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>>  Hello?  Participants, we are going to start very soon.  So please be seated.

(Music playing.)

>>  So good morning, ladies and gentlemen.  Welcome to the Asia‑Pacific regional Internet Governance Forum.  I'm Yanis from the dot Asia, the Secretariat for APrIGF.  Nice to see you here today.  Those participating remotely online, thank you very much for joining us.  This is supported by the Japan Internet providers association, JAIPA and the local Secretariat.  This is already the third APrIGF since the first one initiated in Hong Kong, 2010.  We hope to bring everybody together and serve as a platform and supplementing the global rIGF with our input.  We are happy to see that the growth of the APrIGF itself and it is more well represented and well represented in the community.  This year we are having more than 20 sections happening throughout these three days and at least 300 online registrations.  In addition, with the 100 speakers coming from all over the region and various stakeholder groups including the civil society, academics and also youth.

Here by we would like to express our greatest gratitude to the supporting organisations to make this conference happen.  This morning we will have several welcome remarks first and followed by a panel discussing the state of IGF and finally having we will have hour honorable keynote speaker.  We now invite Dr. Ken‑ichi Senba, the President of Aoyama Gakuin University, to give us the first remarks.  Dr. Senba, please.

(Applause.)

>> KEN-ICHI SENBA:  Good morning, everyone. 

(Standing by for English translation.) 

>> KEN‑ICHI SENBA:  People who help in organizing this forum.  We also are able to provide assistance to this forum by my university.  I am really proud of that.  In organizing this forum, I also would like to appreciate the efforts of many different people.  So I would like to express my sincere appreciation just organizing this forum.  Now, the free competition, the market economy and information system which had been developed under the three competitions.  Now today, as you know, there is a need for regulations which has started to be happening these days.  Just because it is the days of the Internet, it was centering on the Internet for the ICT society, how it should be and for the ‑‑ we need to bring our wisdom and intelligence to discuss together about this issue of the Internet governance and also in the facing Internet governance and to improve on that.  There are important global issues.  It is one of the very important global issues these days.  Environmental issues, resource and energy issues, and international currency and other issues, but also Internet governance is very important and very urgent issue as well.  So for these next three days we will be discussing, and I hope this will be a fruitful result achieved from the discussion on this forum.

For those of you who have participated in this forum, I would like to express my sincere expectation for those participants.  So with that, I would like to conclude my opening remark as an organizing and helping in this venue for this forum.  Thank you very much.

(Applause.)

>>  Thank you, Dr. Senba.  And thank you for joining us in this beautiful building which is newly built since last month.  The second, may we now invite Mr. Taketsune Watanabe, Chairman of the Japan ISP Association.  To say a few words to us.

(Applause.)

>> TAKETSUNE WATANABE:  Good morning.  Distinguished guests, ladies and gentlemen I am Taketsune Watanabe.  On behalf of Japanese support team I would like to express my sincere appreciation to everybody who supports throughout Asia‑Pacific, the Asia‑Pacific Internet Governance Forum in Tokyo.  I can mention the name of everybody here.  Please allow me to pick out a few names.  Professor Ang Peng Hwa.  Oh, please!  I think I ask you to stand up so that people can recognize you.

Okay.  The Director of Singapore Internet Research Centre, Chair of Stakeholders Steering Committee, the Asia‑Pacific Internet Governance Forum.  Mr. Chengetai Masango, the Secretariat for the Internet Governance Forum.  Mr. Shun Sakurai, the Director‑General of the Telecommunications Bureau, Minister of Internal Affairs and Communication.

And Mr. Akira Arima.  He is President and CEO of NTT Communications Corporation.  Mr. Keith Davidson.

(Applause.)

>> TAKETSUNE WATANABE:  He is Vice Chair of Asia‑Pacific Top Level Domain Association.  Mr. Kuek Yu‑Chaung, Board of Directors, Asia Internet Coalition.

Mr. Edmon Chung.  He is the CEO of dot Asia and he and his organisation is very, very excellent.  Secretariat of Asia‑Pacific Regional IGF.  Thank you very much.

(Applause.)

>> TAKETSUNE WATANABE:  I am honored with the presence of all of you and would like to extend my warm welcome to Japan and the forum.  My appreciation also goes to the Multi‑Stakeholder Steering Committee of this forum.  That has been so devoted on an every day basis to make this important event possible.

All those things that have made available to us, these Director rooms and all the facilities and enabled us to prepare for the events here and Japanese enterprises and overseas organisations that have been so kind to render sponsorship and so many individuals and organisations who support the event with their own way, without any of which the event would not have been possible.

Incoming three days let us discuss the development of the Internet and the robust infrastructure and exchange of opinion from a variety of perspectives.  Finally, I hope you will enjoy the coming three days and your stay in Tokyo.

Now, it's hot, but still I think you can enjoy.  Thank you very much.

(Applause.)

>>  Thank you, Mr. Watanabe.  Now we invite Professor Ang Peng Hwa, the Director of the Singapore Internet Research Centre to make a few remarks.  Professor Ang Hwa, please.

>> ANG PENG HWA:  Even before I speak, I could be done, right.  Good morning, so good to see so many of you here.  In a way I'm glad for the Japanese hot weather.  I'm from Singapore where this is normal or cool, you know?  Normal or cool.  Also it gives us an excuse to remove our ties.  In the IGF tradition we are relaxed and informal.  The tendency to wear ties at such a function, but I am glad we can be nevertheless informal here.

I have a longer spiel, but given the time I am just going to do the important task of thanking a lot of supporters and sponsors.  First of all, to thank the President of the Aoyama Gakuin University, Dr. Senba, thank you for this wonderful facility.  It is new.  In Singapore, when it's new, there's always a risk of something not quite right happening.  It is new but everything is right.  It's amazing, right?

Thank you, Mr. Watanabe for your hospitality and all the arrangements and all the support.  It is, this is only possible with the strong support of the local community and Mr. Watanabe too.

They do the work, thank you for coming all the way from Geneva.  You are traveling more, physically as well.  So he is from Geneva.  In fact, Geneva, changing to clothes and going to Washington, D.C.  Thank you, Mr. Shun Sakurai, the Director‑General of tell com bureau.  This shows the multi‑stakeholder approach in Internet governance discussion.  We have government involved in discussions Like this as well.  It's business, government and civil society, the three legs, the three stakeholders.

Thank you also, Mr. Akira Arima, the President and CEO of NTT Communications Corporation.  I am supporting your company.  I'm roaming on that channel.  Mr. Keith Davidson, thank you for being here.  He is a board member of ISOC, promoting the use of Internet for everybody.  Kuek Yu‑Chaung is with a new body, Asia Internet Coalition, an organisation of all the Internet companies in the world, eBay and so forth.  They are looking at recommending changes in‑laws.  I don't know what you would suggest, certain unsavory aspects, but no, I would say giving good advice and recommendations on the good and proper use of the Internet.  Of course, my friend Edmon, strong supporter of the IGF and APrIGF.  The company that he runs, dot Asia is supporting community efforts like this.  This APrIGF, I guess, had a major role in promoting this.  We met there is at Sharm el‑Sheikh.  In Singapore I picked up the ball, and I'm glad in Tokyo we now have it here.  I want to thank you for coming and I hope you have stimulating discussions here and enjoy the good fresh Japanese food here.

Have a few good days of discussion.  Thank you.

(Applause.)

>>  Thank you, Peng Hwa and thank you for your work leading the APrIGF.  May we now invite Chengetai Masango from the Internet Governance Forum to say a few words to us.  Mr. Chengetai, please.

>> CHENGETAI MASANGO:  Thank you very much.  It is an honor and pleasure to be among you here today at the APrIGF 2012 Tokyo conference.  Japan was the ‑‑ as most of you know, the Internet governance forum is one of the major outcomes of the world summit on the information society and was first convened in 2006 by the United Nations Secretary General.  One of the main aims is the discussion of public policy issues related to key elements of Internet governance.

In order to foster the sustainability, robustness, stability and development of the Internet for all people.

Its multi‑stakeholder nature facilitates discussions from all groups about Internet governance issue.  The IGF's mandate was initially set for five years but was renewed in 2010 for a further five years, the end of which were consigned with the world plus ten review.  During the past five years the IGF held meetings in different regions and gained international recognition in open inclusive space which contributes to shaping decisions taken within governance frameworks.  Since 2008 the number of international IGF initiatives has grown.  We now have 11 regional and 121 national IGFs that together cover the globe.  These initiatives while not a direct outcome of the Tunis Agenda are effective and have an equally important goal in raising awareness, formulating discussions and providing a multi‑stakeholder environment for discussing Internet governance issues.

They bring into particular focus the national and regional issues that are of most concern to the region.

The Asia‑Pacific region has one of the most dynamic regional IGFs.  Its pre‑IGF meetings have raised awareness in the region about Internet governance issues and participants have participated in IGF annual meetings.  The Asia‑Pacific region also has members in their multi‑stakeholder advisory group and I also see here some original members of the working group on Internet governance which report led to the formation of the IGF and also the accepted definition of Internet governance.

The Asia‑Pacific is the largest and most diverse region covered by regional IGFs with a multitude of unique governance challenges such as in the Pacific islands regions where one of the challenges is that of connecting the widely dispersed islands.  But the region also deals with common Internet governance challenges such as challenges faced by the seemingly die cot Mick roles of privacy which are common to all Internet users.  The Asia‑Pacific region brings its own perspectives of these issues and there by enriching the global debate.  The region takes lead in certain themes such as, for instance, control and disaster management.  Sharing regional experiences and promoting best practices and there by strengthening the global Internet governance dialogue.  I would like to congratulate and thank the organizing Committees, the Chair, Aoyama Gakuin University in generously donating the space and the community at large for starting the IGF, the regional IGF and of course, starting another successful IGF which will hopefully feed into the global debate.

I would like to wish you well and hopefully that you will have good discussions, which I'm sure you'll have.  And I also hope to see you in Baku the 6th through 9th of November, 2012.

