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The participants in the Internet Governance Project, a consortium of academic institutions concerned with the subject, have reviewed the report of the Working Group on Internet Governance (WGIG) (http://www.internetgovernance.org).  We conclude that the report helps move the process of deciding how to govern the Internet forward in a number of key respects.  We also conclude that it has not  answered the question of where to go from here.  Quo vadis? That question will now have to be answered in the WSIS negotiations.

We first note those elements of the report with which we agree.

We agree with the consensus view of WGIG that there are a  number of Internet issues where new thinking and possibly new structures for governance may be required, either now or in the future. As WGIG notes, this is either because these novel Internet governance issues are not being dealt with at all, or they are being dealt with in a fragmented, or inconsistent way in different forums.

We agree with the premise that a primary goal of Internet governance is to ensure the stability, security and openness of the Internet as a critical communication channel for the 21st Century.

We agree with the definition of Internet governance provided, especially because it clearly distinguishes the elements of governance that have to be agreed and shared: the principles, the norms, the rules and the procedures by which stakeholders can ensure stability, security and openness.

And we agree that a multi-stakeholder forum to follow up work is desirable, although we note that the shape and organization of the forum is  to be determined.

However, with regard to the four models of institutional arrangements suggested by the WGIG, if we were asked to choose, we would say “none of the above”.  Let us explain.

In the four models there are really only two positions.  One, reflected in model 2, essentially says that everything is fine, and existing institutions can adapt to solve any remaining problems.  Clearly, the WGIG report  identifies many issues where  everything is not fine.But talking about problems alone will not solve them, nor will unreformed institutions.

The second position, reflected in Models 1, 3 and 4, is that some new formal institution to provide governance is necessary – although the models differ on the details.  We find those models to be premature.  Setting up powerful intergovernmental institutions without a clear understanding of what they are doing or an agreement about how they are to do it would not produce effective institutions, nor resolve the policy issues.

So if not Models 1-4, what?  We would like to suggest an intermediate path.  

First, let us examine the implication of the definition of Internet governance.  How do we obtain shared principles, norms and rules?  The currency of international regimes is multilateral treaties. We do not suggest a comprehensive Internet convention:  there is not enough consensus, or even knowledge, for that right now.  

We suggest instead that there be an agreement to negotiate a framework convention that will agree on three key elements that are necessary for governance:  the principles (what is the Internet), the norms (what do stability, security and openness mean in terms of obligations), and what are the roles of the respective stakeholders (governments, the private sector and civil society).

There are precedents for this in other areas where geographical boundaries have been ineffective for governance, such as climate change.  If WSIS can set a concrete objective: to reach these agreements by a certain date, this will give purpose and focus to the work of the forum to be created.  It will continue the kind of reflection, research, analysis and dialogue that has characterized the work of WGIG, and can lead to the kind of institutional innovation, both conceptual and practical, that the Internet itself has enabled. The recently released declaration of principles from the U.S. Department of Commerce, in our view, highlights the need for such analytic clarity and consensus. Wherever we are going in Internet governance, we are not there yet.

We have posted a more detailed paper on this on the Internet Governance Project website and are making it available to the Secretariat.  We look forward to a continued dialogue.

