other organizations are now using, 
“copycat models”, copying the “new kid on the 
block”, “setting the bar” as they say “why don’t 
we organize discussions like at the IGF”. He 
felt that within this framework, the multistake-
holder model’s main impact is that it is encour-
aging people to “break silence”.

Janna Anderson added that the IGF has also 
served as inspiration to “other global organiza-
tions who are now embracing participation by 
civil society more fully”. She said that the people 
attending the event “have been forming a new 

sort of global-good social network through IGF. 
This discourse is of value for everyone and vital to 
the future of the Internet and global cooperation”.

Parminder Jeet Singh felt that the multistake-
holder example of the IGF has affected other 
discussions, but also urged caution: “It has, and 
in a big way. The model is being followed at 
a number of regional and national levels, and 
the degree of innovation and newness of this 
model is often under-estimated and taken for 
granted. However we remain concerned that a 
new openness, if not properly conducted and 
structured, becomes easily suspect to capture and 
there should be a continuous ongoing dialogue 
and vigilance about this possibility, which, in 
a too celebratory a win-win mood mostly does 
not take place.”
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SURVEY OF IGF IMPACT ON SPECIFIC 
INTERNET GOVERNANCE ISSUES

This section addresses the impact of the IGF on 
specific Internet Governance issues. Since the 
IGF does not have clearly defined subject areas 
it is difficult to identify specific IGF issues. The 
basis for issues was the WGIG report which iden-
tified close to 50 IG issues. Some of those issues 
have changed level of significance, such as, for 
example spam, which went from high promi-
nence in 2006 to almost non-existence in the 
current IGF agenda. New issues have emerged, 
such as social networking. The evolution of the 
IGF agenda reflects the evolution of the Internet. 
In the following section we address some of the 
issues that have been in the focus of Internet 
governance debate.

Critical Internet Resources (CIR)
Critical Internet Resources (CIR) was one of the 
most controversial issues in the overall World 
Summit on the Information Society (WSIS) 
process and during the subsequent Internet 
Governance Forum sequence of discussions. 
As usual in diplomacy, the debate started over 
the definition of Critical Internet Resources. 
According to the “narrow interpretation” this 
includes principally Internet Corporation for 
Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN) - 
related issues (Internet names and numbers). 
This interpretation was mainly used by those 
who focused on the internationalisation of the 
management of Internet names and numbers. 
According to this approach CIR is a global 
public policy issue and the governments should 
manage it through some form of inter-govern-
mental arrangement. The “broad interpretation” 
considers CIR everything that could be “criti-
cal” for the running of the Internet; this includes 
infrastructure and the question of access. This 
interpretation was used primarily by those who 
argued for preserving the current multistake-
holder and ICANN-centered management of 
Internet names and numbers. 

The question of CIR was not part of the 
IGF-Athens (2006) agenda, although it was 
discussed in a few workshops. It was added as 
the fifth main agenda item (in addition to access, 
diversity, openness, security) at the IGF-Rio 
(2007) and was included in the IGF-Hyderabad 
(2008) agenda. It will be one of the main agenda 
items at the IGF-Sharm El Sheikh (2009). The 

earlier discussions at the IGF usually reflected 
the current debate in the context of ICANN. 
The major new development, which will influ-
ence discussions in Sharm El Sheikh, is the 
ICANN - US Government “Affirmation of 
Commitments”, which appears to cut the “umbil-
ical cord” between the US Government and 
ICANN, and opens a space for the future evolu-
tion of ICANN which may address concerns 
about the status and function of ICANN.

Reflecting on the impact of the IGF on deal-
ing with CIR issues, Jorge Perez stressed: “I 
think the IGF process has had a great impact in 
general. I would like to emphasize the discus-
sion on Internet critical resources and the fact 
that ICANN has been observing and follow-
ing the IGF process, even including this proc-
ess as an issue in their agenda that has been 
addressed in different ICANN meetings. 
There were comments submitted recently to the 
National Telecommunications and Information 
Administration (NTIA) regarding the regarding 
expiration of the Joint Project Agreement that 
asked for direct involvement of the IGF, show-
ing that this Forum has gained recognition and 
respect from the Internet community. Also, it 
must be considered that the awareness raised 
by the IGF probably had an influence on the 
recent Affirmation of Commitments signed by 
DoC and ICANN.”

Perez added: “The IGF has the indisputable lead 
and has had great success in raising the discus-
sion, involving people, engaging stakeholders and 
bringing the debate to many places in the world. 
In the context of Spain and, particularly, the 
IGF-Spain, this has been of great interest and its 
impact has been very clear. Relevant stakeholders 
have gotten involved in the process regarding the 
expiration of JPA and worked together to figure 
out the role they want to play in the evolution 
of Internet. This is, in my opinion, a milestone 
and a clear success for the IGF.”

Parminder Jeet Singh expressed very clearly the 
importance of CIR to IG and the IGF proc-
ess: “CIR management as an issue is per se very 
important. This concerns an important aspect 
of what is normally considered technical policy, 
which many want to keep to ‘technical domains’ 
away from large political scrutiny, which is impli-
cated in bringing these issues to the IGF.”
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He continued: “The CIR issue is important in 
another, perhaps even more important, respect. 
The Internet is perhaps the first truly and essen-
tially global ‘space’, and its governance obviously 
requires new global governance paradigms. This 
much is generally, (though not always) under-
stood and accepted. What would be the nature of 
these new governance regimes however, remains 
a highly contested political subject, and expect-
edly so. To the extent that the CIR management 
regime represents the first fully formed govern-
ance system in the IG arena, the nature of this 
regime can be a fore-runner to future IG regimes 
in different, even more important areas of IG. 
The nature of these regimes, in turn, will have 
an important impact on the nature of global 
governance itself, which by definition is going 
to keep becoming more and more important, 
with respect to issues affecting everyone, in an 
increasingly globalised world. 

Parminder Jeet Singh concluded: Now, that 
appears quite a chain of causation, but we believe 
it is meaningful, and makes the contestations 
around CIR regimes a very important governance 
and political issue for everyone. Much of the heat 
in the IGF has been generated around this issue 
for good reasons, and it cannot be dismissed as an 
unwholesome power struggle by actors with very 
suspect motivations, as many prefer to look at it. 
The exclusion of CIR management and nature 
of global IG regime as key themes from the list 
of offered options seems to suggest an inclina-
tion towards such a viewpoint, which I consider 
very problematic.”

Carlos Afonso of Nupef pointed to CIR as an 
area of IG that has advanced in IGF discussions. 
He continued: “Of note is an apparent paradox 
–  the initial staunch resistance against bringing 
to the IGF the discussion of governance of the 
logical infrastructure (euphemistically labeled 
‘governance of critical Internet resources’) by 
interest groups which did not want these issues 
to be discussed by the international community 
(with the argument that the proper and only 
forum should be only ICANN), ended up by 
shedding light on the subject in such a way that 
today there is much more awareness worldwide 
on the significance of the subject. Incidentally, 
as a consequence of this growing understanding 
that governance of these resources ought to be 
pluralist and international, the post-JPA agree-
ment just issued by the USA government recog-
nizes this importance.”

Carlos Afonso continued: “In other words, 
the painstaking process of finally agreeing on 
governance of these resources as being a key 
IGF theme led to the IGF process itself (as an 
unintended consequence?) contributing to this 
internationalization.”

Privacy and Data Protection 
A few participants stressed that the IGF raised 
awareness about privacy and data protection 
issues in general as well on specific aspects such 
as the need to achieve proper balance among 
privacy, security and openness.13 The IGF has 
also helped to clarify that privacy is much broader 
than data protection, encompassing different 
issues.14

Some respondents believe that the discussions 
that took place in the IGF have had regional 
and international repercussions.15 Mervi 
Kultamaa called attention to the fact that the 
IGF encouraged other organizations to main-
stream the discussion about privacy. In her words, 
“OECD has taken the issue of Internet´s privacy 
in their agenda in the context of the Internet 
economy”. Lee Hibbard said that the IGF works 
as an important motivator to the debate. He 
added that “The Forum helped the Council of 
Europe (CoE) to inject policy, it helps to work 
towards engagement and policy standards in a 
pan-Europe setting”.

Regarding national impact of the debates about 
privacy, Thomas Schneider said that the IGF 
“promotes a consensus that there should be 
global minimal standards on data protection 
and privacy. It helps countries without a sophis-
ticated privacy regulation to introduce one based 
on the experience of those who are already further 
developed”. Bill Graham also agreed that the 
discussions on the IGF inspire countries to take 
their own measures in this regard.

Olga Cavalli called attention to the low levels of 
participation of people who work with network 
security and social networks. On the other hand, 
Maja Andjelkovic believes that to some degree 
the business sector is more aware of privacy issues 
because of the IGF.

Rebecca MacKinnon and Hong Xue observed 
that the IGF has not improved awareness or 
practices on privacy and data protection in East 
Asia and Greater China. According to Rebecca 
MacKinnon, the IGF process did not adequately 
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connect to consumer groups, civil society groups, 
educators and journalists in East Asia. Hong 
Xue highlighted regional debate among member 
countries of ASEAN as a dominant way of deal-
ing with privacy and data protection issues. 

Capactity Building
When it comes to the impact of the IGF on 
capacity building, responses also greatly vary. 
Hong Xue began by questioning the definition of 
capacity building. She argued that capacity build-
ing is an umbrella that includes many themes, 
and it is necessary to specify what kind of capac-
ity could be built in the IGF. According to her, 
the IGF is able to foster information and knowl-
edge capacities. 

Many respondents mentioned that the IGF in 
and of itself is a capacity building exercise; people 
come in and learn and share about the IG issues 
and cannot help but come away with greater 
understanding. They noted that not only the 
sessions and workshops are important to this 
process, but also spaces like the Village Square, 
and bottom-up activities of training organized 
by the stakeholders16. According to Max Senges, 
the IGF has helped to build capacities among 
policy and government experts and has demon-
strated needs for capacity building that must be 
attended to.

It was mentioned that the existence of the IGF 
has also inspired some organizations to begin 
training people, so they could be more mean-
ingfully included in the Internet governance 
process.17 

Anja Kovacs and Maja Andjelkovic believe that 
regional and national IGF processes enhance 
the power of capacity building. Ivo Corrêa 
mentioned that these regional processes encour-
age people to build capacities and learn about 
Internet Governance, in order to be able to partic-
ipate meaningfully. According to Ivo Corrêa 
and Max Senges, capacity building was the most 
important outcome of the IGF process.

On the other hand, some respondents argued 
that workshops devoted to capacity building 
have not successfully reached representatives 
from developing countries, either because most 
cannot go to the IGF18 or because the actions of 
capacity building are all dominated by civil soci-
ety organizations from developed countries, who 
have not been building capacity for those who 

are labeled as information have-nots.19 Hong Xue 
said that capacity building should be focused on 
the needs of the global South, on training the 
actors so they can put in place policies for the 
information have-nots.

Divina Frau Meigs remarked that the IGF has 
never fulfilled it its mission to debate on train-
ing programs and education.

Note: For more information about concrete 
examples of the IGF Capacity Building initia-
tives consult the capacity building section of this 
publication (page 71). 

Open Standards
When it comes to the impact of the IGF on 
raising awareness about open standards, some 
respondents pointed out that the main sessions 
and workshops on this issue have been important 
to move the discussion forward.20 In the words 
of Lee Hibbard, documents and initiatives in 
this regard concretely jump out from the IGF. 
According to Max Senges, Open Source has been 
advocated and explained in the IGF.

Parminder Jeet Singh and Bertrand de la Chapelle 
argued that despite the work of the Dynamic 
Coalition on open standards, awareness of this 
issue has not yet received recognition as a central 
concern in the IGF and it has not received much 
attention during main sessions. Max Senges is not 
sure if the IGF is the right place to discuss tech-
nical themes. He explained that the Forum has 
helped to raise awareness, but this theme should 
not be its main focus.

Rebecca MacKinnon observed that the discus-
sion about open standards has been carried out 
thanks to the activities of communities, such as 
the Creative Commons meetings, Wikipedia 
clubs, and open education gatherings. She identi-
fied a limited role of the IGF so far and suggested 
that “one way to strengthen the IGF’s impact in 
the future might be to court the involvement of 
these communities more heavily”.

Access and Connectivity
Considering the field of Internet access and 
connectivity, Lee Hibbard said that this issue is 
a catalyst for full exercise of the rights listed in 
the Convention on Human Rights. Some felt that 
the debate in the IGF has evolved each year, in a 
way that “there is a real common understanding 
of the policy challenges and choices, and there 
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is broad support for key elements that need to 
be put in place in the legal, policy, and regula-
tory frameworks to address these issues”, in the 
words of Ayesha Hassam. The opinion that the 
IGF has helped to understand the complexity of 
the theme and to clarify challenges is shared by 
Raúl Echeberría. A holistic approach is neces-
sary, according to him.

One concrete outcome of the debate in the IGF 
about access and connectivity, pointed out by 
Bertrand de la Chapelle and Roxana Goldstein, 
was the awareness of the relevance of the deploy-
ment of Internet Exchange Points (IXPs). Maja 
Andjelkovic said that the discussions were 
brought back to the local level by participants 
so the IGF had an indirect local impact. Olga 
Cavalli, on the other hand, misses concrete 
discussions with regard to access, such as how 
to connect remote areas. She said that there are 
useful local initiatives, but it is important to raise 
awareness and discuss them.

Parminder Jeet Singh argued that instead of caus-
ing any impact, the Forum was used for celebrat-
ing market-led access paradigms while even devel-
oped countries have been looking at publicly 
funded models for reaching the unreached. (…) 
major key global issues in this regard, like inter-
connection charges, remain largely taboo. (…) 
Agenda-setting needs to focus on clear impera-
tives, and viable roadmaps, with an objective to 
help policy making towards universal connectiv-
ity. Bertrand de la Chapelle also pointed out that 
there has been no impact on the issue of inter-
connection costs.

Rebecca MacKinnon commented that there has 
been no significant impact of the IGF on the 
improvement of access and connectivity in East 
Asia. Deployment “seems to be much more driven 
by commercial factors, as well as economic poli-
cymaking in the region”, according to her.

Human Rights
Ayesha Hassam commented that the IGF played 
an important role in initiating the discussion 
on how the existing human rights apply to the 
Internet environment. Max Senges called atten-
tion to the fact that human rights are not the 
focus of other fora related to the debate about 
the Internet, so it is very important that the IGF 
continue to exist and that human rights issues 
are highlighted even more in the Forum. Maja 
Andjelkovic and Anja Kovacs said that the IGF 

has provided a platform where this debate could 
always be raised and where people with the same 
interests could network.