>>  Thank you, Chengetai, and we'll see you in Baku in November.

Mr. Shun Sakurai, the Director‑General of Telecommunications Bureau of Japan.  Mr. Sakurai, please.

>> SHUN SAKURAI:  Good morning.  I am here from the MIC, Director‑General of the Telecommunications Bureau of Japan and I am very happy that you have come to this forum in Japan.  Thanks to the efforts by the stakeholders and also the professor Senba and other efforts including the Japanese ISP Association and also the people who are here, all efforts have been made to realize this forum here in Tokyo.  Let me discuss, in the Internet it is now the important infrastructure to support democracy and also to provide sustainable approach and also to bring out innovations and important infrastructure of society.  So therefore, Internet, managing the Internet and operation of the Internet, how it should be done and also on the Internet services on the Internet, how it should be in many ways, some discussions and we are finding some issues as well.  The one thing that we want to confirm is the freedom of the Internet as well.  And the openness of the Internet needs to be secured.  Those are very critical aspects of the Internet:  Freedom and openness.  So under such freedoms and open Internet, it allows diversity of information to be distributed and transmitted globally as well.  This is very important.

On the other hand, Internet has a global influence or impact.  Then would be might also ask the question of how the freedom should be enjoyed because we are facing the Internet security issue also on the Internet.  We have some impact on the youngsters, especially those teenagers who have an impact from it as well and also privacy of information protection issue as well.  Especially young people are now using smart phones which is always connected to the Internet and it is portable all the time.  So therefore, including the location information it involves privacy issue which is a very important hot issue to be recognized.  And also there is a copyright issues and other issues.

So on the Internet, it is not just you can simply solve those issues by saying they are free on the Internet.  So therefore we need to consider and to require global level discussion and also need to consider cultural and economic and also other systems discussions as well.

And so in that sense, as the multi‑stakeholder here in this forum to do this type of discussion on this APrIGF is a very important role to be played by APrIGF.  And in this forum starting from today, a very good discussion can be conducted.  Last year in Japan we had a great Japanese earthquake, which disaster struck Japan last year and also disaster recovery.  We also have recovery from the disaster, how the Internet should play a role in the recovery as well.  It is also a good discussion for this session as well.

One‑third of the population, 2.3 billion people are using Internet and 45 percent of them are living in Asia‑Pacific region.  So in the Asia‑Pacific region, and this is a very important thing that I would like to, I'm looking forward to this forum and those discussions.

I would like to wish for you success in this forum.  Thank you very much.

(Applause.)

>>  Thank you, Mr. Sakurai for your comments.  Now, let's have Mr. Akira Arima, President and CEO of NTT Communications Corporation, one of the major sponsors of this forum.  Mr. Arima, please.

>> AKIRA ARIMA:  Good morning.  Thank you very much.  My name is Arima.  I'm from NTT Communications.  On this occasion of the third APrIGF forum I would like to say a few words of greetings.  First of all to all the members taking part in this event, I would like to speak on behalf of the Japanese Internet Service Provider and extend my welcome to you.  As Mr. Sakurai mentioned, about 40 percent of the Internet users all over the world are located here in the Asia‑Pacific region.  Also the activity here in this Asia‑Pacific region will have a great impact on the users globally.  And as Mr. Sakurai also mentioned, and you are well aware of how the disaster that we encountered last March with the major earthquake, tsunami in the east region of Japan.  At that time we received much support from the Asia‑Pacific region.  I would like to take this opportunity to thank you all for your assistance.  And with the disaster, it became clear that the access to the traditional means of communication had been taken out of service.  Also that it didn't help us very much to have ‑‑ it did help us very much to help new media and means of communication available to us.

In the three‑day meeting that we will be having today there will be much discussion on surrounding the Internet and mention some of the recent occurrences, how the I development B6 was launched earlier this year.  So I believe that there will be very active discussions that are revolving around this issue.

And the Internet, of course, the rule is that it should be very open.  But we have many cultures and many languages in this world, all taking part in the Internet.  So we would like to see what will be the best form of Internet that we can have here.  It is of great importance for us Internet suppliers, service providers to understand this.

Another topic which also is hot is cloud computing.  In the NTT company we have announced a global cloud division this year and see what sort of contributions we can make in this world where there will be a lot of cloud computing introduced.  So I understand that there will be a very active discussion on this topic in the three‑day meeting as well.  Looking at the participants list, I see that we have a very good representation of all regions of the world and because the Internet is always evolving from day‑to‑day, I think this is going to be a very meaningful forum in which we will be able to discuss the important issues surrounding the Internet.

In closing, I would like to wish you therefore the further prosperity of your Internet businesses of all the participants here.  Thank you very much for your attention.

(Applause.)

>>  Thank you, Mr. Arima, and thank you for your support.  Mr. Kuek Yu‑Chaung is the board of Director of the Asia Internet Coalition, one of our sponsors.  Mr. Yu‑Chaung, please.

>>  Very good morning, everyone.  My name is Kuek and on most days I wear two hats.  Today I'm speaking to you in the capacity of Director on the board of the Asia Internet Coalition, but my day job is with Yahoo where I handle public policy issues for the Asia‑Pacific region.

As Professor Ang introduced, the Asia Internet Coalition is a fairly new industry association that comprises us, eBay, Google and Skype.  And together as a collection of companies, we represent probably the entire range of disruptive technologies that challenge the status quo.

Together as companies, we have presented new technologies that allow us to communicate, learn about the world, and do business and transact in unprecedented ways.

Now, when you have something that challenges the status quo necessarily, you need a policy response to things that the world has never seen before.  And in our minds, the best way to come up with an appropriate response is to have transparent robust debate and hopefully through that transparent and robust debate we get to do away with the unsavory lobbying that comes along along the way.  Through this process we hope to come up with well balanced policies as we allow an environment that introduces new technologies that we have not seen before or we might not have been able to imagine even before.

Now, the IGF process, and specifically the Asia‑Pacific regional IGF is the premiere platform for such debate, for such conversation, for such exchange of opinions to take place, which is why the AIC is a proud partner of the IGF process.  It feels great to be back in a university campus.  I sincerely thank the organizers this year for picking a university as a venue and as industry practitioners, regulators, thinkers, and engaged digital citizens, we have a collective responsibility to be engaged in this debate and hopefully through that process we will come up with the policies that we desire.  So I look forward to three days of great conversation with colleagues.  Thank you very much for having us here.  Thank you.

>>  Thank you, Mr. Yu‑Chaung, thank you for all the generous support of Asia Internet Coalition.  Now we have another representative from an important stakeholder group, Mr. Keith Davidson, the Vice Chair of the Asia‑Pacific Top Level Domain Association.  Keith, please.

>> KEITH DAVIDSON:  Good morning, everyone.  My name is Keith Davidson.  Kuek was just saying he was wearing two hats.  I wear multiple hats.  People say with a hairline like mine I should wear a hat all the time.  I'm the Internet Director of ISOC, that looks to promote and protect the New Zealand and runs the country code.  I'm also Chairman of APTLD, the CCTLD association, we have 39 members of CCTLDs from the Asia‑Pacific Region, accounting for about 95 percent of all the Domain names registered in our region.  I was recently elected to the board of directors of ISOC.  I'm a member of the Pacific Island Chapter of ISOC.

I was the organizer of the inaugural Pacific IGF last year.  And I have participated on a number of organizing Committees, including the MSG of this group, the Australian IGF and the New Zealand IGF which were held last week.  The Vice Chair of the country code support organisation.  I guess I can say I'm the representative of various business and civil society organisations that are committed to the principles of multi‑stakeholders and to just take what Peng Hwa said earlier, multi‑stakeholders, and this is about bringing together government, business, and civil society and most importantly to provide a point of equal participation and I guess that's why we're all here today is to make that commitment as equal participants to try to find solutions to these troubles that Internet governance causes.

ISOC have the principle that the Internet is for everyone.  And I guess we should always remember that mandate while we are here to do our work.  That this Internet is ours collectively and we should try and come up with frameworks by which we enshrine that use that gives us the freedoms, the information that it does.

It's an honor and a pleasure for me to on behalf of the communities I serve to thank our hosts and sponsors for this meeting in Tokyo.  Thank you.

>>  Thank you, Keith.  Last but not least, Mr. Edmon Chung is here, from the dot Asia organisation to give us a few comments.  Edmon, please.

>> EDMON CHUNG:  Thank you, Yanis.  Thank you very much for the opportunity to speak here and thank you very much for the host this year.  This is the third time we gather here for the Asia‑Pacific regional IGF and as one of the original perpetrators, I guess, I'm very excited to see the growth of this event going forward as well.

And just so ‑‑ one of the important things about dot Asia which is the organisation that I represent, is that our ‑‑ we were created in this background of Internet governance and multi‑stakeholder approach and we are always grateful to rely on the collaborative spirit of the Asia‑Pacific Internet community to continue to be successful and dot Asia is a very committed to not only the, this continuing of this regional IGF but also in general the Internet community in Asia.

With that I also commit ourselves to continue to support the regional IGF as the Secretariat, as long as everyone wishes us to be here, but regardless, we are very committed to play any supportive or contributive role to continue to make this successful.  One of the areas that we are especially putting effort into as Peng Hwa earlier mentioned is to bring our youth up to speed in Internet governance and also this multi‑stakeholder approach which we always talk about and I would like to just say that we really shouldn't take it for granted.  Today we often repeat that all the good things about multi‑stakeholder approach, but it is still one of the things that is being debated.  It was a long road for us to bring Internet governance forum into this multi‑stakeholder approach model and it is, that is also a reason why every year we bring along young people and in conjunction with the regional IGF we every year committed to bring the youth IGF camp and take this opportunity to please stand up ‑‑ the net mission crew from Hong Kong, who is organizing the youth IGF camp.

(Applause.) 

>> EDMON CHUNG:  The importance there is really not to take for granted the multi‑stakeholder approach.  It is a hard fought mole that actually brings together the civil society, the governments and businesses and the industry.

