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Forum participants have been asked to prepare position papers on the most pressing aspects of Internet governance and the most promising approaches to resolving them, inter alia to help the UN Working Group on Internet Governance provide input to the second phase of the World Summit on the Information Society.

Although I am a member of WGIG, in this paper I will attempt to step back from this role and look at the problem of Internet governance from the outside – on the basis of my pre-WGIG experience with Internet governance issues.
In the past year or so, this experience involved editing a collection of papers on Internet governance for the UN ICT Task Force, and writing a background paper on the subject for an ITU workshop.
  The main point of this work was to show that Internet governance includes much more than the management of Internet names and addresses.
In addition to this work on the general concept of Internet governance, over the past five years I have undertaken a series of consulting assignments related to practical issues of Internet governance, broadly understood.  In Canada, these assignments have involved work on broadband access in rural and remote areas, e-government, the e-economy, and spam.  Internationally, these assignments have involved initiatives to establish e-policy networks and strengthen developing country participation in international ICT decision-making.
As a result of this work, I have come to the conclusion that the most pressing issues of Internet governance are issues of process, function and structure, not issues of substance, explanation or prediction.  For many of you, this will be a less than startling finding.  However, for a previously unreconstructed policy analyst, it is something of a revelation.
To cast this proposition in relation to the WDIS Declaration of Principles, the more pressing issues concern the practical meaning we can give to the notion that Internet governance should be “multilateral, transparent, and democratic, with the full involvement of governments, the private sector, civil society and international organizations” – not in an ideal world, but in the current international environment.
Put another way, in terms of the WGIG mandate laid out in the WSIS Plan of Action, in my mind developing a common understanding of the respective roles and responsibilities of these different actors is a more pressing issue than defining Internet governance and identifying the public policy issues that are related to it.  Likewise, recommending how existing governance arrangements should be changed is a more pressing challenge than making substantive recommendations with respect to particular issues.
Why is this so?
My experience in dealing with practical issues related to Internet governance suggests that there are a number of reasons why process is more pressing than substance – reasons that are strengthened by a much longer experience dealing with issues arising from the interplay between information and communication technologies (ICTs), and economic, social and governance structures.

The Internet as Medium and Message

I have used Marshall McLuhan’s (in)famous dictum that “the medium is the message” as a short-hand way of referring to the more substantial work of his mentor, Harold Innis – in particular, to Innis’ idea that communication technologies are not neutral, but contain “biases” that shape economic, social and governance structures.
The development of the Internet over the past ten years into a widely-accessible, easy-to-use, public medium for interconnecting the ever-expanding range of ICT technologies, services and applications that are available to individual consumers and users appears to confirm that the widespread diffusion of networked ICTs enables new kinds of communications, which in turn alter economic and social processes and structures, including those of government – e.g. by increasing communication and learning opportunities for end users, transforming production processes, eroding hierarchical structures, reducing barriers, increasing choice, stimulating competition, personalizing service, etc.
The experience of the past ten years also appears to confirm that, even if communication technologies contain biases that shape economic and social structures as Innis surmised, the relationship is not one of cause and effect, but is more akin to a dialectic through which economic and social structures also shape the governance of technology and guide its evolution.

A decade ago, it was not unreasonable to posit a more tightly-coupled relationship in which the governance principles, processes and structures that had arisen from the creation of the Internet and steered its development up until that point could be substantially transposed into the larger governance universe the Internet was entering, without being essentially transformed.
Today, it seems much more difficult to make the claim that the original set of Internet governance principles (e.g. the end-to-end principle, bottom-up processes, community self-government, industry self-regulation) are sufficient to guide the future development of the Internet.
As well as putting power in the hands of users whose only desire is to communicate, to learn, or to manage transactions more efficiently, we have seen that the Internet puts power in the hands of those whose intent is to invade privacy, to cause mischief, to deceive and to steal.  As well as creating opportunities for individual users and groups to create content, develop services, and exercise fundamental freedoms, the Internet creates opportunities to monopolize markets, control access to information, and deny basic human rights.  As well as enriching the comparatively well-to-do people who have easy and affordable access, the Internet further impoverishes and disadvantages those who do not.
We are now at the point where the “bias of communication” introduced by the Internet in association with other ICTs has sufficiently re-shaped economic and social structures that established approaches to governing traditional communications media (i.e. telecommunications, broadcasting, the cultural/content industries) clearly do not provide an adequate basis for governing the Internet – whether it is seen in isolation as a communication technology, or more broadly in interaction with economic and social structures.

We are also at the point where the re-shaping of the Internet through its interaction with global economic and social forces has progressed sufficiently to make it equally clear that established approaches to Internet governance do not provide a sufficient basis for guiding its future development towards the ambitious public policy goals that have been posited for the Internet – by individual countries, and universally in the WSIS Declaration of Principles.
One of the essential messages of the Internet is that new governance models are needed.

The Internet as Model and Metaphor
If it is true that the Internet means that new governance models are needed, and if it is also true that traditional telecommunications, broadcasting, media and Internet governance models are no longer adequate to achieve the public goals, private ambitions, and personal expectations that have set for the Internet, on what basis can we design new governance principles, processes and structures?
To answer this question, it may be helpful to revert from Innis, the economist and social theorist, to McLuhan, the medieval scholar turned media analyst, to consider whether there are elements in the structure of the Internet as a medium of communication that can help suggest an appropriate governance model.

The basic notion of the Internet is that it is a “network of networks”, all of which use open protocols and standards, as well as a common system for identifying resources, to enable higher-level communications among networks – regardless of differences in their underlying technologies, internal structures, contents, purposes, and user communities.