Jeff Brueggeman said that the IGF provides an 
important forum for having a multistakeholder 
dialogue on human rights issues, which is very 
different than the traditional antagonistic context 
in which these issues typically arise.

According to Maja Andjelkovic, the IGF is a 
useful space for bloggers and other stakeholders 
to recruit new people to defend human rights on 
the Internet. As people become more aware of 
national problems in this regard, it becomes more 
difficult for governments to deny these rights.21 

Others affirmed that the IGF can also be a 
forum to exchange information and best prac-
tices about human rights. According to Bertrand 
de la Chapelle and Divina Frau Meigs, the IGF 
is a focal point to demonstrate what has been 
done in other regions and to set reference points 
and best practices regarding human rights, such 
as the initiatives from the Council of Europe on 
human rights, mentioned by some respondents. 

Participants had different views about the inter-
national outreach on the debates in the IGF. 
While Mervi Kultamaa believes that the IGF 
has contributed to bringing the issue of human 
rights in the Internet into the context of the 
international human rights agenda, Rebecca 
MacKinnon considered, however, that this 
discussion of rights in the IGF has been insuffi-
cient to raise awareness in the traditional human 
rights community.

Roxana Goldstein, 
Inter American Training Network 

on Electronic Government of 
the College of the Americas of 

the Inter American Organization 
on Higher Education 

(RIFGE/COLAM/OUI-IOHE), 
Argentina



56

Internet Governance Forum: IDENTIFYING THE IMPACT

Multilingualism
There was a wide variety of views on the impor-
tance of the IGF for the discussion on Internet 
governance and multilingualism. Parminder Jeet 
Singh and Maja Andjelkovic argued that the 
discussion in WSIS and in the IGF helped to take 
this debate to other fora, especially to ICANN. 
Hong Xue believes that the IGF should be pushing 
the debate in ICANN, but has not done so suffi-
ciently. Bertrand de la Chapelle, Raúl Echeberría 
and Bill Graham believe that most substantial 
discussion on this theme is taking place elsewhere, 
such as in UNESCO; when it comes to multilin-
gual content the only role of the IGF is to gradu-
ally raise awareness about its importance. 

Hong Xue called attention to the importance 
of helping those people who are still not able 
to get online in their native script, not only to 
fight the digital divide, but also to protect their 
cultural heritage. Some scripts will disappear; the 
discussion at the IGF could contribute a lot if it 
helped to save these through an Internet archive.

Olga Cavalli recalled that it is everybody’s respon-
sibility to put in practice the results of debates 
that take place in the IGF. She commented that 
she asks her students to update Wikipedia entries 
in Spanish about the Internet, and this serves as 
an evaluation of the subject she teaches at the 
university.

Divina Frau Meigs remarked that within the 
IGF most of the exchanges are done in English, 
which in itself demonstrates the lack of suffi-
cient multilingualism. However, she continued 
there has been some awareness-raising, that 
has touched the business community and the 
Internet designers. YJ Park argued, however, 
that the discussion on multilingualism at the 
IGF ended with rhetorical messages without 
touching upon concrete actions policymakers 
could implement. She stated that “more practi-
cal policy discussion is necessary at IGF as well 
as at ICANN. The benefit of having such policy 
discussion at IGF is more diversified stakehold-
ers at IGF than at ICANN”.

Access to Knowledge
Regarding access to knowledge, most respond-
ents on this topic believed that this theme and the 
discussion of intellectual property in general, is 
currently absent from the IGF agenda.22 Bertrand 
de la Chapelle commented that maybe access to 
knowledge is seen as too abstract a theme. He 

continued by saying that it is important to make 
it concrete, for instance, to debate copyright in 
the digital environment or the digitization of 
books. Anja Kovacs said that the theme has been 
generally placed under openness, but that there 
was a “depolitisation of ‘openness’ by making it a 
catch-all category”. Maja Andjelkovic pondered 
that the participants are still defining what lies 
under the access to knowledge (A2K) umbrella.

Some respondents argued, however, that the 
debate in the Forum has helped to raise aware-
ness and give publicity to the topic.23 Hong 
Xue believes that the IGF has had a very posi-
tive impact and has encouraged the dialogue of 
open standards, open journals, open literature etc. 
The theme only needs to be more systematically 
discussed and be expanded with follow-up actions. 

Hong Xue also highlighted that the discussions 
about Intellectual property in the IGF should 
reinforce a debate in other strategic fora such as 
the World Intellectual Property Organisation 
(WIPO) and the World trade Organisation 
(WTO). Nowadays, there´s no connection 
between the IGF and other policy-making 
fora. The IGF could be a unifying point for 
A2K advocacy in the three levels: international, 
regional and national. If there were transcripts 
of all sessions, then the IGF discussions could 
be cited and referred to, she noted.

Freedom of Expression
Bertrand de la Chapelle observed that freedom 
of expression is transversal; in his words it is an 
issue of common concern and interest. According 
to him, perhaps actors don’t agree on how to 
handle it, but they all agree there is a common 
concern or issue. It is present in different themes 
such as in possibilities of filtering, the regulation 
of content generated sites, etc. He said that the 
role of the IGF is not to push for freedom of 
expression in itself, but to make sure that this 
and other issues, such as privacy are taken into 
account in different topics under debate.

Parminder Jeet Singh argued that discussions 
about this issue help, directly or indirectly, to keep 
up pressure on different actors and to influence 
the international agenda. Raúl Echaberria consid-
ered that the theme has gained space in each year.

Gender Issues
The ICT has been male-dominated for a long 
time. The proportion of women as computer 
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programmers is still lower than in many other 
professions. With almost one-third of its partic-
ipants being women, (participants in the meet-
ings, members of MAG, participants in capac-
ity building programmes), the IGF process is 
performing better than the rest of the ICT sector. 
Mervi Kultamaa noticed that “the gender aspect 
has come forward in all of the three IGF meet-
ings”.  But even though the desire to have greater 
equality is genuine, and real efforts to improve 
the situation are being made, gender perspectives 
remain fairly marginal to the IGF as a whole, 
according to Anja Kovacs and Olga Cavalli. 

Anja Kovacs opined that:  “While this may be 
in part due to an absence of visible and widely 
known gender experts on various topics, I do 
believe there is an additional problem that lies 
at the root of this situation.  [The] definitions 
of what/who constitutes an ‘expert’ and of the 
kind of knowledge this person should possess 
remain within a fairly limited, and conventional, 
dominant frame.  In other words, certain kinds 
of knowledge are clearly privileged.  As a conse-
quence, it is no surprise that there remains an 
overrepresentation of those who are male, from 
the West, able-bodied.   Only, or mostly, they 
seem to possess the ‘right’ kind of knowledge.  
‘Different’ perspectives simply are not accorded 
the same kind of validity”.

Maja Andjelkovic and Lee Hibbard opined that 
most people in the IG arena do not think that 
there is a real gender problem related to the 
Internet. Some respondents noticed that gender 
has not “moved beyond advocacy in the meet-
ings itself ” and “it would be better to produce a 
set of concrete proposals on how to take gender 
more into account”24. Maja Andjelkovic said that 
a better connection should also be made between 
gender and other issues. 

It was also highlighted that the plenary panels 
and workshops need much better gender balance, 
according to Parminder Jeet Singh and age 
balance as well as, recalled Olga Cavalli, increas-
ing the presence of young people. Bertrand de la 
Chapelle noticed, however, that even if there is 
not enough balance in panels, the IGF is one of 
the meetings with better balance in the panels 
and in the audience.

Finally, Parminder Jeet Singh and Raúl Echeberría 
noted that despite difficulties, gender advocates 
have been able to make their presence felt. More 

powerful actors have started thinking about 
the subject. Meanwhile, gender advocates are 
strengthening their networks to be able to make 
a bigger impact in the future.

Internet Accessibility for 
Persons with Disabilities
Anja Kovacs commented that disability-related 
issues “have received considerable attention 
within the IGF, and it may in fact well be argued 
that this is one area where diversity has been 
accommodated to some extent, or where at least 
its desirability has been explicitly acknowledged 
through action and programming rather than 
just words”. 

Some respondents believed that the current 
importance given to this topic in the IGF could 
set best practices and standards in this regard.25 
Bill Graham said the IGF has offered a place 
for networking and pointed out the impor-
tance of closed captioning. Nevertheless, Maja 
Andjelkovic opined that more best practice cases 
should be highlighted in the Forum. According 
to Jeff Brueggeman, the IGF process could focus 
even more on identifying and promoting the 
availability of cutting edge technology solutions 
for improving accessibility, such as new speech-
to-text capabilities.

Ravi Shanker and Maja Andjelkovic believe that 
the IGF has failed to give enough attention to 
the issue of Internet accessibility for people with 
disabilities. Maja Andjelkovic said that people 
should be open to learn what resources people 
with disabilities are using, be open to learn from 
them. To achieve this, it is necessary to make sure 
that there are people with disabilities at the meet-
ings and on panels, according to her.

Regulatory Framework for 
Internet Access and Use
Max Senges mentioned that the IGF is an inter-
estingly successful experiment when it comes to 
developing practices and techniques to address 
global problems, putting together academic 
theory and practical understanding. Thomas 
Schneider believes that “normally those coun-
tries/stakeholders who have underdeveloped 
knowledge/regulation in an issue, profit most 
from the IGF”. Thomas Schneider and Anja 
Kovacs said that even if the IGF does not have 
the power to produce binding decisions, it helps 
by raising public awareness and thus public pres-
sure on actors to change their attitudes.
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Mervi Kultamaa and Rebecca MacKinnon argued 
that in practical terms, it is not possible to affirm 
that the GF has contributed to creating legislation 
on important issues, such as for an enabling envi-
ronment, increased broadband access or reduced 
prices for end users. Olga Cavalli said that people 
responsible for producing regulation do not come 
to the IGF, reducing the impact that the meet-
ing could have in this area. Ivo Corrêa, however, 
opined that the presence of legislators, especially 
from Brazil, has helped them to be aware of how 
the issues have been tackled through regulation 
in other countries. 

Child Online Safety
In the view of Jeff Brueggeman, the IGF has been 
important in advancing the discussion so that 
the focus is now on finding ways of affirmatively 
encouraging and facilitating the participation of 
children on the Internet in a safe environment. 
Rebecca MacKinnon and Hong Xue believe that 
“the IGF has played a role in consolidating global 
consensus among policymakers that child online 
safety needs to be a major priority”. According to 
Anja Kovacs, the IGF has also fostered network-
ing among people working with online child 
safety and has helped them to mainstream this 
issue in their countries. 

Bertrand de la Chapelle called attention to the 
fact that there is a consensus about the need to 
fight child pornography, but there is no consen-
sus about actions in the field of child protec-
tion. Some respondents believe the IGF helped 
to foster an understanding that one has to be 
careful in this debate, not to unintentionally 
defend positions that could undermine freedom 
of expression.26

Divina Frau Meigs said that “the IGF has prob-
ably allowed two constituencies that are usually 
at logger-heads to make a rapprochement: the 
child safety people and the freedom of expression 
people”.  On the other hand, Rebecca MacKinnon 
and Maja Andjelkovic opined that no such 
understanding has yet been achieved. Rebecca 
MacKinnon said the IGF does not appear to have 
led to the development of ‘best practices’ that 
might minimize the blowback on free expres-
sion and human rights when online child safety 
measures are carried out too broadly or bluntly. 

ICT and Climate Change
Participants noted that ICT and climate change 
was discussed at the IGF-Rio, before the question 

of climate change became so dominant in inter-
national diplomacy. The discussion was trig-
gered by the International Institute for Sustainable 
Development’s (IISD) study comparing govern-
ance in the field of environment and Internet. 
After the IGF-Rio, climate change was discussed 
in Hyderabad and it is on the agenda for Sharm 
El Sheikh, Egypt. Bill Graham believes that the 
discussion about climate change worked very 
well. According to him, the IGF had a great 
impact that reverberated in other fora such as 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD), particularly through the 
work of the International Institute for Sustainable 
Development workshops. A few participants 
highlighted the need to do more awareness-build-
ing on climate change and the Internet. 

According to Raúl Echeberría, there is a need 
for more advocacy on this issue in order to 
demonstrate its importance more widely. Others 
believed that the Forum has contributed to rais-
ing awareness about the theme and to make it 
more widely debated in other organizations.27 

Bertrand de la Chapelle believes this issue was 
addressed in a correct way in the IGF because the 
role of the Forum is to call attention to the issue 
and to ecourage other organisations deal with it. 
According to him, climate change is not specif-
ically an Internet Governance issue, it is a prob-
lem related to all ICTs.

Parminder Jeet Singh argued that “it is possible 
and desirable that some guidelines for environ-
ment friendly ICT policies get agreed to one 
day at the IGF, but that seems at present to be a 
long way off ”. Lee Hibbard believes, on the other 
hand, that this issue is getting stronger, and will 
be highlighted in 2009.

Content Diversity on the Internet
Regarding the impact of the IGF on content 
diversity on the Internet, Raúl Echeberría believes 
that the discussions in the IGF helped to main-
stream this issue in the international agenda and 
to raise awareness. Anja Kovacs emphasizes that 
“discussions regarding gatekeeping on intellec-
tual property rights remain far more marginal 
within the IGF and too rarely seem to involve 
certain crucial stakeholders.  In other words, vital 
questions regarding the larger political econ-
omy of content provision, and the way it shapes 
the content that is available, so far have largely 
been eschewed”.
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FUTURE OF THE INTERNET 
GOVERNANCE FORUM

The initial five-year cycle of the IGF will end in 
2010. The discussion on the future of the IGF has 
already started. For this reason, this part of the 
research survey focused on ideas for the future of 
the IGF around the following block of questions/
issues: topics for the future discussion, increased 
inclusiveness and participation, increased visibil-
ity and organizational/procedural issues. 

The majority of participants in our study high-
lighted the need for the continuation of the 
Internet Governance Forum beyond 2010. Many 
justified it by the unique role that the IGF plays 
as the only environment where Internet govern-
ance issues are discussed in a multidisciplinary 
way (outside of policy silos) by multistakeholder 
participants. 

Janna Anderson reflected on the future of the 
IGF: “The IGF has been of value up to this point 
but, to meet the mandate in the future, it must 
cultivate more depth of discussion, more forward-
looking assessment of the Internet’s horizon and 
more focused energy, digging deeper to illumi-
nate issues and encouraging global cooperation, 
indirectly but effectively influencing policy. It’s 
all about the quality and resolve of the people 
who come together – they have to be people who 
understand where we are and where we are likely 
to be going and they have to be people who have 
enough influence to be change agents who have 
influence to take action in response to their inter-
actions through IGF.”