What I would call a balanced participation, not a particular stakeholder being dominant.  But we really shouldn't take this for granted.  That brings me to a little plug which actually dot Asia is also supporting.  Tomorrow is the Mandela Day.  At dot Asia it is one of the things that we are supporting starting this year and going forward as well.

And I guess everybody knows Mandela.  One of the key spirits is his fight for humanity over his basically, most of the time his life.  Mandela day dot Asia is calling on everyone to spend 67 minutes of tomorrow, tomorrow is Nelson Mandela's birthday and it's the global Nelson Mandela day.  He spent 67 years of his life fighting for humanity.  The initiative calls on everyone to spend 67 minutes ‑‑ just 67 minutes of your time tomorrow to think about how we can make the world a better place.  Since we are here, hopefully to make the Internet a better place in the future.

So I would like to close with one of the very interesting quotes from Nelson Mandela himself which highlights the essence of the multi‑stakeholder approach.  He said I like friends who have independent minds because they tend to make you see problems from all angles.  So as we go into the heated debates and arguments in the next three days ahead, I think we do not always have to agree with each other, but I think it is the bringing together of the diverse perspective that really makes this multi‑stakeholder approach successful.  Thank you.

(Applause.)

>>  Thank you, and thank you again to all the speakers and to all our participants.  I hope you enjoy these three days of discussions.  To kick off our wonderful discussions now may I invite Professor Ang Peng Hwa to start with the introduction discussions, the state of the IGF.  Peng Hwa, please.

>> ANG PENG HWA:  Good morning again.  We are not going to take a formal break.  Feel free to take a break, get some water, use the restroom.

I teach a course and these guys are pretty much of a kind.  I have been trained we have until 12:00 o'clock.  I would like to like ‑‑ I would like to review the time that we have for our session.  Let me talk a bit about this introductory session, to bring everyone up to speed.  Cheng Hwa mentioned the idea, Internet Governance Forum was the outcome of the world summit on Internet society.  WSIS was several years.  Among the realignment ‑‑ the first summit, we have had two summits because in the traditional sense, summits are it, the end.  You cannot have a second summit, okay?  But since W SIS there has been second summit, government, climate change, et cetera.  The first summit, this is a lot of the importance of the WSIS as well.

‑‑ the feeling is that we have a next resource, right?  There are a lot of heated ‑‑ this is the Internet and it should ‑‑ the Asia control Internet, I see the Internet should be regulated and in Singapore.  So it is regulated.  There is the need for regulation of the Internet.  The reason is that it is unique IP address, unique number.  These numbers are the number connected with the machine.  Machine, individual and non‑duplicated numbers.  Somebody must keep track of this directory.  The person is at the root and this is ICANN and I dropped that in.  The server is in the present USA.  Pretty close, right?  USS R would be over there.  The.

The ‑‑

(Audio trouble.)

>> ANG PENG HWA:  Forty of us headed by Kofi Annan.  He gave recommendations about the models for discussion and the second world summit in Tunis they decided on the Internet governance forum.  This forum had two unique feature.  The first was that you had to have a multi‑stakeholder approach.  You had to have government, civil society and business.  It is really unusual because at the international level, it represents citizens.  The industry, this association represents industry.  The Internet societies, who elects civil society.  Citizens elect government.  And regulators.  They come together itself and civil society.  To have civil society ‑‑ it was a big break through.  In fact, you see various organisations trying to bring civil society into the discussions.

It is meant as a talk shop.  The interesting thing is, the USA did not want this ...  The European Union, those are ‑‑ the Americans did not want it, but most of the Europe did.  Typical ‑‑ the IGF was formed and the idea.

Since then it has carried on.  We had five years with the renewal of the process.  There has been, there has been some indications of just talking.  I can't understand why, but IT guys, because IT is interested in consensus, right?  And they are looking, right?  The IGF is talking.  And we say just leave and go about your way.  There are some processes for what we call dynamic solutions.  But it is basically talking.  One of the questions we looked at and we can discuss it, to what extent should we have more outcomes.  For example, there should be recommendations because it is supposed to come at the international level what to recommend.  You identify the issue.  Agree there's a problem there and all right, if you arrive at a solution, different approaches to different problems.

So the IGF has come around.  The feeling among many of us, there is a need to meet, right?  And I mentioned the summary here that there is a die metric change.  Now the USA wants IGF, but China and other countries don't want it.  It is not a big number but a small number.  The feeling is, what did it achieve?  I think we can achieve some things.  Not necessarily in recommendations interval, tangible things, very solid recommendations sense.  But some ways of moving forward to resolve issues, to resolve, possibly resolve our problems.

I have gathered on this panel a group of people who have had exposure, long time working in some aspects of the Internet government and governance issues.  Let me quickly mention them and then I will again speak for five minutes or shorter.  And then the panel, right now I was hoping we would have more time for this.  Mr. Chengetai Masango is the Secretariat of the ISP.  His boss, he's actually the boss, right?

He's been in IGF for several years and he will tell us where IGF stands.  And IGF at the U.N., international level.  Dr. Kuo Wei Wu, CEO of National Information Infrastructure Enterprise Promotion Association in Taiwan and he wears many hats.  Among the hats is head of ICANN.  So what he has to say is very interesting.

Mr. Masanobu Katoh, Chairman of the current APrIGF Tokyo Host Committee.  So giving us perspectives from Japan as well as other places.

Mr. Rajnesh Singh, regional Director of the Asia‑Pacific Regional Bureau ISO.

Interestingly, former head of the IGF Secretariat, joining us as policy Director.  Interesting that there are links there.  Mr. William Drake, coming to us from the University of Zurich.  He want I were working together and still associated with the IGF process.

Mr. Izumi Aizu, the Deputy Director needs no introduction.  He should get a medal for attending the most IGF meetings.  I don't know how he does it, but he manages.  Honestly, I'm not sure, maybe he missed one and then Mr. Pablo Hinojosa, Director of public affairs of APNIC, talking about IGF from the public policy perspective, as well as IP addresses, ISPs and so forth.

So that is the walk through.  Take five minutes to talk to you about some aspect of the IGF from their perspectives and then we will have time for Q&A.

Mr. Chengetai.

>> CHENGETAI MASANGO:  Okay.  I will be quick since we do believe in discussion instead of people listening to talk.

Professor Peng Hwa gave a very good introduction about the IGF and also about the issues that we are currently facing.

The IGF has gone from 2006 in Athens where we had about 800 people to Nairobi where we had 200300 participants from all of the stakeholder groups.

And this is I think proof that there is value in the multi‑stakeholder value.

>>  You want to set this up?  Sorry ‑‑

>> CHENGETAI MASANGO:  Oh, okay.

>>  We'll pause. 

>> CHENGETAI MASANGO:  This is called the working group on Internet governance.

(Chuckles.) 

(Please stand by.)

>> CHENGETAI MASANGO:  Okay, great.

>>  Sorry I interrupted you.  Please proceed.

>> CHENGETAI MASANGO:  Hello?  Okay.  So one of the major uniqueness of the Internet Governance Forum in the U.N. context is the multi‑stakeholder process.  And when we do arrange our meetings, the U.N. conference services is a little bit puzzled.  We always have to explain to them that IGF meetings are a little bit different from other U.N. meetings.  There is no set order of speaking because usually in U.N. meetings it's usually the Member States sit in the front, the private sector at the back, and the civil society maybe in the gallery there somewhere.

And they are observers.  They are not allowed to comment.

In the IGF context, everybody is equal.  We sit everywhere.  There is no set seating arrangements and people are free to speak whenever they want.  They can raise their hands and if civil society member wants to speak before, let's say, a big country, we give preference to the person who raised their hands first.

And as Professor Peng Hwa said, this has an effect in the U.N. system, in the climate change we have seen that and also the WHO.  There's more of these multi‑stakeholder models going on, especially in the fight against AIDS.  As the governments do see that they may not have all the expertise and competence tense to tackle an issue.

But, of course, this multi‑stakeholder model is also under attack by certain entities that feel that it is their, first of all, some feel it is the prerogative of governments to represent the people, since they are, you know, the elected officials, the set officials there and they represent the interests of the State.

But as I said, in Internet issues, you know, Internet crosses all borders.  It is a global good and also with issues such as diseases such as AIDS, they cross borders.  It is not a specific state issue.

Now, with the IGF, when the mandate was renewed in 2010, there was one caveat.  It was that working group on improvements for the IGF would be set up and that working group was set up.  It met first for a year, but they failed to come up with a report.  So the mandate of the working group was extended further to look into the improvements and they did come up with a report.

I personally am quite happy with the report.  It does point out some issues such as more participation from least developed countries and transitional economies, et cetera.

There has been some criticism as Professor Peng Hwa says, on the nature that it's nondecision making nature.  But I personally believe that the IGF is strengthened by its non‑position making nature.  People come into it.  They don't come there, they are not afraid to discuss openly because they know a that what they say is not going to end up in some resolution somewhere.

There is also a problem in having a meeting, especially a meeting such as the IGF coming up with resolutions and principles in that how do you know you have a quorum?  How do you know you have a quorum to that represents the global view?  With traditional U.N. meetings you know because you have countries.  Countries vote or come to consensus.  You know that the majority of the countries agreed or no country has made an objection.

So these are one of the issues that has to be looked into.  If we make that approach.  But of course, for regional and national IGFs, there's, as I said there's 22 national IGFs and 22 regional IGFs.  They come up with plans that are implemented at the regional and national level.  But as I said, sense it is a national and regional effort, it is more open to these kind of things.  But at the global level it's a little bit more difficult.

And I also, this is my personal view.  I will also believe that the nature of the IGF or the nature of the global IGF does embody the nature of the Internet as such because in the Internet you do have multi‑stakeholder process.  You do have requests for comments that come out and people can comment and there's discussion.  People do not really have to follow, let's say the W3C guidelines, but if you don't follow them, things may not work properly on your website.  So people do generally follow these recommendations or agreements that have been hashed out or discussed in the public.

