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Thanks and greetings, 

 

I am pleased to be here today representing the Global Commission on Internet Governance, launched by 
CIGI and Chatham House.  

 

We believe the Internet is at a critical point in its development. The tone of the debate on Internet 
governance has become more discordant of late. Strong competing interests are pushing for increased 
government control and a greater voice in the governance of the Internet – both its infrastructure and 
what we do with it. The outcome is not at all clear, but whatever the result it will certainly affect a broad 
sweep of entangled economic, technical, regulatory, political and social interests.  

 

The Commission’s goal is to provide guidance for addressing the interests and values of all states – both 
for the advanced democracies and for states that are uncertain about the future of multi-stakeholder 
governance on issues including governance legitimacy, regulation, innovation, online rights and systemic 
risk. 

 

That is an ambitious task. But as the slides we saw yesterday made clear, the G20 clearly understands 
that the Internet already plays a vital role in our economy and our societies. In stable conditions, that 
role can only grow. But it also creates major challenges. Consider just some of the disruption we have 
experienced:   
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The Internet has changed forever the business model of telecommunications firms bringing huge new 
demands for broadband, while requiring entirely new approaches to generating revenues. At the same 
time, new Internet businesses are being built that generate new opportunities. Some of these are based 
on the assumption of free flow of information across borders. These can trigger legal, regulatory and 
social challenges in various economies. Can there be a shared framework that can ease the transitions 
for some, that can accommodate differing social needs and expectations, and yet not inhibit innovation? 

 

To deal with complex problems like this, let’s start by clarifying what we mean by Internet governance. I 
think the standard working definition is still the one that was developed by the UN World Summit on the 
Information Society 10 years ago: 

“…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.” 

 

This is a very complicated definition, but it highlights several important concepts – first that everyone 
plays a part in Internet governance in their area of expertise or authority. Second, it emphasizes that it is 
important that principles, norms, rules, etc., be shared. And finally that Internet governance is 
concerned with the evolution and use of the Internet, so it is oriented toward the future and the impact 
on users.  The world has been working with this definition since 2005, in what has come to be called the 
multi-stakeholder model. 

 

Here are just a few examples:  

Numeric Internet addresses (which non-technical people rarely see) are key to being able to use the 
Internet Specialized organizations called Regional Internet Registries have evolved to essentially manage 
the Internet’s phone book: handing out addresses, ensuring that quality control is in place, and making 
policies to govern address allocation and use. These are multistakeholder entities, bringing together 
technical experts, commercial interests who need a growing number of addresses, law enforcement 
officials and governments. All of them are affected by this seemingly simple task, and it is one area of 
Internet governance that works well. Still, there has been a debate about whether this should be the job 
of the RIRs or whether it should be taken over by a UN agency. 

 

More obvious to Internet users are the names we use in place of addresses, and the Domain Name 
System is managed by ICANN, a California-based not-for-profit. (Full disclosure: until recently I was a 



Board member at ICANN.) ICANN brings together the industry that creates and sells domain names, but 
also commercial interests who use those names, intellectual property interests, governments, 
academics, not-for-profit entities and Internet users to make both technical and policy decisions. 
ICANN’s future is currently the topic of intense debate, because the US Government has announced it 
believes it can now give up its oversight of the organization. Processes are underway to determine what 
will take the place of the government in that role, and those processes are a focal point for a key 
Internet governance debate. 

 

A number of multilateral organizations have long dealt with issues that are being changed and 
challenged by the expanding influence of the Internet, and they are evolving to address these. Examples 
include several of the United Nations entities like UNESCO, the ITU and WIPO. The OECD is another of 
these, as is the WTO and regional organizations like the Council of Europe, APEC, the OAS and so on. If 
the G20 decides to actively engage as an organization, it would fit in this group.  

 

Other government organizations also are active. Some of these are special purpose bodies like The 
London Action Plan that deals with spam and, now, broader cyber security issues. 

 

There are also a seemingly endless number of private sector, academic and civil society organizations 
involved in Internet governance. 

 

The fact that the Internet is now widely acknowledged to be a core element in our economies, our 
societies and our personal lives means that all of these kinds of organizations increasingly come into 
contact, and sometimes into conflict. This makes sense, and emphasizes the reason that Internet 
governance must engage all stakeholders and must be built on shared values if it is to be practical.  

 

I’d like to turn, then, to one of the values that is broadly shared among many of the stakeholders and 
organizations active in Internet governance, but that nonetheless has brought us to the present turning 
point. That is the value of openness, a key factor in the success of the Internet so far.  