Some participants argued that the “winning 
formula” of the IGF should be preserved. Raúl 
Echeberría felt that the IGF should not really be 
changed, because the IGF is already doing what 
it is supposed to do. Jeff Brueggeman agreed that 
“The fundamental structure and design of the 
IGF process should not be changed.” he added: 
“There should be a continued focus on expand-
ing and enhancing participation from all parts 
of the global Internet community. In addition, 
there is an opportunity to use Web 2.0 tools to 
enhance the sharing of knowledge and informa-
tion among the global community.”

A majority of participants provided diverse ideas 
for improvement of the future IGF as are listed 
in the following part of the study. 

Raúl Echeberría,
LACNIC, Uruguay

Topics for the Future Discussion
The respondents to the online survey were asked 
to prioritise the issues that they would like to see 
in the future focus of the IGF. The summary of 
the responses is presented in Table 2.

In addition, respondents suggested the follow-
ing issues for the future IGF agenda: mobile-
based development, public policy for social 
inclusion, infrastructure initiatives, cybersecu-
rity, gender issues viewed as a lens to decon-
struct power relations in the technology, policy, 
use and ideas of citizenship, anti-terrorism and 
money laundering, public sphere models and 
social networking tools, DNS and IP admin-
istration, scarce resources and critical Internet 
resources in general, media and Internet liter-
acy as well as the empowerment of users, promo-
tion of poor countries, net neutrality, universal 
access, and illegal file-sharing. 

Ravi Shanker, of the Department of Information 
Technology, Government of India, stressed: “The 
IGF process could be further enhanced by hold-
ing detailed deliberations on specific issues and 
management of Internet resources, global collab-
oration for data sharing for security and privacy 
protection and on the issue of net neutrality and 
international standards for inoperability of tools 
and Internet technologies.” 

Some participants noted that the IGF should 
become an umbrella process that “...could allow 
plug-in themes/issues to be … included in the 
process” and that “the IGF has become important 

Table 2.  In what areas do you think the IGF should concentrate future efforts? 

IGF issue % of total 
respondents

Data protection and privacy 109 (45,61%)

Capacity building 133 (55,65%)

Awareness building on open standards 85 (35,56%)

Internet access and connectivity 119 (49,79%)

Human rights 88 (36,82%)

Multilingualism 77 (32,22%)

Access to knowledge 123 (51,46%)

Freedom of expression 103 (43,10%)

Gender issues in access and representation 62 (25,94%)

Access improvements for people with disabilities 58 (24,27%)

Legislative (regulatory) framework for Internet access and use 92 (38,49%)

Child online safety 83 (34,73%)

Awareness building on climate change 51 (21,34%)

Content diversity on the Internet 102 (42,68%)
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and large enough to be able to focus to on many 
relevant issues”. Others noted that the future 
focus of the IGF should be determined accord-
ing to national and local needs and ideas.

William Drake felt more emphasis should be 
placed on capacity building, as well as on develop-
ment, e.g. by strengthening the linkages between 
actual Internet governance processes and devel-
opment objectives through analysis and the 
identification of best practices. Others agreed 
that capacity building should receive increased 
emphasis.

According to Bertrand de la Chapelle govern-
ance of social media is emerging as a major theme 
which has not been discussed sufficiently in 
conjunction with copyright, data protection 
and freedom of expression in other fora.

How to increase Participation 
and Inclusiveness
One of the echoing comments was to provide 
more technical and financial assistance for devel-
oping countries to participate in various IGF 
activities. 

Hong Xue noted that the IGF must be more 
bottom-up, that the IGF must work to involve 
the silent majority, and become more regional. 

Respondents noted that the representatives of 
governments should be targeted and they should 
be encouraged to participate. It was mentioned 
that the IGF could be of greater impact if lead-
ers of governments (e.g. Presidents and Prime 
Ministers) were fully involved and made aware 
of the greater benefit available from the Internet 
and its impact. Greater focus on legislators and 
governments was suggested. Also, one partic-
ipant suggested a direct invitation by the UN 
General Secretary to Heads of State/Ministers 
of Foreign Affairs to make statements on behalf 
of their countries in relation to IG.

Some inputs suggested identification of non-
participating countries and different stakehold-
ers and providing them with necessary assistance, 
including capacity building.

Olga Cavalli argued that some groups, such as 
young people, should be included more in the 
capacity building activities. She added that people 
with a technical background should be more 
aware of the importance of the IGF and that 

teachers in universities have an important role 
in raising awareness. Many participants argued 
that remote participation is the most effective 
and affordable way to increase inclusive partici-
pation beyond the limits of physical presence at 
the annual meetings.

Michael Gurstein felt that the question of compo-
sition indicated a weakness in the IGF: “There 
is no involvement of grassroots movements in 
the IG process, such as teachers, aborigines, 
networks of community-based technology initia-
tives, telecenters— and there has been no attempt 
to involve them in any way. Their involvement 
would have been quite important. They would 
have suggested a different range of issues and a 
different set of priorities. WSIS and the IGF 
has been a professional environment. People 
talk to each other, but they don’t talk to the 
larger world.”

Rebecca MacKinnon detailed the need for bring-
ing in other perspectives: “The IGF should 
do more to incorporate the participation and 
perspectives of ICT entrepreneurs, small and 
medium-sized businesses from around the world, 
developer communities, educators, and other 
grassroots organizations who represent the inter-
ests of Internet users beyond the “usual suspects:”  
ICT-related NGO’s who would naturally need 
to show up and be seen at the IGF as part of 
their core mandates, and academics and lawyers 
whose careers are directly related to being experts 
on the issues discussed at the IGF. The tradi-
tional human rights community needs to be 
more directly involved in the conversation about 
how to ensure that the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights is integrated into Internet policies, 
standards, and practices around the world. It is 
particularly important to ensure that people who 
represent a range of grassroots views and inter-
ests – particularly who live in countries whose 
governments are not democratically elected, 
where truly independent NGO’s exist with great 
difficulty, and whose national companies argua-
bly don’t represent the interests of local individual 
users – be actively incorporated into the process.”

Procedures and Organisation of 
IGF Activities (Agenda-setting, 
Outcome, Recommendations)
Ayesha Hassam argued that the non-negotiat-
ing setting is important, as it allows people to 
share, learn and exchange information and fosters 
informed decision-making by policymakers 
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and users on different levels. Bernardette Lewis 
believes that the lack of tangibles at the end of the 
sessions is a shortcoming of the IGF. This lack of 
a protagonist role disappoints some people that 
go to the meeting. 

YJ Park agreed that the IGF should develop into 
a more meaningful platform, with more specific 
and substantial policy discussion. 

William Drake noted that if the IGF were trans-
formed from an annual conference into a multi-
stakeholder institution, then the development 
of consensual, non-binding recommendations 
could sometimes be appropriate. Carlos Afonso 
also felt that the MAG should be enhanced to 
make recommendations and that umbrella and 
regional offshoots might make recommenda-
tions as well.

Others also felt that the forum should have 
focused on the development of soft law instru-
ments such as recommendations, guidelines and 
declarations, but it has failed to do so. According 
to Jeremy Malcom, “driven by those with vested 
interests in the existing Internet governance 
regime, the IGF has not been designed to develop 
or effectively channel tangible policy recom-
mendations into appropriate public or private 
fora that could implement them in law, code or 
norms.  Least of all has the IGF established any 
rapport with the geeks who actually write the 
code that runs the network.”

Preparation for Meetings
Parminder Jeet Singh suggested that there should 
be focus on some key issues of greatest public 
policy significance, and detailed background 
documents about the themes should be provided, 
so participants can be informed about what is 
being debated.

Bernadette Lewis thought that more case stud-
ies should be brought in as examples, and that a 
focus on best practices would be helpful. Olga 
Cavalli also felt that more concrete examples 
must be exchanged among us. “There is value 
in copying—we have to show outcomes and let 
the others copy.”

Organisation of Meetings
Bertrand de la Chapelle felt that the discus-
sions need further re-structuring, including 
more round tables, noting three specific dimen-
sions, first, panels — principally for performing 

awareness-raising, and helping understand the 
issues. Then a second dimension to the discus-
sion, with no panel, but an open microphone 
with debate on the different visions, and then the 
third dimension, which he feels we have not yet 
explored enough, which is round tables, working 
groups for addressing a problem, with a relative 
agreement on a goal, but not agreement yet on a 
methodology, to be worked on in smaller groups 
to try to map the route forward. According to 
de la Chapelle, structuring those three formats 
is key, and identifying those themes that are ripe 
for the third level is probably what will come out 
of Sharm El Sheikh.

Max Senges suggested that the multistakeholder 
discussion technique could be carried over into a 
more concrete level by bootstrapping multistake-
holder projects, so that the private sector finds 
expertise in civil society and academia.

Reporting
Hong Xue suggested making the outcomes of the 
parallel workshops available, since these meet-
ings are the space where more substantive debate 
takes place. The reports produced by workshop 
organizers are not enough to share informa-
tion about the discussions that took place in the 
workshops. She suggested that the IGF should 
organize a publication containing the debates 
that took place in the workshops. She also said 
that it would be extremely useful if there were 
closed captioning of the parallel meetings. This 
captioning would then serve as a transcript of 
these substantial debates and would reinforce 
the process of sharing information and capac-
ity building.

Roxana Goldstein felt that more translations 
and multilingual support would improve the 
IGF meetings. The importance of captioning 
was also pointed out by others.

Secretariat and Support
Ayesha Hassan suggested that the IGF would 
benefit from more human and financial resources, 
while a business colleague felt the IGF should 
establish permanence through funding. William 
Drake noted the need for more resources as well.

Several respondents emphasized the importance 
of carrying out IGF activities throughout the year. 
William Drake noted that the IGF should be 
institutionalized into an ongoing process, with a 
Secretariat empowered to promote coordination 
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and undertake trend monitoring, information 
gathering, and analysis.   Max Senges underlined 
the need for the Dynamic Coalitions to continue 
their activities all year, and suggested that the IGF 
Secretariat itself should be more participatory, 
saying that the IGF website should be more of a 
hub of activity all year round, with a mailing list 
through IGF website itself, so that information 
is all in one place. Senges also suggested that an 
IG library or knowledge base be built by IGF 
groups together, a place where all groups could 
pool their resource, like a library.

Outreach and Visibility of 
the IGF process
Respondents noted a lack of media coverage, 
both at the national level as well as by global 
media organizations. Rebecca MacKinnon said 
that it is difficult to get the international media 
interested in conferences, but there are success 

stories, such as the World Economic Forum. She 
recommended trying to learn from them. “The 
IGF might consider trying to partner with some 
global media organizations to conduct interna-
tional town halls between IGF participants and 
their audiences. (…) [and] partner with citizen 
media networks around the world so that blog-
gers and other online communities with strong 
interest in the Internet’s future development can 
engage more directly”. Blog coverage may have 
significant impact, since traditional media and 
journalists “pick up story ideas from prominent 
or popular bloggers in their communities”.

Divina Frau-Melgs said: “The IGF needs to reach 
out more to the media and to the general popu-
lation. If it provided a yearly report on the issues 
it has decided to monitor and to make its own, it 
could probably help the decision-shaping proc-
ess, and gain in credibility and durability.”

¹ http://www.surveymonkey.com
² http://www.facebook.com/DiploFoundation
³ http://www.diplomacy.edu
⁴ http://www.diplointernetgovernance.org
⁵ http://igf.wgig.org/cms/hydera/IGFBook_the_first_two_years.pdf
⁶ http://www.intgovforum.org/cms/
⁷ http://www.intgovforum.org/cms/
⁸ http://igf.wgig.org/cms/hydera/IGFBook_the_first_two_years.pdf
⁹ Question 1 in the second section of the online questionnaire, Appendix A
¹⁰ Question 7 in the second section of the online questionnaire,  Appendix A
¹¹ See Appendix A.
¹² Opinion from a business sector representative
¹³ Roxana Goldstein; Jeff Brueggeman
¹⁴ Bertrand de la Chapelle; Max Senges
¹⁵ Bertrand de la Chapelle; Mervi Kultamaa
¹⁶ Ayesha Hassam, Robert Schneider, Parminder Jeet Singh, Lee Hibbard and Anja Kovacs 

also made the same point about the inherent nature of capacity building of the IGF
¹⁷ Raúl Echeberría; Bill Graham; Maja Andjelkovic
¹⁸ Emanuel Eddet
¹⁹ Hong Xue
²⁰ Ayesha Hassam; Roxana Goldstein; Ravi Shanker; Olga Cavalli; Maja Andjelkovic; William Drake
²¹ Maja Andjelkovic
²² Roxana Goldstein; Anja Kovacs, Bertrand de la Chapelle ; Maja Andjelkovic
²³ Raúl Echeberría ; Max Senges
²⁴ Mervi Kultamaa; Olga Cavalli; Badouin Schombe
²⁵ Bertrand de la Chapelle; Max Senges; Jeff Brueggeman
²⁶ Bertrand de la Chapelle. This opinion is shared by Bill Graham and Divina Frau Meigs
²⁷ Mervi Kultamaa; Maja Andjelkovic

Baudouin Schombe
Centre Africain d’Echange 

Culturel (CAFEC), 
Democratic Republic of Congo
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Fourteen Lessons From The Internet 
Governance Forum1

The Internet Governance Forum (IGF - the 
principal global body in the field of Internet 

governance) has introduced some innovative 
approaches in managing global policy processes. 
Some of these may be useful for other policy areas 
which involve many stakeholders (for example, 
climate change, migration, trade, human rights). 
When discussing lessons learned from the IGF 
experience, it is important to keep in mind one 
significant difference between Internet govern-
ance (IG) and other global policy processes. 
While other policy processes such as climate 
change have gradually opened to non-govern-
mental players, in the case of Internet governance, 
governments were obliged to enter an already 
existing non-governmental, ICANN-based 
regime. The IGF has been one of the impor-
tant elements in this process. Relevant experi-
ence from the IGF process is summarised in the 
following fourteen insights. 

1. Lead Effectively: “Sage on the 
Stage & Guide on the Side”
One of the main reasons for the success of the 
IGF is the exceptional leadership of Nitin Desai, 
Chair of the IGF, and Markus Kummer, Executive 
Coordinator of the IGF Secretariat. Mr Desai 
and Mr Kummer make a highly efficient team, 
complementing each others’ approaches and 
skills. Both have considerable diplomatic expe-
rience: Mr Desai was in charge of the prepara-
tion of several major UN summits; Mr Kummer 
has had a successful career in Swiss diplomacy. 
While Mr Desai was managing “the stage” of the 
IGF main events, Mr Kummer has been build-
ing understanding and inclusiveness through 
timely online, off-stage communication and 
participation in the major events of the various 
professional communities gathered around the 
IGF. Their in-depth knowledge of UN rules, 
procedures and practices has helped them to 
find creative solutions and implement the effec-
tive, although unwritten, modus operandi of the 
IGF. Mr Desai explains one element of the IGF’s 

success as follows: “For the dialogue to work all 
the participants have to recognize that the value 
of this forum is the presence of the others; but 
to realize this value everyone must adjust their 
expectations of how others should behave and, 
above all, listen rather than just talk.”