Thus described, it seems to me that this notion of the Internet can indeed suggest the outline of a new governance model that responds to the needs of an Internet/ICT-shaped world, and which is multilateral, transparent, and democratic, and fully engages all actors.
In this model, we could conceive of Internet governance as the product of a ‘governance network of governance networks’ –i.e.
· as the product of interaction between government networks, private sector networks and civil society networks operating at local, national, regional and global levels, 
· each with its distinct ecology of goals, constituents, contents, internal structures, and underlying ‘technologies’ for accomplishing its purposes (i.e. laws, markets and communities respectively), and 

· communicating through ‘governance protocols’, which would define the roles and responsibilities of different actors and establish decision-making rules and procedures on the basis of agreed norms (which might vary according to context, within an underlying framework of rights and freedoms), in relation to particular issues.

Considered in the abstract, it may be difficult to judge whether this proposition is anything more than a metaphorical leap of faith, or an example of the dangers of reasoning by analogy.

However, when seen in the light of emerging examples of Internet governance practice, the proposition that effective Internet governance is essentially about setting up open, publicly accessible communication networks to coordinate action between different kinds of governance networks, which are logically and practically distinct, may appear somewhat more convincing.  For example,
· The Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN) appears to be an interesting example of this kind of governance model, particularly if the flaws in its current structure and processes can be remedied.

· The “multi-stakeholder, toolkit” approach to combating spam and dealing with other issues of cyber-security, which is currently being developed among OECD members, may illustrate how a “governance network of governance networks” model could be applied to some of the more complex and difficult Internet governance issues facing the global community.

· The community-based approach to extending access to broadband networks and high-speed Internet services that is currently being trialed in rural and remote areas of Canada, among other places, is a potentially powerful model for serving areas previously considered uneconomical, through the creation of local “networks of networks” involving community associations, public service providers, businesses, government agencies, and residents.

It is still too early to tell if these and other examples of Internet-modeled governance networks will prove more effective than traditional approaches in dealing with specific Internet governance issues, and whether they can be generalized across the entire range of Internet governance issues so as to create a global Internet governance régime.

This will depend on the nature of the governance challenges that arise from the ongoing interaction between the Internet, ICTs and economic and social structures.  It will also depend on the evolution of the Internet itself, and the extent to which emerging communication technologies – such as Next Generation Networks, ubiquitous networks, grid computing, and optical circuit-switched networks – preserve the fundamental features of the traditional Internet, or introduce substantially different communication models.

In addition, even if Internet-modeled governance arrangements prove effective at the local, national, and regional levels, it will almost certainly be more difficult to introduce them at international level where far more governance variables come into play – as the ICANN example demonstrates.
In spite of these unknowns and uncertainties, it seems clear that the international application of the model of Internet governance as a ‘governance network of governance networks’ provides the possibility of creating innovative arrangements that are more inclusive, transparent and democratic, and more fully engage all actors, than existing arrangements.
At the very least, this proposition seems worth testing and evaluating, whether through WSIS or by other means.
� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.unicttaskforce.org" ��http://www.unicttaskforce.org� for a free download of MacLean, D., ed. (2004) Internet Governance: A Grand Collaboration, which includes “Herding Schrödinger’s Cats: Conceptual Tools for Thinking about Internet Governance”, a paper originally prepared for the February 2004 ITU Workshop on Internet Governance (see � HYPERLINK "http://www.itu.int/osg/spu/forum/intgov04/index.html" ��http://www.itu.int/osg/spu/forum/intgov04/index.html� for the proceedings of this workshop).


� It is interesting to note that the WSIS Declaration of Principles appears to contemplate a scheme of this kind in §49, in defining the roles of national governments, the private sector, civil society, intergovernmental organizations and other international organizations.


� See “What to Do About ICANN: A Proposal for Structural Reform”, an April, 2005 concept paper by the Internet Governance Project available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.internetgovernance.org" ��http://www.internetgovernance.org� for an interesting set of proposals as to how this might be done.


� The author hopes to be in a position to share the Canadian example of this approach, which is scheduled for public announcement in May, with Forum participants at the time of the event.  In addition to tough anti-spam laws and strengthened enforcement measures, this approach includes detailed codes of practice developed by ISPs, other network operators, and e-mail marketers, as well as initiatives to promote public awareness and increase international cooperation.


� See � HYPERLINK "http://broadband.gc.ca" ��http://broadband.gc.ca� for one example of a community-based approach to achieving access to broadband networks and high-speed Internet services in areas that lie outside the commercial marketplace.  Unlike traditional governance models for serving uneconomical areas, which typically rely on public or private subsidies to build out networks and provide affordable services, this approach is based on the notion that it is possible for individual communities or groups of communities to build a ‘business case’ sufficiently robust to attract private investment in broadband infrastructure, and to create competitive local markets for Internet content, applications and services, by aggregating the needs of local health care facilities, schools, libraries, government agencies, businesses, community associations and individual residents through the agency of “community champions” – essentially, local Internet governance structures that bring technology down to earth by establishing and maintaining communication networks within the community.


� Although it is a subject beyond the scope of this paper, it might be worthwhile investigating whether Internet-modeled governance arrangements of the kind it proposes could be applied to other areas of public policy and international cooperation, or whether models of this kind are already emerging.  It is also interesting to note that the need to provide effective international governance for a previous communication technology –the telegraph – led to the creation of the first intergovernmental organization, the International Telecommunication Union (ITU).  Might the need to provide more effective international governance for the Internet lead to a similar governance innovation – the first set of arrangements that are significantly more inclusive, transparent and democratic than those embedded in traditional intergovernmental organizations?
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