 

Openness is broadly defined in this context. It means openness at the technical level, in developing 
open, voluntary technical standards and openly published protocols. It means openness in market 
conditions, obviously a major focus of the G20 in its work on standards, rules of the road and best 
practices. It means openness to what is known as “permissionless innovation” even if that can be 
disruptive, as in telecommunications. It means openness in its governance, where all parties affected by 



rules should be able to participate in developing those rules. And, openness generally includes social 
aspects, although that can be controversial.  

 

For the Internet as we know it, openness is essential.  

 

In 2008, the OECD’s Ministerial meeting recognized the link between the openness of the Internet and 
its ability to be a catalyst for economic growth and social wellbeing. The engineers who created the 
Internet will tell you its interconnected architecture was designed to be open by default. As we have 
developed new technologies, new applications and new uses for the Internet, its openness has 
expanded to influence other areas such as: 

 

• Opening the trading system not only to a broader geographical reach for companies, but to 
include new customers, and to create new trade opportunities, where anything that can be 
digitized can be traded on the Internet. When we think about developments such as 3D printers, 
you can imagine the possibilities that are yet to come. 

 

• New opportunities for innovation, knowledge sharing and entrepreneurship. The light-handed 
regulatory approach that has characterized the Internet environment has encouraged 
unimaginable creativity, where new entrants need not seek approval to launch new, legal 
services 

 

• Social development through greater empowerment and access to social services such as health 
and education, --sometimes domestically, sometimes across borders. 

 

I think most of us recognize that openness must be bounded. There are legitimate reasons for setting 
limits. Too much openness can lead to undesirable consequences. Many examples are obvious, such as 
child protection. The need to maintain security, and to fight crime are others. Governments can of 
course set limits domestically or multilaterally, but so also can non-government actors such as industry 
associations. Yet there are ways to restrict openness that respect the fundamental principles of 
openness and free exchange, and there are ways that do damage, perhaps even to the extent of 
breaking the Internet to the detriment of all our economies. 

 



Similarly, too little openness also can be economically and socially costly. At the extreme, overzealous 
attempts to impose limits could ultimately lead to fragmentation of the Internet which would have 
grave consequences for trade, civic engagement, innovation and social progress. 

 

As an example: many individual Internet users are frustrated when they try to use services from other 
countries because of barriers put up by some content providers. For example, as a Canadian, I cannot 
watch content from many other countries because of geo-blocking: the practice of restricting access to 
content based upon the user's geographical location. I cannot make purchases from some other 
countries’ e-commerce sites. That is frustrating. Now imagine a fragmented Internet where your 
country’s major companies are blocked from doing business or engaging in innovative collaboration with 
companies, SMEs or entrepreneurs in other countries because national barriers have been built on the 
Internet. That would be more serious. Yet a number of countries do block political or cultural content in 
the name of protecting national sovereignty. 

 

In 2015, the question all stakeholders increasingly are addressing in Internet governance is where they 
should be on the Internet openness spectrum. The Global Commission on Internet Governance is 
actively engaged in this debate. In April, the Commission issued a call for societies to develop a new 
social compact for privacy and security. Such a social compact must be built on a shared commitment 
by all stakeholders in developed and less-developed countries to take concrete action to build trust and 
confidence in the Internet. The Commission urged building a broad commitment to the concept of 
collaborative security and to privacy, rather than leaving it to governments to engage in lengthy and 
over-politicized negotiations and conferences. The approach of developing a social compact is seen as a 
concept that can apply across the whole range of Internet governance issues. 

 

Returning to the definition of Internet governance that came out of the WSIS, this group might start by 
clarifying where the G20’s particular areas of competence and authority can contribute positively to 
Internet governance. There needs to be broad agreement about what G20 issues would benefit from 
engagement in multistakeholder debate, and what would be desirable outcomes. 

 

In the current global environment, to have the greatest positive impact, we could recommend that the 
G20 take a strong stand in favour of Internet openness. I do not believe it is an exaggeration to say that 
the future of the Internet depends on finding a way we can jointly support an open Internet, and 
therefore it has to be part of the global economic agenda.  

 



With that commitment, we could further look at including mention of Internet governance in other G20 
themes for this year.  

 

Infrastructure for development is one possibility. Recommendations with clear measures of success 
could be around penetration rates, smart investment, initiatives to create enabling regulatory 
environments, or perhaps in terms of human capacity development to ensure uptake as the Internet 
becomes more available. Studies could be done to understand how to effectively increase Internet skills 
in areas such as software and security. 

 

Turning to Inclusiveness as a theme, recommendations could build on the literature about innovation 
and entrepreneurial success among SMEs in the networked economy. What are the governance 
measures that can encourage SMEs to expand their markets, and how can success be measured? 

 

I suspect these are not new ideas for most of you in this room. I suggest them only to start off a 
discussion today. 

 

Thank you. 