As newcomers in the IG field, Mr Desai and 
Mr Kummer provide a non-partisan contribu-
tion to long-standing debates on issues related 
to ICANN (domain names, Internet numbers 
and root servers). Their success has also chal-
lenged the “urban diplomatic myth” that techni-
cal issues must be managed by technical experts. 
Sometimes, as this case shows, the “diplomati-
sation” of dealing with technical issues can help 
overcome traditional disputes in specialised tech-
nical communities and move the policy proc-
ess forward. 

2. Build Trust through Proper 
Timing and Sequencing 
The IGF process has gathered people from vastly 
diverse professional and cultural backgrounds 

Nitin Desai and Markus Kummer at the IGF Meeting
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around the same table. Participants do not have a 
previous history of working for the same institu-
tions, attending the same universities, moving in 
the same social circles, and other basic elements of 
trust-building. Trust had to be built in an atmos-
phere where suspicions were already present 
either due to past disputes (such as that between 
ITU and ICANN), to a general feeling of “geo-
suspicion” caused by the Iraq War, or to the simple 
human reaction of “us” versus “them”. 

Trust-building requires patience and careful 
sequencing of activities. Each phase of the IGF 
process was aimed at increasing mutual under-
standing, and bringing new knowledge and 
information. The result was a gradual build-
ing of trust as well as a highly informed debate. 
Some proposals, such as an early call to adopt 
the Framework Convention on the Internet, 
were rightly declined: the time was not ripe for 
further formalisation of the Internet governance 
field. As the recent decision of the US govern-
ment on the future of ICANN illustrates, some 
issues can be ameliorated by the passage of time, 
if they are handled carefully and not allowed 
to degenerate into a policy crisis. The IGF has 
been very successful in this respect. Diplomats 
and policymakers can learn from the IGF about 
effective trust-building through timing and care-
ful sequencing, and also about time and timing 
in policy processes in general. 

3. Let the Policy Process Evolve
Closely related to timing is the importance 
of letting processes evolve through their own 
momentum rather than relying too much on 
detailed planning. Today, there is an obsession for 
creating logically consistent schemes and meas-
uring input/outcome. Over-managing processes 
in this way can be counter-productive, because 
social reality is too complex to be forced into a 
Procrustean bed of models and schemes. The 
recent global financial crisis provides an exam-
ple of how a system based mainly on science 
and modelling can lead to collapse, if it does not 
consider the complexity of human beings, with 
all their weaknesses and strengths. 

In diplomacy, the risk associated with over-
managing policy processes is well illustrated with 
the success of the Congress of Vienna (1814) and 
the failure of the Treaty of Versailles (1919). The 
Congress of Vienna created the basis for one of 
the most peaceful periods of European history, 
without a major war for almost 100 years. The 
Treaty of Versailles, on the other hand, was dead 
only a few years after it was signed. In Vienna, 
the negotiators had plenty of time for their work, 
but were still able to enjoy the social aspects of 
their interactions. Slowly, and without a prede-
termined grand design, they created an effec-
tive peace deal. The genius of Metternich and 
Talleyrand helped achieve this. In Versailles, 

Relaxed Protocol at the Congress of Vienna (1814)
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however, diplomats engaged in a highly organ-
ised process in which hundreds of scientists, stat-
isticians and cartographers collaborated to create 
a “scientifically constructed peace”. They even 
tried to quantify justice, and ultimately created 
the mess that led to the Second World War. Of 
course, many other factors influenced the fate of 
these two agreements; however the stark differ-
ences in the very way they were conceptualised 
provides a convincing argument against over-
management of diplomatic processes.  

While the IGF cannot be compared to these 
grand events, its principles are closer to the 
Vienna Congress approach. Unfortunately, 
there have not been as much entertainment as 
in Vienna, but the common factor is an attempt 
not to predetermine processes beyond a mini-
mum of planning. The IGF processes unfold 
and take an optimal shape through the collec-
tive moulding of all of those involved, including 
significantly different views. 

4. Harness a Variety of Inputs 
Through Policy’s “Long Tail”
The concept of policy’s “long tail” is inspired 
by viral marketing and refers to the possibil-
ity of harnessing a wide variety of policy inputs 
that would normally be lost through the various 
filters of traditional inter-governmental opera-
tions. Individuals and groups have been able to 
voice their opinions directly to the IGF through 
personal participation in events, web-commu-
nication and remote participation. These new 
ideas and insights, which would not reach the 
top global fora in most policy processes, consid-
erably enrich the IGF process. One of the lessons 
from the IGF is that the first step towards a 
more inclusive policy process is the invitation 
for open participation. The full benefit of open 
and inclusive participation is achieved if a wide 
variety of contributions are collected, considered 
and, whenever possible, included in policy docu-
ments. Inclusiveness increases the legitimacy of 
the process and the feeling of ownership among 
the various stakeholders. 

5. Enhance National 
“Diplomatic Footprints” 
through Multistakeholderism
Traditionally, since the establishment of nation 
states and diplomatic services in the 18th century, 
governments have represented their populations 
abroad. When Richelieu established the first 
foreign ministry in France, it took one month 

to deliver a letter from Paris to Moscow. Today, 
a message can cover the same distance in a frac-
tion of a second. This leads us to ask whether the 
mode of diplomatic representation can remain 
the same, in spite of such dramatic changes in 
communications over the centuries. 

Some aspects of representation will certainly 
remain the same. States are, and will remain, the 
principal way of organising human society, with 
citizens living in defined territories and sharing 
common national identities. Diplomacy will 
remain the main channel for the representation 
of these societies. 

In other respects, representation will need to 
adapt. With more players and more complex 
issues to deal with, the traditional diplomatic 
approach shows serious limitations. Even the 
most efficient diplomatic services cannot provide 
enough “bandwidth” (i.e., qualified human 
resources) for exchanges with foreign entities. 
Better “diplomatic broadband” can be provided 
through the inclusion of actors from civil society, 
the business sector, local authorities and other 
entities in global policy processes. Already, many 
non-state actors run their “small diplomatic serv-
ices” – maintaining contacts with foreign enti-
ties, participating in international meetings and 
shaping the global policy discourse, among other 
activities.

Some states, such as Canada, Switzerland and the 
Scandinavian states, recognised this evolution 
early on and have integrated non-state actors in 
their foreign policy activities through approaches 
such as “Team Canada” and ambassadors working 
with non-governmental actors. Unfortunately, 
this practice is not common in many develop-
ing countries, where the “diplomatic bandwidth” 
is usually very low and restricted to small diplo-
matic services with limited financial and human 
resources. In many developing countries, national 
multistakeholder structures have appeared only 
during the last few years. 

The Internet Governance Forum contributed 
in a practical manner towards raising aware-
ness of the advantages of multistakeholderism in 
government circles, in particular among devel-
oping countries. Apart from the broader princi-
ple of inclusiveness, the IGF’s multistakeholder-
ism has demonstrated a practical solution that 
helps countries to increase their “diplomatic 
footprint” without dedicating more resources. 
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Multistakeholder national IGF bodies are appear-
ing and governments coordinate more with busi-
ness and civil society. Some small and develop-
ing states are represented in IG policy processes 
by non-state actors.

Sometimes, fostering such inclusiveness is mainly 
a matter of coordination, identifying skilled 
compatriots and creating a national multistake-
holder framework. Dedicated capacity building 
through training programmes involving vari-
ous stakeholders from the same state also helps: 
co-participants in a training programme tend to 
develop trust and a team spirit. 

6.  Increase Policy Coherence 
through Multistakeholderism
One of the main challenges for any global policy 
process today, including fields such as climate 
change and migration, is to achieve policy coher-
ence in dealing with multidisciplinary issues. 
In the field of Internet governance, the IGF 
serves as an umbrella where different existing 
regimes, including information technology, 
human rights, trade and intellectual property 
can come together. Through the IGF process, 
various policy communities are discovering that 
their previously isolated policy areas are part of 
Internet governance. In some issue areas, such 
as multilingualism, the IGF helped very diverse 
organisations including governments, ICANN, 
UNESCO and ITU to focus in coordinated way 
on the same topic.  As a decision-shaping body 
the IGF influences policy coherence more than 
some decision-making bodies. The unusually 
broad multistakeholder participation diluted 
the usual “turf battles” between various organ-
isations and provided space for linking other-
wise isolated initiatives within a coherent policy 
process. It also reduced the problem of duplica-
tion, where different organisations end up deal-
ing with the same issues.

7. Develop Functional Interplay 
among National, Regional and 
Global Policy Levels
In our increasingly integrated world, it is diffi-
cult to maintain the traditional architecture 
of international policy consisting of interna-
tional organisations on regional and global levels. 
Instant communications and the growing influ-
ence of non-state actors blur the line between 
the national, regional and global policy spaces. 
In this globally unified policy space, issues move 
quickly between different levels and fora. Some 

players, especially NGOs, use “forum shopping” 
in order to insert their policy initiatives the most 
favourable policy level. Some governments, for 
example, in the EU, use so-called “policy laun-
dering:” If an initiative is not adopted on the 
national level it is “recycled” through the regional 
level and re-imported as a country’s “interna-
tional obligation”. 

In the field of Internet governance, the network 
of policy fora is highly complex. A wide variety 
of fora existed long before the IGF was created 
(international organisations, ICANN, ISOC, 
various standardisation bodies). In addition, 
the IG policy actors are highly agile, moving 
easily from one policy layer and fora to another 
using modern communications technologies. 
The IGF has attempted to maximise the bene-
fits and reduce the risks of multi-level policy 
processes. The IGF coordinates global, regional 
and national activities through both bottom-
up (in the preparation of IGF) and top-down 
approaches (dissemination of knowledge from 
IGF). The high transparency of the IGF makes 
the process less open to “forum shopping” and 
other policy manipulations. Although the IGF 
made breakthroughs in this process, much more 
needs to be done. 

8. Develop Communication 
among Different Professional and 
Organisational Cultures
Hundreds of books have been written on the 
theme of how to communicate with people 
from different national cultures: Arabs, Chinese, 
Americans, etc. However, experience from the 
IGF shows that in a policy process, often the main 
challenge is to facilitate exchange among differ-
ent professional cultures (e.g., lawyers, engineers) 
and different organisational cultures (e.g., inter-
national organisations, governments, companies). 
In today’s globalised world, with instant commu-
nication, it is often easier for us to communicate 
within the same professional circles, even across 
national borders. For example, an American 
computer engineer may find that he or she has 
better communication with another engineer in 
China, than with an American diplomat. 

As global issues become increasingly technical 
(for example, climate change and health), effec-
tive inter-professional communication becomes 
more and more important. Improvements 
in inter-professional communication can be 
achieved through training, education and 
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exposure to other cultures. Better inter-profes-
sional communication may also contribute 
to improve policy coherence among different 
ministries and international organisations. The 
IGF has made positive steps in inter-profes-
sional communication through facilitating effec-
tive exchange of ideas among specialists from a 
variety of professions. A good example of this 
is the wide professional and institutional diver-
sity of panellists involved in workshop session 
discussions.

9. Recognize that Technical 
and Scientific Issues are 
Not Policy Neutral
The IGF process has clearly shown that any tech-
nical issue has a policy aspect, empowering some 
groups and interests. At some point, technical 
issues evolve into policy issues; policy issues in 
turn require decisions about values and interests. 

This evolution from technical issues to policy 
issues is happening in other policy fields as well. 
As the Copenhagen Climate Change Summit 
approaches, national delegations are more likely 
to be populated with diplomats and policy 
makers and less with scientists specialising in 
climate change. As diplomatic processes increas-
ingly overlap with scientific and technical fields, 
the question of the delimitation between these 
two fields will be increasingly important. 

10. Recognize that Text Remains 
Central for Diplomacy
Despite all the promises of virtual conferenc-
ing and other technologies, today – even more 
than in the past – text remains the central tool 
of diplomacy.2 Text is central to the IGF process, 
even though the IGF does not produce any offi-
cial final document (e.g., convention, treaty or 
declaration). Most exchanges between prepara-
tory sessions are done via mailing lists and email. 
The IGF website is text-intensive, with little 
use of photos or images. Text also emerges as 
the key to two other developments which are 
discussed separately below: verbatim report-
ing and remote participation. The IGF expe-
rience is that the multistakeholder nature of 
its processes did not reduce the importance of 
text. In fact, it has become clear that the main 
processes must be built around text. This fact 
should be reflected in the training and prepara-
tion of stakeholders for participation in global 
policy processes. 

11. Appreciate the Influence of 
Verbatim Reporting on Diplomacy
Verbatim reporting – the simultaneous tran-
scription and display of each oral intervention 
in a meeting as it is presented – is a technical and 
procedural innovation that could have substan-
tive influence on the way multilateral diplo-
macy is performed. Learning from ICANN prac-
tice, the Secretariat of the Working Group on 
Internet Governance (WGIG) introduced verba-
tim reporting in April 2005. The practice has 
been continued by the IGF and recently intro-
duced by the ITU. All oral interventions are tran-
scribed simultaneously by special stenographers 
and immediately displayed on a large screen in 
the conference room, as well as broadcast via 
the Internet. While delegates are speaking, tran-
scriptions of their speeches appear on the screen. 

Verbatim reporting has had an important effect 
on the diplomatic modus operandi. The aware-
ness that what is said will remain in writing makes 
many delegates careful in choosing the level and 
length of their verbal interventions. Verbatim 
reporting has also increased the transparency of 
diplomatic meetings. 

Verbatim Reporting Screen at the IGF-Rio, Photo by Charles Mok
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12. Increase Inclusiveness and 
Openness through Hubs for 
Remote Participation3

One of the main objectives of the IGF has been 
to foster inclusive participation involving the 
various countries and stakeholder groups. It was 
natural for a forum that discusses governance of 
the Internet, to use the Internet to extend partici-
pation in IGF meetings beyond those who could 
physically attend. During the first IGF meeting 
in Athens, the IGF Secretariat introduced video, 
audio and text broadcasting for both prepara-
tory and main events. This footage was viewed 
mainly by individuals who already had a strong 
interest in the IGF. It led to a relatively modest 
level of remote participation and did not reach all 
stakeholders concerned with the topics discussed 
at the IGF.  