So for the future, the CSD working group report is going to go to the ISOC meeting is going to meet in two weeks and they are going to discuss that report and I may be adopted or there may be changes made to it.

But I do believe that for the Internet governance forum and for the multi‑stakeholder model, people have to stay engaged.  And also the community has to protect the multi‑stakeholder model as we go forward because there has been various attacks and they are going to be continuing to, as the saying goes, to swing back the pendulum from the multi‑stakeholder model to a much more top‑down model for Internet governance.

>> ANG PENG HWA:  Okay, thank you, Chengetai.

We go next to Kuo?

>> KUO WEI WU:  Thank you very much.  Very happy to see you in Tokyo this morning.  Before I talk, I have to say sorry to my interpreter because I am going to say totally different, just right before the meeting and I talked to the interpreter.  So I think I am not going to be in big trouble for the interpreter to translate into Japanese.

Okay.  I think first of all, all of us here, we have a many hats, real hat and type hat.  I'm the CEO of NIIEPA from Taipei and at the same time ‑‑ first of all, why we are here.  The reason is I think it's because there is many issues that was developed or created because maybe 20, 30 years ago when the Internet was introduced to us.  And if I am going to comment from the May issue of the vanity fair ‑‑ I don't know any one of you see that.  The title I remember is World War III.0.  The comment is kind of the for front what are Internet challenges.  The first is sovereignty.  The second one is privacy.  And the IPR.  The number three is privacy, the previous one is piracy and IPR.  The number three is privacy.  And the last one is security.  And I would like to add one more.  Instead of vanity fair, there is one of my fans, he's here today.  He also talked about what about monopoly?  What about a monopoly?  The Internet?

And those issues actually, if we solve it?  I don't think so.  If we resolve most of the issues, I don't think we have a meeting here.  And we don't have IGF meeting because lots of challenging issues are very challengeable in many different aspects from many different cultural, legal, or society, technology or whatever.

So what we can do here, I think, we are not here not only to discuss and argue and maybe we have some comments.

Hopefully by the end of this week we have some kind of summaries.  May not be very harmonized, but at least we can come up with some kind of voice from the Asia‑Pacific region around some of the issues.  And so this is not finished, those arguments, just here in Tokyo.  Because after that, I think Peng Hwa is supposedly to represent us, go to the IGF in Baku, you know, talking about what is APrIGF, what is our comments.  I bet there will be another argument, discussion, confrontation, challenge from global, from whatever that comes out from here.

So I think it is a very important list for the Asia‑Pacific regions.  We are here.  How can we better use these three days meeting?  And generate at least some kind of summaries, not necessarily to be a full consensus but at least we can touch most of the issues.

And also allow our Asia‑Pacific region people really to understand what is the issue of the Internet governance and how the Internet governance is related or impacted on our daily lives or even what the future of the Internet we would like to have.  I think now is really a challenging time.  If you recall, from the G8, I think you might be remembering in the former French President, he was talking about three strikes regulations?  And somehow a lot of people have an argument about that.  And if you remember in the earlier, January of this year, there was a SOPA bill in the U.S. Congress.  If you remember just two weeks ago, there was an actor who was refused in to the European Commission.  Those issue, it seems like very interesting.  Why that is so interesting?  I think because in most of the, at least those three issues that we are discussing, the original proposal, original bill actually developed from the very traditional political process.  And we find it doesn't really work well.  If that doesn't work well, then we have to ask us why it doesn't work well.  And I think many of you already discussed.  There is, I think it's in the early days we tried to promote multi‑stakeholder mechanisms.  We tried to think about a new methodology we called multi‑stakeholder mechanisms.  And we wish these multi‑stakeholder mechanisms really can help us to resolve most of the issues I just mentioned about.  I think this is one of the examples.  We have all the different people from industry, from the civil society, from academics, we have from government or whatever.  You know, and this is atypical of the multi‑stakeholder mechanism.

And we kind of tried to see is that really the multi‑stakeholder, the good methodology to help us to overcome the challenge and the issues created by the Internet.  So I think I just will leave from here.  Thank you.

>> ANG PENG HWA:  Thank you, Kuo.  Next I'll ask Mr. Masanobu to talk about the IGF.

>> MASANOBU KATOH:  Thank you.  Seven years have passed since the Tunis Agenda and we had six IGF region meetings.  Originally in the Tunis agenda, Chengetai expressed the original mission of IGF was only five years.  We extended with the consensus of the people that we are going to discuss more.  Of course, you know, some sort of improvements, but at this point I really want to think about what we've done and why we are participating in IGF, why it's important to participate and continue IGF.

And it is because the Internet is so important.  It has such a big impact to society.  And I really want to underline this.  Internet is so important.

This is the first IGF meeting we had about seven years ago in Greece.  And this is the picture of the very front panel where we had about 1200 people in Greece.  Is that right?

That was very interesting, very interactive in the discussions among many participants.  I like this picture a lot.  This is a snapshot of the keynote speakers from Egypt meeting about three years ago.

Oh, I'm sorry!  That's not ...

I probably should show ‑‑ the previous one, too.

(Standing by for audio.)

‑‑ and the concept of government and so on in the last two, three years.  When we talked about the Tunis Agenda, they were the country that hosted IGF and agreed to hold the IGF meeting seven years ago.  The government of Tunisia also changed recently.  This is an impact to the Internet.  And I just, you know, summarize some of the characteristics of IGF.  These were already discussed by many people, but originally IGF was started as a discussion forum and not decision making body.  But there are many dynamic questions in the opinion groups who are actually putting their opinions, organizing some Agendas and doing some government regulations work, too.  IGF is also a multi‑stakeholder place where we have many civil society government and business sector participation.

And very importantly, in each IGF meeting we have many workshops and additional tutorials and seminars.  Last year in Kenya we had 122 workshops as side events with a total of more than 2,000 participants.  Is that right?

And this means that IGF is becoming a good discussion forum on many different subjects and they are having a very professional discussion on each subject relating to the Internet.  And recently as we are seeing this in the room, we have more regional and national country level IGF groups discussing something similar and IGF is becoming more substantive as a discussion place in many issues.

Seeing this, I really want to go back to the original real question:  Why do we do IGF?  Why do we have to participate?  Again, I would like to he will size the fact that the Internet became so important and indispensable for social infrastructure.  We need to discuss many issues surrounding the Internet and many important policy issues such as security privacy, protection of our children, freedom of expression, access to Internet and so on.  They are there and still exist.

They are not solved yet.  Those issues are still global issues and no single country can solve.  Therefore, we have to gather together and to do all those discussions.

For business people, this is very important.  For business people IGF has been a place to discuss what we need for society.  What do we need for customers, potential customers.

We have many new technical issues, such as cloud computing, how cloud computing can change society.  How business should meet those demands from the markets.  That could be a part of IGF discussions because IGF talks about the very general framework of Internet, how we can solve issues for society.

And that's why this is an important forum for business.  And we have many participants from the world.

But if you compare the number of participants from the world, we have many people from Asia and our voice should be heard.  Thank you very much.

>> ANG PENG HWA:  Thank you, that is very clear explanation of IGF.  Clearest I have heard in some long time.  Next I ask for Mr. Rajnesh Singh, from ISOC.  Your mic is off.

>> RAJNESH SINGH:  Good morning to you all.  It's a pleasure to be here in Tokyo.  It is great to see that we have quite a diverse range of faces in the audience, too including from the Pacific, I'm happy to say.

So listening to the other speakers, it's basically everyone has endorsed, I think I could say endorsed the Internet Governance Forum and what it does.  So I'm not going to repeat all that because that's what I was going to do initially.

What I will mention, though, is that the Internet society has been a very strong owner of the multi‑stakeholder model and I think we see that today.  I believe that a lot of the things that have happened out of the Internet Governance Forum are because we do have a multi‑stakeholder model.  We have people from various sectors and stakeholder groups who can come and talk without the fear of negotiating outcomes, without the fear of upsetting someone else in a very formal environment.  So I think that makes a big, big difference.  It also allows or he will powers people to speak as freely and openly as possible.

My own experience with Internet Governance Forum goes back to Athens.  So I was invited along to the first meeting in Greece and it was quite interesting.  During the opening session there was some slight alarm outside the corridors because apparently there were not enough seats in the main Plenary hall.  There were more participants than Plenary seating.

And, of course, at that moment in time I was living in the Pacific islands.  I thought oh, well, I'll be one of those who don't get a seat.  But thanks to Adam Peek who I don't think is here today but is in Africa at the moment.  He organised things for a whole bunch of us and we were all able to sit inside.  A second shop came so I have been to a lot of IGF meetings with other hats on.  I went with the assumption that it would be designated seating, structured seating and civil society would be somewhere in the galleries or outside maybe, trying to breakdown the door to get in.

However, that was not so.  It's promising to see that everyone was invited in the room.  I think from 2006 the Internet Governance Forum and how it's actually run has grown from strength to strength where today everyone has an equal voice, as some of the other panelists have already mentioned that.

I think that is what is really promising.  In terms of the future of the IGF, again these are my personal opinions here now.  I don't really think at this moment in time I would like to see definitive policy outcomes.  The concern I have is, how are those policy outcomes or recommendations, if you like, how will they actually be applied and enforced at the local level?  I also don't think every economy, every country in this world has the capability to do that.  We see that with other U.N. and multi‑related processes that it's great to go and negotiate an outcome, but actually implementing it back home is not that easy.

We are ‑‑ there are local issues to take care of, local laws, sometimes culture comes into play, politics obviously always comes into play.

Having related the Internet Governance Forum as a location where they can go, sit, talk and then see what best we can do back home.  One of the other things that struck me in the early years of the Internet Governance Forum, so I went the last couple I haven't been able to go to due to various other commitments, but the first four I did attend religiously and the interesting thing was that it's not what was necessarily said in the panel discussions or the workshops, but it was the hallway conversations, the side conversations we had which I found the most useful.