A solution was introduced in the form of “remote 
hubs”. Hubs are defined as local meetings that 
take place during and parallel to the IGF meet-
ings, hosted by universities, ICT centres, NGOs 
which deal with Internet governance and policy 
issues. They project a simultaneous webcast of 
the meeting so that remote participants can stay 
informed about what is being debated at the IGF. 

As part of a remote hub, remote participants can 
send text and video questions to be answered 
by the IGF panellists in real time interventions. 
In addition, hubs host panels and roundtable 
discussions correlating to the themes of the IGF 
from a local perspective. Through these activi-
ties, the local hubs enable enriching coordination 
between global and local policy processes. For 
example, during the IGF 2008, the remote hub 
in Madrid followed the session on cybersecurity 
during the IGF and continued their discussion 
on cybersecurity in the specific Spanish context. 
A total of eight remote hubs operated in parallel 
with the IGF 2008 (Madrid, Lahore, Barcelona, 
Belgrade, Buenos Aires, Sao Paulo, Bogota and 
Pune). More than 450 event hours were broad-
cast for remote participation and a total of 522 
attendees joined the meeting remotely during 
the four-day event.4 

After the successful test implementation in 2008, 
the concept of remote hubs was adopted by the 
IGF Secretariat. It is expected that remote partic-
ipation will increase significantly during the next 
IGF in Sharm El Sheikh (November 2009). 

The experience from the IGF shows that remote 
participation significantly increases the inclu-
siveness and openness of international meet-
ings. It creates a link between the global and 
local scenes, which is often missing in interna-
tional diplomacy. 

13. Recognize the Interplay 
between Formal Protocol 
(or Lack of) and Equal Participation
One challenge facing the IGF is the juxtaposi-
tion of the formal culture of UN diplomacy and 
the informal culture of the Internet commu-
nity. After three annual IGF meetings, it seems 
that the informal culture has prevailed. While 
this culture creates an inclusive atmosphere and 
facilitates the participation of youth and wider 
communities worldwide, it may also pose a few 
challenges. The informal atmosphere may make 
participants from national cultures with strong 
respect for social hierarchy feel uncomforta-
ble and hesitant to contribute. Furthermore, in 
diplomatic, legal and some other professional 
cultures, participation in debates is structured 
by professional protocols. Therefore, the infor-
mality of proceedings and discussion may inhibit 
the participation of some delegates and create 
potential inequality. The IGF addressed this risk 
by seeking ways to accommodate various levels Remote Participation at IGF-2008
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of formality, offering different settings where 
different stakeholders can participate at ease. For 
example, the IGF increased the level of protocol 
of some, mainly plenary, sessions, adding more of 
the typically diplomatic rules of procedure (e.g., 
speaking slots, asking questions) and organised 
special sessions for parliamentarians.

14. Ensure Meaningful 
Participation from Developing 
States: Moving from Formal to 
Functional Equality 
In the UN world, small and developing states 
usually ensure their equal status by insisting on 
formal representation and procedures. Unlike 
developed and large states, they lack an organised 
network of parallel representation of the interests 
of the wider society through business, civil society 
and academic communities. Therefore, it is not 
surprising that small and developing states may 
have reservations about multistakeholder partici-
pation. In large scale meetings which gather thou-
sands of participants on an equal basis, a small 
and developing state loses the safeguard of the 
UN procedures where it is one of 194 state repre-
sentatives with formally equal status, regardless 
of size or power. 

At the beginning of the World Summit on the 
Information Society (WSIS) process back in 
2002, many small and developing states strongly 
opposed the initiative to introduce equal partic-
ipation of business and civil society represent-
atives. Some of these states argued for a “one-
stop shopping approach” to Internet governance 
which would provide them with one, preferably 

inter-governmental “address”, where they could 
discuss all issues related to Internet governance.5

Since 2002, WSIS, WGIG, and in particular 
the IGF have made considerable progress in 
strengthening pro-development aspects of the 
multistakeholder process, including addressing 
the risk of under-representation of small and 
developing states. 

a) On the formal level, the IGF ensures that all 
sessions and panels have adequate participation 
from the various stakeholders from developing 
states. The increasing level of participation from 
developing countries was visible at IGF-Rio and 
IGF-Hyderabad.

b) The IGF process has helped many small and 
developing states to make better use of available 
human resources. These may not be diplomats, 
but other nationals with IG expertise, working at 
Internet organisations or universities around the 
world. Especially for small states taking advan-
tage experts working abroad is essential. 

c) Physical participation – i.e., attending the 
meetings – does not necessarily equate to equal 
participation. Equal participation requires 
adequate knowledge, skills and confidence on 
the part of each delegate to engage in the policy 
process. The IGF has tried to ensure equal partic-
ipation through capacity building activities. Since 
2002, more than 1000 officials and profession-
als from small and developing states have been 
involved in training and other capacity building 
activities such as the DiploFoundation Capacity 

Formal vs. Functional Equality 
in Negotiations
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Building Programs and the Summer Schools 
on Internet Governance. This capacity build-
ing went beyond traditional academic courses 
by providing a unique blend of teaching, policy 
research and policy immersion aiming to help 
participants understand IGF fully and gain confi-
dence for full and meaningful participation in 
policy processes. The involvement of various 
stakeholders (diplomats, officials, engineers) in 
the training process provided participants with 
an understanding of the advantages of a multi-
stakeholder approach and the confidence to 
participate in meetings with other professional 
communities. 

d) The IGF process has also fostered the devel-
opment of Internet governance communities of 
practice in the global South on both regional 

(e.g., West Africa, East Africa, Latin America) 
and national levels (e.g., Kenya, Brazil, Senegal). 
These communities have helped many small 
and developing states to develop their own 
multistakeholder representation by identify-
ing non-governmental experts already involved 
in academic research and the IG policy process.  

By increasing participation levels, encouraging 
capacity building, and fostering the develop-
ment of networks and communities, the IGF 
has helped developing countries move from 
formal/passive to functional/active participa-
tion in Internet governance.

Dr Jovan Kurbalija
Director DiploFoundation

¹ Reprinted from “Introduction to Internet Governance” by Jovan Kurbalija (DiploFoundation, 2009), pp 173-184
² An interesting parallel is the use of SMS services on mobile phones, through which text remains essential in human 

communication in spite of powerful voice and video based tools. 
³ Meaningful and substantive comments were provided by Ginger Paque and Marília Maciel, who are also the driving force 

behind the remote participation working group (www.igfremote.info).  
⁴ A detailed report about remote participation at IGF 2008 is available at http://www.igfremote.com/ReportRPIGF-final.pdf.
⁵ Preliminary surveys show that 80-100 international organisations, standardisation bodies, forums and other entities cover 

different aspects of Internet governance.  Even for large, developed states, this wide field is almost impossible to cover. 
The IGF has tried to reduce and harness complexity by “distilling” IG-related aspects from other policy processes (privacy, 
intellectual property, human rights, development, e-commerce, etc.).
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In its final report the UN Working Group on 
Internet Governance (WGIG) recognized 

a lack of academic research and teaching on 
Internet Governance. There was no interna-
tional academic organisation which had Internet 
Governance within its focus and no comprehen-
sive taught courses at masters level were offered 
by established universities.1

Academic members of the WGIG2 – who had 
also contributed to the elaboration of the Internet 
Governance definition3 - took this as a chal-
lenge. They established a small ad hoc working 
group and, jointly, arranged an expert meeting 
in Rathen/Germany in June 2006, in associa-
tion with the International Association of Media 
and Communication Research (IAMCR) and 
the International Communication Association 
(ICA), and supported also by UNESCO,. The 
Rathen meeting discussed a number of recommen-
dations which included, inter alia, the establish-
ment of a Global Internet Governance Academic 
Network (GIGANET) and the launch of regional 
summer schools on Internet Governance.

GIGANET was formally established at the eve 
of the 1st Internet Governance Forum (IGF) 
in October 2006 in Athens. Since Athens, 
GIGANET has organized an annual academic 
symposium at each IGF. Various regional 
GIGANET expert meetings and a number of 
special publications stimulated by GIGANET, 
have produced a broader body of academic 
research in Internet Governance. 

In 2009 GIGANET has nearly 100 academic 
members. Its first Co-Chairs were Ang Peng 
Hwa from Nanyang Singapore University and 
Wolfgang Kleinwächter from Aarhus University. 
Nanette Levinson from the American University 
in Washington, D.C. chaired GIGANET in 
2008. In early 2009 Milton Mueller from 
Syracuse University was elected as the new 
GIGANET Chair. GIGANET is now preparing 

its 4th Annual Symposium for Sharm el Sheikh in 
November 2009 on the eve of the next Internet 
Governance Forum. 

The Summer School Concept
With regard to the summer school, faculty 
members developed an initial curriculum which 
was designed according to the academic crite-
ria laid down for a masters course within the 
so called European Bologna Process. The full 
Basic Course now includes three modules with 
a total of 50 teaching hours (F2F)4. The basic 
idea of the compressed course is to offer a mix 
of theoretical and practical lectures delivered 
both by leading academics and key experts from 
policy, business and the technical community. It 
is the aim of the course to give students both a 
broad and a specific overview about the whole 
range of Internet Governance issues which would 
enable them to participate actively in the various 
Internet Governance mechanisms such as the 
Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and 
Numbers (CANN), the Internet Governance 
Forum and others. 

According to European Standards, the value of 
the course (Masters Level) is five Credit Points on 
condition that students write a 20 page academic 
paper which will be evaluated by two members 
of the SSIG Faculty 

The first European Internet Governance Summer 
School (EURO-SSIG) took place in Europe 
in Meissen in July 2007.5 About 70 students 
from 30 countries applied for the 20 seats. The 
faculty included world wide known academics 
and practitioners from various ICANN and IGF 
constituencies.6 

The call for the 2008 summer school saw 160 
applications from 50 countries. 

The programme includes four hour lectures in the 
morning and four hour seminars in the afternoon. 

Learning in a Multistakeholder 
Environment: The Summer School 
on Internet Governance (SSIG)
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In addition to the lectures and seminars, there 
are so called “Fellow Evening Presentations” 
where students gave short reports about Internet 
development in their respective countries. In the 
two years faculty members and fellows got first 
hand reports, inter alia, from Australia, Austria, 
Bulgaria, Burundi, Canada, China, Congo, 
Croatia, Egypt, India, Pakistan, Poland, Saudi 
Arabia and Trinidad. 

The general concept of the summer school - 
Learning in a Multistakeholder Environment 
- worked quite well. The mixture of academ-
ics and practitioners, both among members of 
the faculty and among the Fellows, creates an 
inspiring atmosphere and stimulated additional 
communication among the various participants. 
Comments by the students proved the useful-
ness of the concept. 

The other SSIG Slogan – Teaching the Internet 
Governance Leaders of Tomorrow – has proven 
also to be right: Former Fellows of the SSIG 
hold high positions in national and international 
Internet Governance bodies, including ICANN’s 
Governmental Advisory Committee (GAC) and 
the Multistakeholder Advisory Group (MAG) 
of the UN Internet Governance Forum (IGF). 

Building Partnerships
A key for the launch of the SSIG was the build-
ing of a network of sponsors and participants in 
the Fellowship programme. DENIC, the German 
Domain Name Registry, which also supported 
the joint ICA/IAMCR Rathen meeting in 2006, 
was very helpful in making the first SSIG in 2007 
possible. In the 2nd SSIG in 2008 other country 
code Top Level Domain (ccTLD) Registries like 
NORRID, Stichting InternetDomeinregistratie
Nederland (SIDN) European Registry of Intern
et Domain Names (EURID) joined as silver and 
bronze sponsors. In 2009 the European Regional 
Internet Registry (RIPE), SWITCH, the Internet 
registry for Switzerland and Liechtenstein, and 
eco, the German Internet Industry Association, 
joined the pool of partners. Furthermore a SSIG 
fellowship programme which enables students 
who can`t afford the course fee7 and travel was 
developed which got support from the Australian 
Domain Name Administrator (Auda), Nominet, 
Dotasia, Association Française pour le Nommage 
Internet en Coopération (AFNIC) and eNOM. 
Also the DiploFoundation, Afilias and dotberlin 
helped with special contributions. Additionally 
SSIG could sign a contract with UNESCO 

which enabled students to write papers which 
were published in a UNESCO publication.

It was also helpful that ICANN’s Country-
code Names Supporting Organization (CNSO) 
gave the organizers of the SSIG an opportunity 
to inform ICANN constituencies about the 
SSIG concept at various ICANN meetings. The 
SSIG was also presented in the various IGF open 
consultations in Geneva. 

The “Spirit of Meissen”
The organisers were very careful in selecting the 
conference site. The Academy in Meissen in the 
St. Afra Monastir is a unique place with an long 
history, going back to the days of the early middle 
ages. At the end of the 18th century, Gotthold 
Ephraim Lessing, who became the father of the 
German enlightenment, was a student at this 
school. The St. Afra Academy offers a space 
where students live and learn together with all 
faculty members under one roof. This allows a 
rather intense communication among fellows 
and faculty members also outside the formal 
lectures and seminars. 

All meals are taken together in the “Weinkeller”. 
Evening discussions take place either in the 
“Torhaus” or the “Klosterküche” where small 
snacks and drinks are available. And if we have 
warm summer nights – as we had in 2008 and 
2009 – faculty members and fellows sit outside 
on the St. Afra terrace with the famous dark 
beer “Schwerterbräu” or the unique dry white 
wine “Grauer Mönch”. And there is also a pleas-
ant social programme with a visit to the famous 
“Meissen Procellan Manfactury”, a boat tour on 
the river Elbe and a gala dinner in the histori-
cal wine restaurant “Vinzenz Richter” where 
after dining and wining students have to make a 
cultural contribution to the evening programme 
by singing a song each from his/her respective 
country. This “SSIG Song Contest” is well known 
and is seen as a special attraction which needs 
special preparations by the students. 

SOUTH-SSIG & ARAB-SSIG: 
On the Way towards a global 
SSIG-Network
Based on the success of the first three SSIGs, 
the organizers were approached by various part-
ners in other parts of the world to have regional 
versions of the SSIG. Inspired by the fact that 
there are two summers on the globe – one on 
the North and one in the South – preparations 



75

Internet Governance Forum: IDENTIFYING THE IMPACT

for a SOUTH-SSIG had already begun in 2007. 
The first SOUTH-SSIG took place at the end 
of March 2009 in Buenos Aires, co-chaired 
by Olga Cavalli and Wolfgang Kleinwächter 
and supported by various regional and interna-
tional partners, including the Latin American 
and Caribbean Network Information Centre 
(LACNIC), Camara Argentina de Bases de 
Datos y Servicios en Linea (CABASE), NIC.
br, nic.Chile, InternetX and others. The call for 
applications saw about 75 candidates, mainly 
from Latin America. 28 Students were chosen to 
participate in the SOUTH-SSIG. The SOUTH-
SSIG programme in general followed the struc-
ture of the basic course, but had special lectures 
from the region, in particular with regard to 
Modules 2 and 3. The majority of the faculty 
members,  like the sponsors, came from the 
region.8  The 2nd SOUTH-SSIG is planned 
now for March 2010 in Sao Paulo. 

An ARAB-SSIG for the Arabic countries took 
place at the end of June in Cairo with the support 
of the Egyptian Telecommunication Regulatory 
Authority and the Nile University Cairo. About 

30 students from the Arab region participated 
in the high level three day event which also took 
its conceptual design from the SSIG. 

There are now plans to have an ASIA-SSIG, 
a Caribbean-SSIG and an African SSIG in 
2010 and 2011. As a result of the various initia-
tives, the organizers agreed to work towards an 
umbrella for all the SSIGs, a so-called “I-SSIG” 
(International Summer Schools of Internet 
Governance).9  The I-SSIG concept is still in 
the process of formation. There will be two main 
bodies: An Academic Faculty Council (AFAC) 
and a Political and Technical Advisory Council 
(POTAC). The councils will set the basic prin-
ciples for the SSIGs and will make recommenda-
tions to the programme, but will not intervene in 
the individual regional SSIGs, which will remain 
independent but follow the general principles 
and programmes to get the SSIG recognition.

Wolfgang Kleinwächter
University of Aarhus, Chair of the Faculty of 
the Summer School on Internet Governance

¹ The only educational  programme had been developed by the Diplo Foundation in Geneva as a further training 
programme for young diplomats. In previous years some academic institutions in the US like the Berkman Center on 
Internet and Society at Harvard University, Georgia Tech in Atlanta, or, in the UK, the Oxford Internet Institute had some 
ad hoc courses, but not a systematic Internet Governance Programme. 

² Ang Peng Hwa, Nanyang Technological University in Singapore, Avri Doria, Lulea Technology University in Sweden, Wiliam 
J. Drake, Gaduate Institute for International and Development Studies Geneva in Switzerland, Jovan Kurbilja, University of 
La Valetta in Malta, Alejandro Pisanty Universidad Autonoma of Mexico and Wolfgang Kleinwächter, Aarhus University in 
Denmark.

³ Internet governance is the development and application by Governments, the private sector and civil society, in their 
respective roles, of shared principles, norms, rules, decision-making procedures, and programmes that shape the 
evolution and use of the Internet.

⁴ Module 1 / Theory has 24 hours/4 hours per lecture: 1. History: From TCP/IP to ICANN 3.0, 2. The Policy Dimension: 
Theoretical Concepts and Diplomacy, 3. The Technological Dimension. Code, Protocols and Standards, 4. The Legal 
Dimension: International Law, Privacy and IPR, 5. The Business Dimension: Internet Economy and the Domain Name 
Market, 6. Internet Governance & Development; Module 2 / Policy has 12 hours/2 hours per lecture: 7. ICANN, 8. Internet 
Governance Forum, 9. Role of Governments, 10. Role of the Private Sector, 11. Role of Civil Society, 12. Role of 
Intergovernmental organisations, Module 3 / Critical Internet Resources Management has 14 hours/2 hours per lecture: 13. 
Root Server Management, 14. IP Address Management, 15. ccTLD Management, 16. gTLD Management, 17. iDNs, 18. Role 
of Registrars & ISPs, 19. UDRP

⁵ EURO-SSIG, see: http://www.euro-ssig.eu
⁶ Faculty members in 2007 and 2008 included Jon Bing, Norwegian Research Center for Computers and Law, Oslo, Olga 

Cavalli, University of Buenos Aires, Avri Doria, Lulea Technology University, William Drake, Graduate Institute for 
International Studies, Geneva, Jovan Kurbilja, University of Malta, Jeanette Hofmann, London School of Economics, 
Wolfgang Kleinwächter, University of Aarhus (Chair), Milton Mueller, Syracuse University, David Souter, University of 
Starthclyde; Bertrand de la Chapelle, Envoy Internet Governance, French Foreign Ministry, Vice-Chair GAC, Stefan Welzel, 
Syndicus DENIC, Frankfurt, Philipp Grabensee, Chair of the Board, Afilias Ltd, Dublin, Ayesha Hassan, International 
Chamber of Commerce (ICC), Paris, Michael Heller, Lawyer, SHSG Düsseldorf, Dirk Kirschenowski, CEO, dotberlin GmbH, 
Cengetai Masango and Markus Kummer, Secretariat of the Internet Governance Forum (IGF), Geneva, Arno Meulenkamp, 
RIPE NCC, Amsterdam, Annette Mühlberg, ver.di, former Chair ALAC, ICANN, Berlin, Michael Niebel, DG Information 
Society, European Commission, Brussels, Giovanni Seppia, CEO, EURID, Harald Summa, Chair, German Association for the 
Internet Economy (eco), Frankfurt, Theresa Swinehard, Vice President ICANN, Marina del Rey, Bart Vastenburg, CEO SIDN, 
Amsterdam 

⁷ The fee for the EURO SSIG is 1.000.00 € which includes next to all the lectures and the teaching material also the seven 
nights accommodation and all meals 

⁸ SOUTH-SSIG: see: http://www.south-ssig.com.ar
⁹ International Summer Schools on Internet Governance/I-SSIG, see: http://www.issig.info/
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The Internet Governance Forum has imple-
mented a unique space for stakeholders to 

join in discussion to raise concerns, describe 
problems, look for solutions and try out new 
ideas on IG in a risk-free environment. Often we 
shed our professional persona to interact on an 
equal basis, individual with government repre-
sentative, business colleague with human rights 
activist, to agree and to disagree, to present our 
ideas, and to listen to others. 

But in order to take advantage of this complex 
and ever-challenging possibility, we must be 
prepared to understand and assimilate many 
concepts. New capacity development method-
ologies are being implemented to attempt to 
prepare individuals from all stakeholder groups 
and professions to represent their communities 
in this international policy process. Among these 
initiatives are the Summer Schools on Internet 
Governance and the DiploFoundation capacity 
development program.

The DiploFoundation Internet Governance 
Capacity Building Programme (IG CBP) assists 
individuals and institutions from countries with 
limited and human resources by providing skills 
and knowledge required to participate mean-
ingfully in the global and regional debates on 
Internet Governance. The Programme has three 
main components: training, policy research 
and policy immersion as is described on the 
programme timeline at the end of this article.

Participants come from diverse professions, vary-
ing educational backgrounds and distant lands. 
What they have in common is their curiosity 
and courage to enter the field of IG, which is 

yet to be fully developed and charted. As yet, 
there is very little formal education in IG, such 
as BA or MA in IG. While doctors prepare for 
their careers by attending medical schools, and 
lawyers study law, people involved in IG have to 
grasp this new subject on-the-go. This is prob-
ably why among IG CBP participants (and IG 
specialists in general) one can find a wide range 
of professions starting from the expected ones – 
computer specialists – to less expected ones such 
as lawyers, sociologists, economists and artists. 
The capacity building programme draws on this 
diversity by facilitating the exchange of informa-
tion and knowledge and fostering an educational 
environment in which participants gain knowl-
edge and skills in Internet governance and, at 
the same time, contribute to this emerging field 
from their different backgrounds.

The IG CBP online platform allows partici-
pants from anywhere in the world to learn in a 
dynamic environment of exchange with academ-
ics and professionals under the direction of expe-
rienced IG facilitators. The flexible online sched-
uling permits intensive study while continuing 
with normal professional obligations. The unique 
educational design using Diplo’s HyperText soft-
ware for annotations, Blogs, Forums and Chat, 
promotes a maximum exchange of knowledge 
and expertise using current debates and contro-
versies to stimulate the discussion and  generate 
solutions to actual challenges faced by today’s 
evolving Internet environment.

During  the past 5 years Diplo trained over 550 
from more than 68 countries. The statistics 
concerning the programme are available in the 
following table:

DiploFoundation 
Internet Governance Capacity Building 
Programme (IG CBP)
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YEAR 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Total

COURSE

Number of participants 48 77 138 167 129 559

Number of countries 46 62 68 65 59
Number of annotations/
links (see note) 1823 4662 11121 11857 11884

Number of blogs and forum 
entries (group interaction) n/a n/a 4866 5847 3905

Duration (weeks) 13 13 16 17 19

RESEARCH

Number of participants 25 51 90 63 74 303

Number of countries 10 41 55 34 33
Number of research 
projects 6 9 11 5 8

Type of research tool briefcase briefcase wiki wiki wiki
Number of annotations/
links/research entries 
(for briefcase) i.e. of pages 
(for wiki)

n/a 931 n/a 147 
pages

in 
progress

Duration (weeks) 12 13 13 10 10

POLICY 
IMMERSION

Number of fellowships 8 17 24 19 34 102
Number of countries 
awarded fellowships 8 16 18 15 29

Number of days 150 150+ 150+ 95

Note: Hypertext annotations and links are the core of Diplo’s online learning methodology. The 
closest analogy is to the number of questions asked in a classroom. Besides posing questions to the 
lecturer, annotations/links are used for making comments and conducting debate. If we divide 
total number of annotations/links (11884) with number of participants (129), we see an average 
of 92 annotations per student.

TIMELINE: INTERNET GOVERNANCE CAPACITY BUILDING PROGRAMME

February SELECTION

Multistakeholder composition (government, business, civil 
society)
Policy and decision-makers, economists, academics, journalists, 
legal experts, educators
National/regional distribution with emphasis on developing 
countries
Gender and youth balance

March

ONLINE 
TRAINING

Foundation 
Course
(10 weeks)

Ensures basic understanding of diverse IG issues: legal, 
socio-cultural, economic, development, infrastructure processes
Equips participants with cognitive toolkit for dealing with IG
Develops inter-professional communication

May
Advanced 
Courses
(8 weeks)

Explores the key IG issues in depth (e.g. critical infrastructure, 
access, privacy, security, data protection, human rights) 
Explores IG issues of the regional relevance (e.g. Europe, Africa, 
Asia, Latin America)
Provides multiple perspectives and current controversies
Engages participants’ experience and views

July POLICY RESEARCH
(10 - 12 weeks)

Addresses pressing national IG-issues
Examines the impact of policies
Online collaborative research
Results published and disseminated to decision-makers

October
November POLICY IMMERSION

Applies acquired skills and knowledge in the IG policy processes
Participation in policy processes (IGF, EuroDIG, regional 
meetings)
Internship at the IGF Secretariat and other IG-related institutions

After… COMMUNITIES OF PRACTICE

Participants remain active and involved after the end of the 
Programme online and in-person
New initiatives from the community
Access to shared knowledge and other Impact on national, 
regional and international level

Vladimir Radunovic
DiploFoundation Internet Governance Capacity Building Programme Coordinator
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The Global Internet Governance Academic 
Network (GigaNet) is an emerging scholarly 

community initiated in spring 2006 in conjunc-
tion with the UN Internet Governance Forum. 
Its four principal objectives are to: (1) support 
the establishment of a global network of schol-
ars specializing in Internet governance issues; (2) 
promote the development of Internet governance 
as a recognized, interdisciplinary field of study, 
(3) advance theoretical and applied research on 
Internet governance, broadly defined and; (4) 
facilitate informed dialogue on policy issues and 
related matters between scholars and Internet 
governance stakeholders (governments, inter-
national organizations, the private sector, and 
civil society).

Brief History of GigaNet 
The academics who started GigaNet initially 
came together around the World Summit on 
the Information Society. As participants in the 
civil society sector, William Drake and Wolfgang 
Kleinwachter, among others, proposed an inde-
pendent “multistakeholder observatory” that 
would involve monitoring global governance 
decisions around information and communica-
tion technologies.

As WSIS ended, the Internet Governance Forum 
it produced realized the vision of a place to discuss 
and monitor global Internet governance trends. 
In early 2006 the scholars who came together 
around WSIS began to discuss the idea of form-
ing a separate network of academics, distinct 
from civil society advocacy, to promote, share 
and discuss research on Internet governance.

In June 2006 a meeting in Dresden, Germany 
was organized by Wolfgang Kleinwachter 
of ICANN Studienkreis and supported 
by the Internet Governance Project (IGP), 
DiploFoundation, and Nanyang Technical 
University. About 30 academic researchers from 
Europe, the U.S., Iran, and Turkey come to the 

initial meeting, which featured some informal 
discussions of research activities as well as plan-
ning the creation of the new academic network. 
At that meeting the group adopts the name 
Global Internet Governance Academic Network 
(GigaNet) and plans to hold an annual sympo-
sium concurrently with the annual Internet 
Governance Forum.

The successful growth of GigaNet signifies the 
solidification of Internet governance as a field of 
research, and formally establishes the first associ-
ational attempt to formally recognize disparate 
research and ideas regarding Internet govern-
ance as a field of research. It also links critical 
scholars to actual policymakers and policy shap-
ers in the field.

Milton Mueller
Syracuse University, member of the Start-Up 

Group and 2009 GigaNet Chair

GigaNet Governance Structures
The overall governance and decision-making 
body of the GigaNet is the eight-person Steering 
Committee (SC) which is comprised of four 
executive officers: (1) Chair; (2) Vice-Chair; 
(3) Secretary; and (4) Treasurer. These officers 
constitute an Executive Committee (ExCom) 
that is responsible for coordinating the plan-
ning and execution of administrative tasks and 
the chairs of the four standing committees: (1) 
Membership; (2) Program; (3) Communication; 
and (4) Outreach and Partnerships.

Participation in the standing committees is open 
to all GigaNet members. Ad hoc committees or 
other organizational structures can be created by 
the Steering Committee to address any issues 
that arise, and their time frame will be delim-
ited upon creation.

Global Internet Governance 
Academic Network (GigaNet)
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Elections and Terms of Office
On 1 April 2007 the inaugural Steering Com mit-
tee took office and the Start-Up Group was abol-
ished. The inaugural Steering Committee served 
until 31 January 2008. After the end of the 2008 
Internet Governance Forum in Hyderabad, the 
first GigaNet elections were held for new offic-
ers and chairs, for one and two-year terms lasting 
from 1 February 2009 to 31 January 2010 or 31 
January 2011. Incumbents may stand for reelec-
tion in the following year.