It is very rare to have such a large collection of people from such a diverse range of backgrounds in one location.  And being able to share and exchange viewpoints, learn what they did and how they did it and what one can take back to one's own country, and then hopefully make things work.  I think that's another great value that I see out of the Internet Governance Forum.

I think I'll stop here.  I am more interested in what the audience has to say and how we can engage in this discussion further.  Thank you.

>> ANG PENG HWA:  Thank you.  Raj makes the point that the IGF is more of a process than outcome.  It is the clear benefit of the IGF.

The next two speakers have been associated with IGF for a long time, from the very first meetings in the working group and now through.  They will spend a bit more time talking about the background that will be helpful to us and the audience.  So Bill?

>> WILLIAM DRAKE:  Thank you very much.  And good morning, everyone.  I'm very happy to be here.  I'm an academic but I should probably say that I participated in the IGF process since before the beginning, also as a civil society person during the world summit on the civil society process, the negotiations that went on from 2002 to 2005.  At that point I was actually President of the global NGO called computer professionals for social responsibility that had members in a couple dozen countries.

And I was the founding member of the Internet governance caucus which has become essentially the peak association for civil society people.  We have been involved in both first with this and then continuing in the, WSIS and then with the IGF.  It's really more from the point of view of having a public service activist and continuing to play that role that I'm speaking here today, although as an academic and consultant I've also engaged in the IGF process a lot as well.

It was pointed out by our Chair at the beginning that a lot of actors have sort of changed their positions on the IGF, which is rather interesting.  I definitely think it's also true.  I remember that at the outset it was us in civil society who were the most ardent proponents of creating an IGF in that we were pretty much alone in that.  The Internet society was opposed to creating the IGF.  The international Chamber of Commerce was opposed to creating the IGF.  The American government was not sure.  The Europeans were kind of indifferent.  And indeed, a high level European government person approached myself and a couple other people at Tunis after the Tunis Agenda had been agreed and they said:  Okay, now you have your stupid IGF.

That was the attitude then.  Developing countries had more mixed positions.  Some were enthusiastic.  Many others did not really care that much, but they were most focused on what has been, come to be known as enhanced cooperation.  The debate about whether or not governments can in their view effectively discharge the function of adopting global public policies.  In particular, their concern among ‑‑ the concern among many developing countries was the fact that the oversight functions related to the domain name system and the contractual relationship with ICANN and IHANA are in the hands of the United States government.  The view was among the developing countries that should be transferred to the United Nations institution.  Initially the international telecommunications union which is a 140‑year‑old U.N. agency that has been the province for a long time of ministries of communication and the traditional national carriers, telecommunications carriers.

But which was opposed by many people in the business and technical and other communities because essentially the concern was and remains that the ITU would seek to apply to the Internet traditional regulatory structures that would stifle its development and growth.

So the initial politics around the creation of the IGF are quite interesting that way.  We in civil society, though, supported it.  Indeed I have to say that my views have not changed.  My views are the same as they were before the IGF was created.  If you go back to the WSIS negotiations we had a summit in Geneva and I, like Izumi, I think I've participated in every meeting ever held related to the IGF.  I happen to live in Geneva.  That's where everything develops and that certainly makes it easier.

In any event we had this summit in 2003 that essentially reached a deadlock between the industrialized country governments, the business community and technical community on one side, and developing countries on the other side over the question of whether or not there should be some sort of transfer of the U.S. government roles to a U.N. agency, et cetera.  But more fundamentally there was also a debate about what is Internet governance.  There were fundamental misunderstandings of what that term meant.  As an academic who has been studying governance in Internet for years, that drove me crazy.  It's a steering function, not an authority relationship.  It's about steering and takes place at multiple levels of organisation.  It is not dependent on any particular one actor, whether it's ICANN or the ITU.  It can be done in many different ways, well or not well.

And that essentially it consists of shared principles, norms, rules, procedures, programmes, decision making procedures that apply both to the organisation of the underlying infrastructure of the Internet and its use for information, communication, and commerce.

So I always favored this notion of a broad definition of Internet governance and thought that we needed an institutional framework where we could address Internet governance broadly, where any issue related to the range of institutions involved in Internet governance could be brought up.  And where these things could be viewed in a holistic integrated perspective and be approached in a multi‑stakeholder fashion.  At that summit in 2003 myself and Wolfgang Kleinwachter, a Professor from Germany also involved in these things, we inserted in the civil society declaration language calling for the creation of a multi‑stakeholder observatory body that would monitor and assess what was going on across the range of Internet governance issues and institutions and engage participants throughout.

Months later in the U.N. ICT task force meeting in New York we had a huge global forum on this stuff.  I gave a presentation arguing for the creation of a new multi‑stakeholder body that would be able to do this.  And at the time everybody looked at me like I was crazy.  I remember the Internet society people in particular came up and asked me whether I was stumping for the U.N. somehow, or something like that.  I said no, but I think we really need some sort of a new process where all the parties can come together and where the developing country governments that are unhappy can feel that their views are being heard and taken seriously and we can have a real engagement.  Not a negotiation body; not a decision making body, but one that would promote collective learning, mutual understanding, greater ability for people strategically and substantively to understand the issues and the perspectives of each other on the issues.

And I felt that this was something that really had to be done.  We went into the WGIG process that Peng Hwa mentioned and at the end of the day we adopted a set of recommendations to create the IGF which was taken up in the Tunis Agenda and voila, we have the IGF.

I have to say that in some very important respects I'm extremely happy with all that.  Like many of the people who are here I'm deeply committed to the IGF and believe it's extremely important and unique body that has played a very important role in the U.N. system.  However, I just want to make a couple of real quick points.  I'll stop to say that at the same time for many of us in civil society there are also some disappointments.  I think I and the Internet governance caucus generally felt that the IGF should not be just a once a year conference for four days, but rather should be a process, an ongoing process.  One that could be utilized by the global community to take up new controversies and issue when they arise.  That we should have the capacity to actually create real working groups that would engage governments along with other players to try to address issues in more detail.  Not necessarily adopt formal recommendations, although if there was consensus that could be done.  But at least reflect back the range of views in a structured way that would then be taken up in other bodies or at least recognized by the international community.

I think many of us also felt that frankly we needed ‑‑ this is not a criticism of our wonderful Chengetai, but we needed a more substantial Secretariat that had the ability to undertake research and publish background papers, that would help to structure dialogues and so on.

So there were many ways in which essentially civil society people tended to think that the IGF should be more ambitious, should be more institutionally developed; should allow for greater ability to tackle the kinds of problems that are continually arising on the global Internet Agenda.

In that sense I would say there is still a little bit of an institutional void.  So is the glass half empty or is the glass half full?  Clearly it's half full.  The IGF is a wonderful contribution.  It promotes collective learning and led to adjustment in the positions of players, helped to mobilize constituencies in countries around the world who are interested in Internet issues.  It catalyzed national and regional forums like this, and that's great.  We still have the problem that there are fundamental challenges that Kuo mentioned and we don't have a mechanism to address them.  That's the question for the future, whether the IGF can we come more than it is now.  Thank you.

>> ANG PENG HWA:  Okay, thank you, Bill.  It's a good summary and a lot of good information there.  I'll ask Izumi to address.

>> IZUMI AIZU:  I have a request for the Chair that we leave time for interaction for the audience.  I'll make it as short as possible.

Two questions for the audience.  How many of you have participated in some kind of IGFs, global, regional, national.  Raise your hands, please.

Like 60 percent, especially in the front row.

How many of you then, all of you have solid understandings about the multi‑stakeholder, raise your hands?  Are you confident in your understanding?  Solid, I mean.  Not vague or ambiguous.

>>  Define solid.

>> IZUMI AIZU:  Okay.  I don't hear the noise.

I am the co‑coordinator of something called the IGC or Internet governance caucus which Bill mentioned started by Wei Park up there and Wolfgang Kleinwachter in WSIS in 2002‑2003.  I was against in the beginning.  We don't need that.  Like the U.S. government or whoever, we don't need IGF.  People make mistakes.  That's our nature.

But why am I acting as a co‑coordinator?  I saw some danger as Edmon said that multi‑stakeholder is not a given.  It is not taken for granted yet.  And in the process of the improvement or the extensive mandate for the second round for another five years, I saw the danger.  I don't have much time to go into detail, but multi‑stakeholder is for those who don't have the solid understanding, it is similar to democracy.  It's a term of freedom unless you fight for it always almost, it is not given to you.  It is not there.  And while there are very different interpretations of what democracy is, there are many different interpretations about what the multi‑stakeholder is.

Then why do we need multi‑stakeholder approach or framework?  In part it is at least for the Internet governance, to me it's based on the fact that many Internet policies are actually made largely by the outside traditional government and the governance framework.  Whether it's good or bad.

Some governments will not, are still not happy.  They feel like the policy making or especially the public policy making is the sole domain of the governments who are legitimate.  And we the civil society sometimes often make noise.  No, no, no, you guys are not legitimate.  Are we entitled to challenge the wisdom of governments?  Yes.  As I said, many policies like domain name policies, IGF policies, standard making policies, how much do governments mostly do for that?  Not the parliamentarians or the Congress, involved in the decision making.

At I CANN, supposedly the multi‑stakeholder international body, has been making decisions without the governments voting.  They are the advisory.  Again, whether that's good or bad.

Why do civil society participate?  First of all, the Internet gave us more perhaps influence, rights, voices to these policy, policies.  At ICANN or other institutions unlike telecommunications or some of the computer standards.  Because it directly affects the free flow of speech, free flow of information, innovations or if you take the east Japan great earthquake cases, most of the relief works cannot be done without the exchange of information via Internet.

Most NPOs, NGOs couldn't do any business for most of the environmental issues, things like that.  It is crucial for that sector or our sector.

But I would say there is some difference between nominal multi‑stakeholder and substantive multi‑stakeholder.  IGF to some degree is a great equal opportunity multi‑stakeholder approach because it doesn't make decisions.  It is a forum for dialogue.  Most government people don't care if they are not making binding decisions.  So they will allow the civil society members to be inside the framework.