Membership Committee Report
As established in the GigaNet charter: 
“Membership in the GigaNet is open to individ-
ual researchers who have contributed to the schol-
arly literature on Internet governance. In general, 
members also would hold a PhD or other advanced 
degree and be affiliated with a university, research 
institution, or related organization. However, 
in reviewing membership applications, GigaNet 
will focus on overall scholarly profiles rather than 
strict conformity with these degree and affilia-
tion criteria.”

We hope to recruit new members for the GigaNet 
leadership, especially colleagues from devel-
oping countries; the ultimate goal is to have a 
Steering Committee that is diverse and balanced. 
Membership in the GigaNet is open to indi-
vidual researchers who have contributed to the 
scholarly literature on Internet governance. In 
general, members also would hold a PhD or other 
advanced degree and be affiliated with a univer-
sity, research institution or related organization. 
However, in reviewing membership applications, 
GigaNet will focus on overall scholarly profiles 
rather than strict conformity with these degree 
and affiliation criteria. 

For more information, please visit:
http://giga-net.ning.com/

Raquel Gatto
GigaNet
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Appendix A.
IGF: Identifying the Impact Online Questionnaire

Section I
1. Respondent’s Name (Optional)
2. Country of Residence:
3. Region (please select one region):

1. Africa
2. Asia
3. Europe
4. Latin America and Caribbean
5. Middle East and North Africa
6. North America
7. South-East Asia & Pacific

4. Gender:
1. Female
2. Male

5. Age:
1. Less than 20
2. 20 – 30
3. 30 – 40
4. 40 – 50
5. 50 – 65
6. More than 6

6. Education:
1. Elementary School
2. High School
3. University/Faculty level (BA) (Please enter your area of specialization below.)
4. Postgraduate diploma (MA, PhD) (Please enter your area of specialization below.)

Area of specialization:
7. In which of the following areas are you currently most active (please select one):

1. Government (Ministries, Regulators, Agencies, Parliamentarians, etc.)
2. Business Sector
3. Civil Society (including youth and religious organizations)
4. Academia and Education (Universities, Institutes and Think-Tanks, Teaching 

Communities)
5. International or intergovernmental organizations (incl. ITU, UN, UNESCO, OECD, ICANN, 

APEC, other)
6. Media
7. Technical Community
8. Other: 

8. Please specify the organization/business of your current employment:
____________________________________________________________________

9. How have you been involved in the IGF process? (Please select all that apply).
1. Observer
2. Participative in planning or surrounding events (mailing lists, etc.)
3. Present at at least one IGF meeting remotely or in person (if more than one, please 

identify year(s) of attendance or participation)
4. Involved in local/national/regional events
5. Other (please specify) and years of IGF meetings attended:

Welcome to the Internet Governance Forum: Identifying the Impact Online Survey. Thank you very much for finding the time to 
help identify the impact of the IGF. Your participation will help to ensure a broadly informed analysis. In this introductory part of 
the questionnaire we are asking for some basic, general information about you.
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10. Have you invited others from your organization, government, community or from 
industry to participate in the IGF?
1. Yes
2. No

If your answer is 1 (Yes), please let us know what you have asked them to do:
11. Have you organized a national or regional event or another meeting related to 

the IGF, such as a panel?
1. Yes
2. No

If your answer is 1 (Yes), please describe:
12. Have you participated in a national or regional IGF day or event?

1. Yes
2. No

If your answer is 1 (Yes), in what role? Please describe:
13. Are you part of a formal (UN agency, ISOC, ICANN etc.) organization, mailing 

list or informal community or social network (IGF on Facebook, a .ning or other 
community) that follows the IGF in some way?
1. Yes
2. No

If your answer is 1 (Yes), please describe:
14. Please select all of the IGF themes listed below that were in the focus of your 

interests, participation or contribution (Please select all that apply):
1. Data Protection and Privacy
2. Capacity Building (training programs, exercises, workshops and similar)
3. Awareness Building on Open Standards
4. Internet Access and Connectivity
5. Human Rights
6. Multilingualism
7. Access to Knowledge
8. Freedom of Expression
9. Gender Issues in Access and Representation
10. Access Improvement for Persons with Disabilities
11. Legislative (Regulatory) Framework for Internet Access and Use
12. Child Online Safety
13. Awareness Building on Climate Change
14. Content Diversity on the Internet

Section II. General Evaluation of the IGF Process
In this section we are interested to find out about your own personal experience in the IGF and IGF related processes. We 
will ask about your perception of your own contribution to the process, and whether you have managed to spread the 
knowledge and ideas you’ve gathered from your interaction with your colleagues during the process and similar impacts.
All questions in this section are multiple choice questions and each question specifies whether you can select only one of the 
suggested answers or more of them. Please feel free to provide your comments on specific issues if the question offers that option.

1. During the course of your involvement in the IGF, did you... 
(please select all that apply):
1. … communicate personally or enable access to knowledge about Internet Governance in 

any way to your colleagues and the people from your local community?
2. … communicate personally or enable access to knowledge about Internet Governance in 

any way to the people involved in your local administration?
3. … communicate personally or enable access to knowledge on Internet Governance in 

any way to people from your national administration?
4. … communicate personally or enable access to knowledge on Internet Governance in 

any way to members of the NGO community in your country?
5. … communicate personally or enable access to knowledge on Internet Governance in 

any way to members of the business sector in your country?
6. None of the above.
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2. Regarding the knowledge you have gained during your involvement in the IGF 
process, do you believe it is (you may select only one of the listed alternatives):
1. too vague and broad to apply directly in the policy making and policy implementation in 

your local community or your community/country
2. practical enough to provide a good starting point for policy making and policy imple-

mentation in your local community or your community/country
3. practical and useful to a degree where one could immediately start the development of 

policies followed by their implementation in your local community or your community/
country.

3. Regarding your own perception and feelings during your involvement in the IGF 
process, you would say that (you may select only one of the listed alternatives:
1. the IGF process and your interaction with other participants significantly contributed to 

your own personal or professional development
2. the IGF process and your interaction with other participants contributed to your own 

personal or professional development in the same way that involvement in any interna-
tional process would usually contribute to one’s personal or professional development

3. the IGF process and your interaction with other participants was not particularly signifi-
cant for your personal or professional development.

4. Regarding your perception of the Internet Governance developments in 
your local community, you find that (you may select only one of the listed 
alternatives):
1. the impact of the IGF process did not reach my local environment and I do not think that 

impact will become significant or visible in my community for some time
2. the impact of the IGF process in my local environment was visible but not too significant; 

there is a lot of work to do before significant changes and improvements will be noticed
3. the impact of the IGF process in my local environment was both visible and significant; 

resulting in changes that are a consequence of someone’s knowledge or efforts follow-
ing their involvement in the IGF process.

5. Do you think that the IGF discussion through the panels and sessions has helped 
open gridlocks in global discussions on any important Internet governance 
issues?
1. Yes, the IGF discussion did help open gridlocks in global discussion on important Internet 

governance issues.
2. I am not sure.
3. No, the IGF discussion failed to open gridlocks in global discussions on important govern-

ance issues.

If your answer is 1 or 3, please provide your comment to explain why do you think so:
6. Do you think that the example given by the IGF process has opened new paths 

toward multistakeholder discussions in other international organizations or 
global arenas? 
1. Yes, the IGF process has Opened new paths toward multistakeholder discussions.
2. I am not sure.
3. No, the IGF process failed to open new paths toward multistakeholder discussions.

If your answer is 1 or 3, please provide your comment to explain why do you think so:
7. Please describe briefly the effects, changes and/or initiatives in your local 

community that resulted as a consequence of your or someone else’s 
involvement in the IGF process: 

8. Has the IGF had ‘secondary’ benefits, such as... (please select all that apply):
1. ... provided further information about an IGF issue
2. ... enabled interaction within a stakeholder group
3. ... enabled interaction with other stakeholders
4. ... introduced new topics of interest
5. ... helped to develop better networking.

9. How do you think the IGF process could be further enhanced? 
(please select all that apply):
1. More workshops
2. More attendee participation in main sessions
3. Open debates
4. Possibility for output such as recommendations or guidelines.
5. Other (please specify):
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10. In what areas do you think the IGF should concentrate future efforts? 
(Please select all that apply):
1. Data protection and Privacy
2. Capacity building (training programs, exercises, workshops and similar)
3. Awareness Building on Open Standards
4. Internet access and connectivity
5. Human Rights
6. Multilingualism
7. Access to knowledge
8. Freedom of expression
9. Gender Issues in Access and Representation
10. Access Improvement for Persons with Disabilities
11. Legislative (Regulatory) Framework for Internet Access and Use
12. Child Online Safety
13. Awareness Building on Climate Change
14. Content Diversity on the Internet
15. Other (please specify):

Section III. The Impact of the IGF in Your country
In this section you are asked to rate the level of impact of the Internet Governance Forum (IGF) and IGF related processes on the 
advancement of the discussion and knowledge dissemination on specific issues in your country. Please rate the impact of the 
IGF on the advancements of the discussion and knowledge dissemination the way you perceive it. We are interested to find out 
about your perception of the impact of the IGF processes on the advancement of the discussion of specific issues on the national 
level in your home country.. 

Please use a 5-point scale below each of the questions to rate the impact of the IGF on the issue explained in the text of the ques-
tion. Lower grades stand for less or no impact, higher grades stand for higher impact. For example, if you think there was no impact 
on some issue at all, use grade “1”, if you believe the impact was about the average expected use grade “3”, and use grade “5” to 
indicate that the impact was very good in your opinion. Use grade “2” to rate the impact that was noticeable but below the aver-
age and rate “4” to rate the impact that was good but could have been even better. If you feel you do not have enough informa-
tion to answer, please mark “Don’t Know”. 

1. Please rate the impact of the IGF and related processes on the advancement of 
the discussions on data protection and privacy of Internet users in your country.

2. Please rate the impact of the IGF and related processes on the advancement of 
the discussions on capacity building (training programs, exercises, workshops 
and similar) on the Internet users in your country.

3. Please rate the impact of the IGF and related processes on the advancement of 
the discussions on open standards (publicly available standards) usage on the 
Internet users in your country.

4. Please rate the impact of the IGF and related processes on the advancement of 
the discussions on Internet access and connectivity users in your country.

5. Please rate the impact of the IGF and related processes on the advancement 
of the discussions on the promotion of human rights of Internet users in your 
country.

6. Please rate the impact of the IGF and related processes on the advancement 
of the discussions on representation of local languages on the Internet in your 
country.

7. Please rate the impact of the IGF and related processes on the advancement 
of the discussions on access to knowledge over the Internet for people in your 
country.

8. Please rate the impact of the IGF and related processes on the advancement of 
the discussions on freedom of expression on the Internet in your country.

9. Please rate the impact of the IGF and related processes on the advancement of 
the discussions on gender equality in Internet access and gender representation 
on the Internet in your country.

10. Please rate the impact of the IGF and related processes on the advancement of 
the discussions on Internet access for persons with disabilities in your country.

11. Please rate the impact of the IGF and related processes on the advancement of 
the discussions on regulatory (legal) framework for Internet access and use in 
your country.
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12. Please rate the impact of the IGF and related processes on the advancement of 
the discussions on child online safety in your country.

13. Please rate the impact of the IGF and related processes on the advancement 
of the discussions on awareness building on climate change on the Internet 
(environmental sustainability) in your country.

14. Please rate the impact of the IGF and related processes on the the advancement of 
the discussions on diversity of content represented on the Internet in your country.

Section IV. The Global Impact of the IGF
In this section you are asked to rate the impact of the Internet Governance Forum (IGF) and IGF related processes on the advance-
ment of the discussion and knowledge dissemination on specific issues internationally, on the global level. We are interested to find 
out about your perception of the impact of the IGF processes on the advancement of the discussion and knowledge dissemination 
on specific issues on the international level based on your perception of the global issues in Internet Governance and relying on 
any information, expertise or experience that might have shaped your judgment. Please rate the impact in the way you perceive it. 

Please use a 5-point scale below each of the questions to rate the impact of the IGF on the issue explained in the text of the ques-
tion. Lower grades stand for less or no impact, higher grades stand for higher impact. For example, if you think there was no impact 
on some issue at all, use grade “1”, if you believe the impact was about the average expected use grade “3”, and use grade “5” to 
indicate that the impact was very good in your opinion. Use grade “2” to rate the impact that was noticeable but below the aver-
age and rate “4” to rate the impact that was good but could have been even better. If you feel you do not have enough informa-
tion to answer the question, please mark “Don’t Know”. 

1. Please rate the global impact of the IGF and related processes on the 
advancement of the discussions on data protection and privacy of Internet users’ 
worldwide.

2. Please rate the global impact of the IGF and related processes on the 
advancement of the discussions on capacity building (training programs, 
exercises, workshops and similar) on the Internet worldwide.

3. Please rate the global impact of the IGF and related processes on the 
advancement of the discussions on open standards (publicly available standards) 
usage on the Internet worldwide.

4. Please rate the global impact of the IGF and related processes on the 
advancement of the discussions on Internet access and connectivity worldwide.

5. Please rate the global impact of the IGF and related processes on the the 
advancement of the discussions on the promotion of human rights worldwide.

6. Please rate the global impact of the IGF and related processes on the 
advancement of the discussions on representation of local languages on the 
Internet worldwide.

7. Please rate the global impact of the IGF and related processes on the 
advancement of the discussions on access to knowledge over the Internet for 
people worldwide.

8. Please rate the global impact of the IGF and related processes on the 
advancement of the discussions on freedom of expression on the Internet 
worldwide.

9. Please rate the global impact of the IGF and related processes on the 
advancement of the discussions on gender equality in Internet access and gender 
representation on the Internet worldwide.

10. Please rate the global impact of the IGF and related processes on the 
advancement of the discussions on Internet access for persons with disabilities 
worldwide.

11. Please rate the global impact of the IGF and related processes on the 
advancement of the discussions on regulatory (legal) framework for Internet 
access and use worldwide.

12. Please rate the global impact of the IGF and related processes on the 
advancement of the discussions on child online safety worldwide.

13. Please rate the global impact of the IGF and related processes on the the 
advancement of the discussions on awareness building on climate change on the 
Internet (environmental sustainability) worldwide.
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14. Please rate the global impact of the IGF and related processes on the the 
advancement of the discussions on diversity of content represented on the 
Internet worldwide.

Optional:  Please describe what change you think could make the IGF of greater 
impact.

Optional:  Please give us two ideas of how participation in the IGF could be 
increased.

Optional:  Please use this section to tell us anything else you consider important 
regarding the IGF.
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Part I. GENERAL INFORMATION
In this introductory part of the questionnaire we are asking for some basic, general information about you. 

1. Country of residence:
2. Region (please select one region):

 • Africa
 • Asia
 • Europe
 • Latin America and Caribbean
 • Middle East and North Africa
 • North America
 • South-East Asia & Pacific

3. Gender
Female
Male

4. Age
1. Less than 18
2. 18 – 30
3. 30 – 40
4. 40 – 50
5. 50 – 60
6. More than 60

5. Education
 • Elementary School
 • High School
 • University/Faculty level (BA)

please enter your area of specialization: ________________
 • Postgraduate diploma (MA, PhD)

please enter your area of specialization: ________________
6. In which of the following areas are you currently most active (please select one):

1. Government (Ministries, Regulators, Mps, etc)
2. Business
3. Civil Society (including youth and religious organizations)
4. Academia and Education (Universities, Institutes and Think-Thanks, Teaching 

Communities)
5. International organizations (incl. ITU, UN)
6. Media
7. Information and Communications Technology industry
8. Other (please explain:  )

7. Please specify the organization/business  of your current employment (optional)
8. How have you been involved in the IGF process? (please select all that apply)

1. Observer
2. Participative in planning or surrounding events (mailing lists, etc.)
3. Present at at least one IGF meeting remotely or in person
4. Involved in local/national/regional events
5. Other (please specify:  )

Appendix B.
IGF: Identifying the Impact Interview
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9. Have you invited others from your company or from industry to participate in 
IGF?
1. Yes
2. No

If your answer is 1, please let us know what have you asked them to do: 
10. Have you organized a national or regional event or another meeting related to 

the IGF, such as a panel?
1. Yes
2. No

If your answer is 1, please describe:
11. Have you participated in a national or regional IGF day or event?

1. Yes
2. No

If your answer is 1, in what role? Please describe: 
12. Are you part of a formal organization or informal network that follows the IGF in 

some way?
1. Yes
2. No

If your answer is 1, please describe: 
13. Please select all of the IGF themes listed below that were in the focus  interests, 

participation or contribution:
1. Data protection and Privacy
2. Capacity building (training programs, exercises, workshops and similar)
3. Awareness Building on Open Standards 
4. Internet access and connectivity
5. Human Rights
6. Multilingualism
7. Access to knowledge
8. Freedom of expression
9. Gender Issues in Aces and Representation
10. Access Improvement for Persons with Disabilities
11. Legislative (Regulatory) Framework for Internet Access and Use
12. Child Online Safety
13. Awareness Building on Climate Change
14. Content Diversity on the Internet

Part II. IGF EVALUATION OF IMPACT INTERVIEW
Part II.1. Impact across Relevant IGF Issues

1. Please provide any personal insights on the impact of the IGF and IGF related 
processes on data protection and the protection of privacy on the Internet. 
Did the IGF process help improve data protection and the protection of privacy 
of Internet users? If it did, what specific policies, discussions, documents or 
processes do you find contributedthe most to this improvement? If it did not, 
why do you think the IGF process failed to improve the conditions in this area?

2. Please provide any personal insights on the impact of the IGF and IGF related 
processes on capacity building (training programs and education in general, 
workshops, and similar). Did the IGF process help capacity building in this sense? 
If it did, what specific policies, discussions, documents or processes do you find 
contributed the most to this improvement? If it did not, why do you think the IGF 
process failed to improve the conditions in this area?

3. Please provide any personal insights on the impact of the IGF and IGF related 
processes on the improvement of awareness of Open Standards on the Internet 
(publicly available standards). Did the IGF process help in awareness building 
on benefits streaming from open standards? If it did, what specific policies, 
discussions, documents or processes do you find contributed the most to this 
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improvement? If it did not, why do you think the IGF process failed to improve 
conditions in this area?

4. Please provide any personal insights on the impact of the IGF and IGF related 
processes on the improvement of Internet access and connectivity. Did the IGF 
process help the improvement of Internet access and connectivity? If it did, what 
specific policies, discussions, documents or processes do you find contributed the 
most to this improvement? If it did not, why do you think the IGF process failed to 
improve conditions in this area?

5. Please provide any personal insights on the impact of the IGF and IGF related 
processes on the improvement of the promotion of Human Rights on the Internet. 
Did the IGF process contribute to improvement in the promotion of human 
rights on the Internet? If it did, what specific policies, discussions, documents or 
processes do you find contributed the most to this improvement? If it did not, 
why do you think the IGF process failed to improve conditions in this area?

6. Please provide any personal insights on the impact of the IGF and IGF related 
processes on the improvement of representation of different languages on 
the Internet worldwide. Did the IGF process contribute to improvement in the 
representation of different languages and the promotion of multilingualism 
worldwide? If it did, what specific policies, discussions, documents or processes 
do you find contributed the most to this improvement? If it did not, why do you 
think the IGF process failed to improve conditions in this area?

7. Please provide any personal insights on the impact of the IGF and IGF related 
processes on the improvement in access to knowledge for people worldwide. 
Did the IGF process contribute to improvement in the access to knowledge? If 
it did, what specific policies, discussions, documents or processes do you find 
contributed the most to this improvement? If it did not, why do you think the IGF 
process failed to improve conditions in this area?

8. Please provide any personal insights on the impact of the IGF and IGF related 
processes on freedom of expression on the Internet. Did the IGF process 
contribute to improvement in the freedom of expression? If it did, what specific 
policies, discussions, documents or processes do you find contributed the most 
to this improvement? If it did not, why do you think the IGF process failed to 
improve conditions in this area?

9. Please provide any personal insights on the impact of the IGF and IGF related 
processes on gender equality in Internet access and equality in gender 
representation on the Internet . Did the IGF process contribute to improvement 
in gender equality in Internet access and equal representation of gender online? 
If it did, what specific policies, discussions, documents or processes do you find 
contributed the most to this improvement? If it did not, why do you think the IGF 
process failed to improve conditions in this area?

10. Please provide any personal insights on the impact of the IGF and IGF related 
processes on the improvement of Internet accessibility for people with 
disabilities . Did the IGF process contribute to the improvement of accessibility for 
people with disabilities? If it did, what specific policies, discussions, documents 
or processes do you find contributed the most to this improvement? If it did not, 
why do you think the IGF process failed to improve conditions in this area?

11. Please provide any personal insights on the impact of the IGF and IGF related 
processes on the improvement of the regulatory (legislative) framework for 
Internet access and use . Did the IGF process contribute to the improvement of 
the regulatory (legislative) framework for Internet access and use? If it did, what 
specific policies, discussions, documents or processes do you find contributed the 
most to this improvement? If it did not, why do you think the IGF process failed to 
improve conditions in this area?

12. Please provide any personal insights on the impact of the IGF and IGF related 
processes on child online safety . Did the IGF process contribute to improvement 
in child online safety? If it did, what specific policies, discussions, documents or 
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processes do you find contributed the most to this improvement? If it did not, 
why do you think the IGF process failed to improve conditions in this area?

13. Please provide any personal insights on the impact of the IGF and IGF related 
processes on awareness building on climate change on the Internet . Did the IGF 
process contribute to awareness building on climate change online? If it did, what 
specific policies, discussions, documents or processes do you find contributed the 
most to this improvement? If it did not, why do you think the IGF process failed to 
improve conditions in this area?

14. Please provide any personal insights on the impact of the IGF and IGF related 
processes on the improvement of the diversity of content on the Internet. Do 
you think that the IGF helped improve the diversity of content on the Internet? 
If it did, what specific features of the IGF and related processes do you find 
contributed the most to local communities worldwide? If the impact of the IGF 
failed to reach the local communities, why do you think it failed? What possible 
improvements to enhance the impact of the IGF on the local communities 
worldwide do you see, if any?

Part II.2. The impact of the IGF on local, national and global levels

15. Please provide any personal insights on the impact of the IGF and IGF related 
processes on improvement in the area of Internet Governance in local 
communities worldwide. Do you think that the impact of the IGF was able 
to reach the level of local communities in the world? If it did, what specific 
features of the IGF and related processes do you find contributed the most 
to local communities worldwide? If the impact of the IGF failed to reach the 
local communities, why do you think it failed? What possible improvements to 
enhance the impact of the IGF on the local communities worldwide do you see, if 
any?

16. Please provide any personal insights on the impact of the IGF and IGF related 
processes on improvement in the area of Internet Governance on the national 
level. Do you think that the impact of the IGF was able to reach the national 
level in the countries of the world? If it did, what specific features of the IGF 
and related processes do you find contributed the most to the development of 
Internet Governance in the countries of the world? If the impact of the IGF failed 
to reach the national level of policy making and implementation in the countries 
of the World, why do you think it failed? What possible improvements to enhance 
the impact of the IGF on the national level of the countries worldwide do you see, 
if any?

17. How do you see the impact of the IGF and IGF related processes in general? 
Do you think that the IGF globally helped to develop the processes of Internet 
Governance and include as many relevant stakeholders as possible? If it did, 
what specific features of the IGF and related processes do you find contributed 
the most to the general impact of the IGF? If you are generally unsatisfied with 
the global impact of the IGF, what dissatisfies you the most? What possible 
improvements do you see, if any?

Part II.3. The impact of the IGF and future developments

18. Do you think that the IGF process helped open discussion in areas that were 
previously insufficiently addressed or not productively addressed previously?

How? Please comment: 
19. Do you think that the example of the IGF process has helped draw attention to 

or develop multistakeholder discussions in other local, national or international 
organizations?

How? Please comment:
20. How do you think the IGF process could be further enhanced?

Please explain:
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Notes
1. Missing data (the „I don’t know“ answers) were replaced by respective means 

for all following analyses.
2. A repeated-measures analysis of variance was performed on the data gathered 

from impact rating scales. The analysis encompassed two factors: (1) LEVEL 
(global/national level of analysis) and (2) ISSUE (with the 14 IGF issues defined as 
levels of this factor). The complete ANOVA results are presented in Table B in this 
appendix.

 As it can be seen from Table B, both main effects and the two-way interaction 
reached the level of statistical significance at p < .01. Bonferroni adjusted post-
hoc comparisons were used to assess the differences among particular means.

3. The correlation matrix of all IGF impact ratings was submitted to factor (principal 
components) analysis followeb by a varimax normalized rotation. The results 
suggest the existence of two principal components (according to the scree-plot 
criterion), of which both receive straightforward explanation after the inspection 
of factor loadings. The first factor, accounting for 51,79% of total variance (having 
an eigenvalue of 14,5) recives high loadings from the rating scales on the global 
level of the IGF impact analysis, while the second factor, accounting for 12,44% of 
total variance (and having an eigenvalue of 3,48) receives high loadings from the 
scales on the national level of analysis. Taken together, these two factor were 
able to account for 64,23% of total variance. Table C. in this appendix presents 
the factor loadings of all IGF impact rating scales on these two factors.

Appendix C.
Technical notes on statistical analysis of the online 
questionnaire and tables
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Table A.
Means, standard errors and 95% confidence intervals for the impact ratings scales.

LEVEL ISSUE Mean Std.Err. -95% +95%

National level Data protection and privacy 2,57 0,08 2,41 2,73
National level Capacity building 2,82 0,09 2,65 2,99
National level Open standards 2,51 0,08 2,36 2,66
National level Access and connectivity 3,06 0,09 2,89 3,23
National level Human rights 2,49 0,08 2,33 2,66
National level Multilingualism 2,42 0,09 2,25 2,59
National level Access to knowledge 2,79 0,08 2,63 2,95
National level Freedom of expression 2,60 0,08 2,43 2,76
National level Gender 2,23 0,07 2,08 2,37
National level Access for people with disabilities 2,22 0,08 2,06 2,37
National level Internet access and use 2,83 0,08 2,67 3,00
National level Child online safety 2,58 0,08 2,41 2,74
National level Climate change 2,10 0,08 1,95 2,25
National level Diversity of content 2,37 0,08 2,21 2,52

Global level Data protection and privacy 3,46 0,08 3,30 3,62
Global level Capacity building 3,50 0,08 3,34 3,65
Global level Open standards 3,27 0,07 3,13 3,41
Global level Access and connectivity 3,55 0,07 3,41 3,70
Global level Human rights 3,23 0,08 3,08 3,37
Global level Multilingualism 3,10 0,08 2,94 3,25
Global level Access to knowledge 3,54 0,08 3,39 3,68
Global level Freedom of expression 3,36 0,08 3,20 3,51
Global level Gender 2,87 0,07 2,72 3012
Global level Access for people with disabilities 2,90 0,07 2,76 3,05
Global level Internet access and use 3,57 0,08 3,42 3,72
Global level Child online safety 3,44 0,08 3,28 3,59
Global level Climate change 2,94 0,08 2,78 3,10
Global level Diversity of content 3,20 0,07 3,05 3,34

Table B.
The results of the repeated-measures ANOVA of the IGF impact rating scales 

SS d.f. MS F p

Intercept 43384,43 1 43384,43 2648,118 0,00
Error 2981,73 182 16,38

LEVEL 695,82 1 695,82 179,618 0,00
Error 705,04 182 3,87
ISSUE 309,08 13 23,78 41,803 0,00
Error 1345,65 2366 0,57

LEVEL*ISSUE 12,55 13 0,97 2,996 0,00
Error 762,44 2366 0,32
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Table C.
The factor loadings of the IGF impact rating scales on the factors of the perception of global level and national 
level impact on communication and knowledge dissemination  

IGF impact rating scales Factor 1 
(global impact)

Factor 2 
(national impact)

National level: data protection and privacy 0,25 0,72
National level: capacity building 0,24 0,75
National level: open standards 0,23 0,77
National level: access and connectivity 0,28 0,77
National level: human rights 0,21 0,77
National level: multilingualism 0,26 0,70
National level: access to knowledge 0,22 0,80
National level: freedom of expression 0,30 0,77
National level: gender equality and representation 0,20 0,79
National level: access for persons with disabilities 0,25 0,75
National level: Internet access and use 0,33 0,73
National level: child online safety 0,26 0,68
National level: climate change 0,23 0,72
National level: diversity of content 0,30 0,75
Global level: data protection and privacy 0,78 0,27
Global level: capacity building 0,73 0,26
Global level: open standards 0,71 0,33
Global level: access and connectivity 0,78 0,23
Global level: human rights 0,80 0,19
Global level: multilingualism 0,74 0,22
Global level: access to knowledge 0,78 0,30
Global level: freedom of expression 0,78 0,24
Global level: gender equality and representation 0,73 0,30
Global level: access for persons with disabilities 0,72 0,37
Global level: Internet access and use 0,82 0,18
Global level: child online safety 0,80 0,14
Global level: climate change 0,72 0,36
Global level: diversity of content 0,77 0,40
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