At certain fora they wouldn't accept that, but remaining three minutes I would go back to the history.  Together with Bill Drake and others in the process of WSIS, we argued a lot, mostly literally outside the meeting room where is the governments were initiating their protocols or procedures, how to participate and they said well, the observers, civil society or private sector or international governmental organisations, intergovernmental organisations should be outside the room when they make decisions.  They have no right.  We negotiated.  We pushed a lot and they allowed us to enter into the room in the back seats.  Literally.  And then we negotiated and were given five minutes at the beginning of the session.  And sometimes another five minutes at the closure of the session to give some interventions.

To, two weeks in Geneva, they didn't reach a decision.  Another weeks past in 2003 they started to change the rule.  In July they again change the rule.  Thanks to Paul Wilson who is not here, unfortunately, he couldn't stand with the discussions inside a small room making a draft declaration of W SIS about IP address allocation.  And I'm sorry, Mr. Chairman, he said.  He stood up.  Although I'm not given a floor, I'm not qualified, but please discuss based on the facts.  If I may, I can provide the facts.

Eventually it gave, as one example, some good understanding by the government people that yes, we may need some more different views based on the facts.

In Tokyo also I was part of a team hosting the Tokyo regional preparatory meeting for WSIS in January 2003 and we argued a lot that civil society members from all across Asia invited partly by the Japanese government should have some say in the drafting Committee, in practice.

My government or our government agreed, but governments from India, China, Iran, among others said no, no, no, NGOs shouldn't be inside the drafting commission.

The decision came that all of this Committee became informal.  We got a seat and we discussed informally past midnight about free speech or the gender issues in the declaration of Tokyo meeting.  And at the end of the informal process they said okay, there's a non‑paper, you can't see but there's a paper.  It is handed to the official negotiation to the governments.  We asked them to honor the agreement.  They can change, of course, by intergovernmental processes.

So this practice went to Geneva to some extent.  There are many other efforts by the civil society members to bring it to the real implementation, but again I would like to emphasize the fact that unless you fight for, and during the working with improvements formation which I went to Geneva and I argued a lot until 11 in the meeting.  The CSD decided that civil society and the private sector should not be inside this working group to discuss the multi‑stakeholder.

Final sort of compromise was these guys are invited participants, not the full members.  It's like the non‑paper, informal status.  But the agreement came as full consensus and we are somewhat happy about this process, if not the outcome.  The outcome of the document, the CSDD working group on improvements to the IGF took out all the controversial areas and we only kept the areas where we can agree on.

It is better than nothing because first year we failed to deliver the report in time.  It was a second year extended exercise.

Again you have to really work a lot inside the civil society as well as to interact with others.  The same if you go to ICANN or any other meetings.

The last question I will leave is how many CCPLDs, NIRs, ITFs have multi‑stakeholder substantive policy making processes?  Are we fighting enough?  That's my last question.  Thank you.

(Applause.)

>> ANG PENG HWA:  Okay, thank you.  Next I will ask Mr. Pablo Hinojosa to address us.

>> PABLO HINOJOSA:  It looks like we have been listening to a history class that runs through many generations.  I was in Geneva, I was in Tunis, I was in Athens and I lived the first time of the IGF and the life span of that history doesn't cover more than ten years.

So the IGF history is a short one, but on a very fast pace.  Changes have been so big in these short spans of time that it is now even hard to remember how many of these places that have been mentioned before were just seven years ago.  Tunis, Greece, Egypt.  If we go back to many of these places it would be really hard to recognize them as when we were there negotiating the inception of the IGF just seven years ago.

Perhaps with the exception of Geneva, of course, that city will still be boring as ever.

(Chuckles.)

>> PABLO HINOJOSA:  We are still sort of on the youngest side of the history of this Internet governance thing and I think all of us in this panel were in that very hot tent in Tunis where the IGF was negotiated.  I think it is important to remember that the IGF was a compromise solution.  And it is even difficult to remember that that's how it was born.  It was a compromise solution that somehow saved the second phase of the world summit on information society in Tunis.  And as Peng Hwa and Bill and many others have mentioned, there were very different positions on having the IGF or not.  And we were there before the summit started, before they the heads of Delegation and the ministers arrived.  There was no working air can being and the venue of Tunis was sort of like a circus tent.  It was very hot and it was very late at night.  We didn't know if the summit was going to succeed if there was going to be agreement on what was going on happen.

And we split in different working groups and that's how the paragraph 72 to 78 of the Tunis Agenda just happened.  And there were many wrinkles that were very difficult to iron that particular night under those conditions, whether the IGF would have a wide Agenda or only discuss critical Internet resources.  We should remember that this was sort of the key topic of disagreement and basically the IGF happened to say well, we need to discuss further.  We are not going to solve it here now.  Let's create something to discuss further.

There was this issue of whether this should be only on critical Internet resources.

And paragraph 77, I recommend you to read that one.  This is the biggie, the big sort of consensus of the summit.  It was decided that the IGF would not replace existing arrangements and actually, building to them.  The IGF should be inclusive of those arrangements.  I am talking about these arrangements as Internet organisations that existed at that moment and the Internet coordination technical coordination model that existed at that moment.

And basically the IGF was born being welcoming to Internet organisations.  It could have been otherwise.  This should be a closed door and we should continue to discuss in a closed door environment to solve these critical Internet resources, these agreements.

And how paragraph 77 also agreed that the IGF should not have an oversight function and the paragraphs in 72 start with the following words:  Discuss, facilitate, interface, strengthen, identify, contribute, promote, help to find solutions, publish.  That's sort of the IGF.  And this was all put in the hands of the U.N. Secretary General.  And it was on his plate to make it happen.  And I think it was really good that after the summit he appointed the Chair an executive direct or and most important a multi‑stakeholder group at the first IGF in Athens and thereafter.  I think that has been key for the success of the IGF.

So looking back at the origins of the IGF, I think we are somehow far from the beginning and a lot has happened in between.  But on a very short span of time.  And at the same time paragraph 72 to 78 of the Tunis Agenda are still the foundation, the constitutional foundation of the IGF and we APNIC and many others agree that we should continue to stick to them as the constitutional framework.

From the perspective of APNIC and there was some mentioning of the role of Paul in that particular night in Tunis tent from the regional Internet vague, not only the one from Asia‑Pacific, we have been extremely supportive of the IGF, only this year we as the collective of the in ‑‑ doubled its financial support in demonstration of this commitment.  And I would like to make at the end of this presentation a counter factual exercise.  I wonder what would have happened to the IGF and Internet organisations would not have been welcomed since its inception.  I think governments or their remains would have run out of content just after Athens.  I'm pretty sure that the IGF would have been empty since its first chapter in 2006.

We find it, I mean APNIC and most likely many other Internet organises, is the best forum where we can discuss and learn about a wide array of topics, but I think it is the place where the Internet governance Agenda is being set.  It has moved far beyond the narrow issue of critical Internet resources and now it's the trend setter.  And somehow the tip of the arrow where some debates are having and we hope that it can still be like that.

So in conclusion I think the IGF has moved from being a compromise solution to an established process as many have said.  It is the best incarnation so far of the Geneva principles, would be of the best examples of a multi‑stakeholder dialogue put in place.  We should keep it alive and ongoing.

>> ANG PENG HWA:  Thank you, Pablo.  Well, we have some time for questions.  So if you want to pose a question for any member of the panel?  Okay, sure.

>> AUDIENCE:  Hi.  Good morning.  My name is Yapashin, Asian forum for development.  My question to the panelists, our understanding is that the IGF is multi‑stakeholders and informal and is a forum that doesn't really make decisions.  But the panelists have talked about the experiences of informal processes.  And so my question is from your experience whether this process has actually, even though it is informal, if it has actually influenced the policies or legislations of practicers of governments and corporations for the positive development of Internet governance.

>> ANG PENG HWA:  Okay.  May I suggest we have the questions and then you all would answer accordingly?  So does anyone want to answer?  Next? 

>> AUDIENCE:  Thank you for bringing this panel discussion together.  My name is Wei Zai Park.  One of the questions I wanted to raise to the panelists and also all of us together, how many of us in this room are coming from government?  This time?  Because we have been talking about the principle of multi‑stakeholders in the Internet governance forum and I know as Izumi highlighted, many times when civil society attends these meetings we are treated sometimes as invited participants rather than the sort of fully recognized participants, which has been our issues.  But on the other hand when we have these kinds of meetings and forums, governments really do not participate in this kind of forum, which I think is the biggest challenge for us.  And as some of you may know, it has been kind of highlighted the role of the governments in this process, not because I'm coming from governments but because the research I have been doing on the CCTLDs, if I highlight the findings of the CCTLDs, those CCTLD managers who rejected to work with the governments, those are the ones who have been dominated by the governments later.  Finally they lost all power on the ‑‑ the CCTLDs have been very patient to pursue governments to work together.  They are the ones, they who successfully defended their status down the road.  So finally, they could sort of build more successful model of multi‑stakeholder thing.

The main reason I have kept sort of highlighting the participation of governments in this whole consultation process is if we really wanted to achieve the successful multi‑stakeholder in this process, we really have to have governments in this forum.  At one of the progressive's seen in this regional IGF is somehow I noted participation from Japanese government, which I hope could be expected other governments down the road in this regional IGF, is the kind of ‑‑ could be the big hope for us to build more substantial multi‑stakeholder forums down this road.

So maybe some of the panelists can respond to this kind of more substantial model of multi‑stakeholder forums down the road where Asia, the governments are quite not friendly cooperating with nongovernmental actors in general.

>> ANG PENG HWA:  And yes, Raj, Izumi, anyone on this comment?  Yes?

>>  My name is Waldrop Gritter.  I'm advising the Hong Kong government, but otherwise a civil society representative.  I'm involved in the world summit of information following the IGF meetings for quite a long time.  In particular I'm also interested in the representation of Asian governments in the whole process and if the APrIGF represents, what does it actually represent if we are talking about Asia‑Pacific as the region?  That's quite a lot of countries.  That's probably 30‑plus countries.

I wonder how many are actually here and who are we speaking for?  I mean, you can say whoever is here is the right person.  That's a very democratic approach, but I think we also need to maybe look at the representation because otherwise the governments say what we are saying is not valid or not important.  And I had this experience when I was inviting speakers from governments to my session.  They were looking at the programme and if they don't see other senior government officials, they would also say:  Oh, I don't come.

So that's kind of a shame.  I think we need to work on this governance process in our internal processes to make the APrIGF forum very powerful and influential and very good forum.  I think I would like the panelists maybe to talk about this, how we can do this.  Thank you. 

>> AUDIENCE:  My name is Jim Foster from Keio University.  I thank the panelists very, very much for providing the discussion of the background and the motivations behind the IGF.  I'm still not really comfortable in this university role.  I spent most of my career in government and later in the private sector.

One of the feelings that I have as I was listening to this, yes, there is a process among multi‑stakeholders.  Yes, there's a role for academics in civil society.

The fact is the governments are going ahead and making decisions.  Look where the U.S. is going on on privacy policy and cyber security, how the European Union is building a model for the community.  There are national policies developed without any reference to the rest of the world.

And quite frankly coming out of the private sector you see companies are making decisions, deploying new technologies, building new markets, bringing new innovations and in the last six or seven years the landscape has been entirely transformed.  So I'm kind of wondering in this particular forum, what is the next step?  You see the ITU is going to be asserting some kind of role.  Frankly that is going to be a side show compared to where governments and companies are going.  How does the multi‑stakeholder process fit into that larger kind of dynamic?  Thank you.

>> ANG PENG HWA:  Short, maybe two quick questions here.

>> AUDIENCE:  Hi.  I'm Maureen ‑‑ I'm here representing the Internet society of the Pacific.

I just wonder, I would like to ask a question.  It's a combination of the whole multi‑stakeholder approach that's offered by the IGF.

Until my involvement with IGF, I had been two, one in Hyderabad and one in Sharm el‑Sheikh.  Within the Pacific we actually believed we didn't have a say in any international fora, but I think that despite the fact that we go along and we might not say anything particularly profound, it does give us an opportunity to share and to gain those and learn from the experiences of others.  And I really do think that as an approach and as a sharing opportunity it is an ideal forum for that.

>> AUDIENCE:  Good morning.  My name is Miwasaki from Freedom House.  I have a question to Izumi.  Just wanted to see how do you define civil society when you talked about the process regarding CSDD, when you were, would you find them to be a nonprofit?  I wanted to see if you have a clear definition on that.  Thanks.

>> ANG PENG HWA:  I'm sorry to stop the questions at this stage because our time is running.

The next speaker, keynote speaker, Dr. Jun Murai, is on a tight schedule and we are honored to even have him to come.  We need to finish on time and ask the panelists to walk through, Kuo and work through to Bill?

>> KUO WEI WU:  I think I try to answer some of the questions that the audience is asking, how this multi‑stakeholder is emerging into the governmental official process.  I think at least I was, I think it was a long process of seven years.

When I was in APNIC as executive counsel, we had a lot of communication or communicated with the government, particularly in the IP policy issue because it is critically important for every country or every government or every region or local, whatever.

So yes, this kind of process always is ongoing.

Second of all, I can explain the second example.  As you know, ICANN, we do have GAC, Government Advisory Committee.  Right now we have more than 100 governments and nations represented in the GAC.  Actually, we are gradually to put ‑‑ because we have so many multi‑stakeholders we need to see.  It's kind of interesting.  What is the way for different stakeholders?  Should we give the government more?  Or should we give the business a little more?  Or a little less?

So I think this is a very interesting question, but somehow the government role is always in part of this because somehow if we are going to developing policy, you need to implement it and you need to are operate it somehow under the government framework.

You know, so I think those, the communication is always there.  Even go to the IGF, you know, there is I think ‑‑ in the IGF I would say more than about 30 or 40 percent actually is government representatives, right?

>>  109.

>> KUO WEI WU:  So you can see, even IGF there's a lot of government representatives there.  So this kind of multi‑stakeholder process is not only the civil society, private sector.  What you say, there would be your policy?  No, you still need to go through all this kind of process.  And the importance of the multi‑stakeholder from my point of view, we find at least that some of the examples I showed you like SOPA, like even cases that happened in Taiwan is the city government tried to apply the mail order regulation under APP.  If they put the mail order regulation in APP, this means any consumer cab download APP for seven‑day testing, free.  Any time they return the app within seven days, you cannot charge them.

And that made Google really angry and really troublesome.  So they withdraw.

And then Apple have a similar problem because you think about it, if you download a movie, you can finish it in two days.  Well, you maybe like to see three times, but you can return it in six days and three hours, it's free in it's kind of funny.

So I mean, the tradition process to developing that kind of policy or explain the regulation, we see the problem.  So I think there is a reason why we are looking for the new mechanism to fix that.  And I'm not saying the multi‑stakeholder is perfect.  I think it is an alternative process.  Maybe we say at this moment it is the optimized one.

>> ANG PENG HWA:  Sorry, we are out of time.

>> MASANOBU KATOH:  I hear many frustrations about the IGF process because we are not a decision processes.  I know we should have more influence for the government for their activities and so on.

But I agree to extent that IGF is not perfect, but at the same time this process is very important and this is why.  Taking the example of the privacy protection or personal data protection, for instance, some countries can make their own laws.  In most cases those are multinationals.  The businesses are not active in that country only.  We need to have harmonized system for the business we do on a global basis.  If government cannot meet that kind of global requirement, that law is not really enforced, not valid, and those citizens and the companies cannot really comply with those.  They have to raise their global voices.  IGF is the place.  Not necessarily the only place, but of course the place to give those access to the voices from the world.

And by participating in this kind of process, corporations, civil society, all can say you know, this is how we protect the personal data in southern region of the world.  That must be an important business in the market for some companies, in the country, too.

There is not many such system or such places in the world.  Now we can talk many different issues surrounding the Internet.  In my experience in IGF, you know what I like the most is we can hear many experts from different fields.  As I said in Kenya, we had 122 different workshops and tutorials.  In addition to the main Plenary session which means that we have many experts from different fields.  But talking on the same issue, Internet.

And get more feedback.  Why we need privacy protection in spite of the danger of security of the Internet and so on?  We have such close communication from on a global basis.  That is the beauty of having a place like IGF.

>> ANG PENG HWA:  Thank you.  Pablo, if you don't want to say anything, that's fine. 

>> PABLO HINOJOSA:  I want to say something.  One question was how IGF has influenced governmental processes and the other one was ... legislation or policy outcomes.  The first question as an Internet organisation is, hey, you guys, you created these, you better not abandon it because we were sitting at the back of the room and you took all these decisions and you drafted paragraph 72 to 78 and you created these things.  So what is going on with you?  Are you sort of being represented or not?

And the second reaction to it is more sort of calm one in terms of what is the influence of the IGF or the real influence.  That is very difficult to measure, I think, because there are not sort of direct lines in terms of decision making or consultation process that is needed to be in place or how are we going to solve this.  I don't think it is a big problem.

I tend to see it as a debate that most of it is on record.  And it has many trending topics on it.  And those topics are evolving as thematic is creating the puzzle of the next IGF.  Those are extremely good references because they have exactly all the facts from the different perspectives in each of the workshops and the sessions there.  And there are scripts, presentations and webcasts and everything is there since 2006 and there are regional and more localized processes that are in place.  So I think there is a degree of influence probably more disregarded than it actually is.  I think it is somehow important.

>> ANG PENG HWA:  Thank you, Pablo.  Chengetai?

>> CHENGETAI MASANGO:  Thank you.  I'll be very quick.  As for the question of has there been any effect?  Yes, there has definitely been ‑‑ there definitely has been an effect, yes.  The IGF effect is a second order effect.  It is not directly measurable, but in Sharm el‑Sheikh we did have a session where the participants came up to the microphone and said what effect IGF had on them and there is a report to the Secretary General on the effect of IGF which is available on our website.  There has been some effort to measure the effect.

For role of governments, in the last IGF meeting, as I said, there were 109 different governments represented in Nairobi.  As for the stat sticks for the Asia‑Pacific region, I don't know them off the top of my head but I do have them on my laptop.  If you come to me later I can tell you how many governments were from the Asia‑Pacific region.

The effect on governments has had on governments, I think the multi‑stakeholder approach has had an effect.  They encouraged the ministries or governments responsible for I CT to set up Committees, multi‑stakeholder Committees and the ministers do meet twice a month or once a month with their community, representatives from civil society, the ISPs, et cetera, and discuss policy issues.

That has been documented.  There was an example with the EU and the U.S.  With the U.S. government especially they do have public comment period, the Department of communication does have a public comment period which they have initiated and that is also a reflection.  Of course you can't draw a straight line to the IGF but it is the general feeling that as far as the Internet is concerned the multi‑stakeholder model works best.

That's it.  Thanks.

>> ANG PENG HWA:  Thank you, Chengetai.  Raj?

>> RAJNESH SINGH:  Thanks, I'll make this quick.  Just to reaffirm what Chengetai just said.  Given two things I've observed over the last couple of years in my experience with the IGF and interacting with governments around the region as well as various other stakeholder groups, first being I recall the early days when governments used to run presentations on policy.  It effectively used to consist of them and the service providers.  Today I see that is a much wider range of consultations.  They are public consultations as well.  I think that reaffirms the multi‑stakeholder process where that has now been widened out to be able to give every stakeholder a chance from views of civil society, so on and so forth.

The second, there was a comment about why governments aren't involved.  Again in the early years I used to ask my friends in governments around the region:  Are you going to be at the IGF?  These days they ask me instead.  Hey, are you going to be there?  So I think that tells you something as well.  So thank you.

>> ANG PENG HWA:  Thank you, Raj.  Izumi?

>> IZUMI AIZU:  Before I answer the questions, I got Paul wisdom, he is the one who couldn't come with health reasons, his voice is no good so he has questions, with indulgence for a few more minutes, he has questions.  Yes, thank you.  He said:  Could you say a few words about IGF funding?  Maybe Chengetai may answer, both to explain how it works and on the status of current, current status of funding or lack thereof for 2012.  Then I come back.

>> CHENGETAI MASANGO:  Okay.  Yes, funding is a big issue for the IGF.  We use the funding to fund participation to IGF meetings, to run the Secretariat.  We do have a fellowship programme as well.  We are in a little bit of dire straits.  There's the global economic crisis.  Some people have stepped up to the plate and doubled their funding to the IGF.  We are very grateful for it.  But we do require a lot more funding.  And I am also here to ask for funding ‑‑ 

(Chuckles.)

>> CHENGETAI MASANGO:  ‑‑ as well.  I'll speak to people.  Thank you.

>> IZUMI AIZU:  Okay.  Going back to the government role, I heard two slightly similar but different questions.  The representation of governments to IGF and the participation in.  And to me they are actually different.  We don't have representational sort of model at the global IGF.  It is better to have more.  And it goes through the other stakeholders such as civil society.  I was asked by how you define the civil society.  I think the rest of us are all civil societies.  Those who doesn't belong to the government, private sector, technical community usually claim we are from the civil society.  Fair enough, although we have other ways to define in more U.N. languages, churches, academics, experimenters, these are all defined inside civil society if I am not wrong.  There are processes that are very lightweight for the global IGF.  We didn't have any accreditation for the civil society here but still like government participation, the civil society in particular in Asia, in Japan, are lacking.  Very few are self claiming I am from the civil society.  I would not ask you to raise your hands because there's five or ten perhaps inside Japan.

But that doesn't mean that we are weak.  About influence and the role of IGF to put it stat is particularly, the multi‑stakeholder IGF was a very good defensive strategy for some governments to hand over to some management functions of certain things to the U.N. bodies or governmental bodies.  And we as civil society in part subscribe to that.  I went to Beijing in 2000, August, spoke with a government guy there.  They don't like the current arrangement of the DNS, I can address, mainly under the U.S. government contract.  I said I agree with you.

But what is different, I don't like only the governments to take care of that.  I would rather have more stakeholders than governments only.  That's where we differ in our opinions.

So unlike somebody who said even the, some seemingly anti‑multi‑stakeholder governments are starting to listen more to civil society voices.  The government of China believe it or not, the politicians read a lot of what is going on in the forum.  If they ignore all the voices online and offline they are not, you know, able to manage the country.  That's the reality.  So we have to really see the reality first.  That's my answer.  Thank you.

>> ANG PENG HWA:  Thank you.  Bill?

>> WILLIAM DRAKE:  I could give you the long political science definition of civil society or I could simply say that in the U.N. context, for example, it's generally considered to be the noncommercial sector.  And I think that's a reasonable enough approximation for now.

I live in Geneva.  I spend a lot of time around the U.N. and around government Delegations there.  Very often I talk to developing country representatives who say to me well, you know, the IGF doesn't make any decisions.  So it doesn't adopt any rules.  So it doesn't matter, you know?

I think really, well, you know, if you go to some of these meetings of these U.N. agencies that these folks go to, they adopt all kinds of decisions that are recommendations, but they are then printed in multiple languages and sit in big stacks in garbage bins in the downstairs of the United Nations where nobody ever read them.  And a lot of those things have never been implemented.  Have no impact whatsoever.  So if you are going to hold up the notion that unless you are adopting formal treaties or something like that, if something doesn't have consequences, that doesn't work for me.  A lot of treaties don't have that much consequence either.

It is true that the principal consequence, the principal impact is the process.  The process is the product.  As I said before, collective learning, mutual adjustment.  You can track that.  As people have pointed out.  You can see a number of places around the world where multi‑stakeholder processes have been put in place where they never were before.  That procedural learning, that procedural adjustment is clearly influenced by the IGF.  The OCD in Paris created a whole multi‑stakeholder framework for the Internet policy stuff because of the IGF model.  Many governments and many countries, the U.S. privacy, somebody mentioned the U.S. privacy initiative now.  They are creating a multi‑stakeholder grouping to debate that.

So clearly on the process type stuff, there has been an impact of that collective learning.  On the substantive side, I think there also is, but it's harder to detect.  I had the experience and I'm sure others here have, too, of talking with developing countries, government representatives who started out saying things like well, you mentioned the example of Paul and IP numbers.  People come in and say we need the U.N. to run this.  Let me tell you something that's empirically wrong.  That is not how IP management works.  You go through the process of talking to them and they start to adjust.  You see a lot of the policy stances have softened, changed, become more nuanced.  Not developing countries, but developed countries, too.  Getting governments to participate more at a more senior level?  That is very, very hard.  It's hard to tell somebody from a ministry that they should spend budget to come and talk and engage in dialogue and learning.  They think, you know, how can I justify that expense?  You know, within my government?

And what am I taking back?  What am I going to report back to my peers and so on.

So you know, that's a difficult problem that we've struggled with throughout.  But I think a lot of it is also ‑‑ I'll stop here ‑‑ is political.  I mean, a lot of the stuff around participation in IGF is also tied to the fact that the group of 77 in China, the developing country Coalition of the U.N. has really been very focused on, they want this enhanced cooperation process under government control where they cab raise issues about the U.S. role vis‑a‑vis the ICANN, et cetera, et cetera, and that's their priority.  They want to push that.  The IGF is marginal in comparison to them.

So I think the challenge is, we have to push that dialogue into the IGF context.  That's cooperation that should be going on within the IGF as a process of multi‑stakeholder discussion, which is what the Tunis Agenda actually says.

>> ANG PENG HWA:  Thank you, Bill.  Kindly donated his time and allowed the panelists to give the full answers.  Further responses, please join me in thanking the panelists for their presentations.

(Applause.) 

>> ANG PENG HWA:  Thank you.  I will hand the mic back to Yanis. 

>>  Thank you again for all the speakers for sharing your comments.  Next we have our keynote speaker Dr. Jun Murai.  We are happy to have invited him to giving us the keynote speech.  He is one of the pioneers in Japan's Internet industry.  He was the Director of the WIDE project which some of you may have known him before.  He was also involved in the Internet governance discussion for a long time and also on the ISOC Board of Trustees and the ICANN board of directors before.

So without further delay, so we will have Dr. Jun Murai to share with us his inspiring speech.  Dr. Murai, please.

>> JUN MURAI:  Hello, this is Jun Murai, sorry for interrupting the great panel of IGF and I'm new to IGF.  So my background is very much to IGF type of work.  But anyway, welcome to Japan finally.  I'm very glad.  And I really congratulate all the people, all the people who make this happen.  And I thank Aoyama Gakuin university for sponsoring this.  I'm sorry.

Anyway, so yeah, let me go back to more towards the basic Internet discussion which I could share 20 minutes with you.  And sorry, I'm rushing out after this, but I'm coming back for the reception tonight.  So I can talk with you.  I hope.

So basically what I wanted to tell you, we are in Asia‑Pacific region.  We do have a long history of working together for the Internet.  And basically the environment on the Internet has been changing in this region very much and I know what we are kind of looking forward for the future.  Then many things is happening here and then probably that means we do have a responsibility to ourselves, from a policy point of view and Internet point of view and civil society participation point of view.  Then here is some of the, what I have experienced in kind of the past five years.  And also thinking about the ‑‑ what I think the key things.  But it might be a lot of discussion about that.

Anyway, let me talk a little bit.  So this is a very famous things happening.  Right after this probably the session about the disaster things was probably ‑‑ probably you may have seen this.  Let me see.

This is a kind of 60 minutes of Twitter messages right after the earthquake, starting from Japan and all over the world.  So this was, this gave this community in Japan great impact.  And others.  Short messages on Twitter rubbing around the world in a very short period of time.  Now, the major journalists, BBC, Japan, they kind of took the first source of the information, what is happening in Japan and then they know, so the word moved accordingly.  That is very important.

So right after that also the important thing is that in Japan, the sale date of the preparation was on the Internet and the mobiles, but the Japanese mobiles ‑‑ by the way, talking about Japanese mobiles, I'm thinking, looking at the watch.  It is a very, very different traffic pattern for the Japanese mobile things about the data.  If you don't know.  The Internet, when AT&T introduced the iPhone, the sudden traffic growth, rapid traffic growth because of the smart phone.  It didn't happen in Japan.  So in Japan, feature phone, we have these phones in Japan, but anyway, the known smart phone already generated a lot of data and, therefore, the data growth is, by the introduction of the smart phone, the traffic was ‑‑ traffic‑wise they didn't change.  The control packet‑wise was very much big.  But anyway that was the Japanese situation.  It's a little bit different situation because mobiles mean 96 percent of the mobile phone ownership meaning that the they or the Web, they are using the e‑mail and they are using the Internet.  That is a different.  Also if you look at this 52 percent of the number, then FTTH, fiber to the phone is going to be, was already on that time, particular time of the earthquake, 52 percent coverage.  It is growing.

So then another thing, three hours of battery was mandatory by the government recommendation for the ground station of the cell phone.  So meaning, okay, you have your kids, all right?  You tell your kids wash your hands, brush your teeth.  They don't do that, right?  Because they are lazy.  But all of them including ourselves charging our cell phone every fight.  So that's a big change.  And so they have a charged mobile, 96 percent.  And the three hours of battery for the ground station.  Sometimes it was 24 hours.  So what we changed the guideline for the 24 hours.  So after the cell phone, I mean the crashing the infrastructure, but the basic infrastructure was alive, then the three hours of battery life and the fully charged cell phone for the people.  That's original.  Small packets like the e‑mail and Twitter.

So the Internet coverage was observed pretty differently than before.

Anyway, a lot of big data we can immediately understand a lot of things with five lines of the software.  So Japan on Twitter, nobody cares about Japan.

Earthquake, everybody care about Japan.  That's a very short investigation with the software and that's another word about data, big data.

But this is another situation sitting there.  2 billion Internet users recorded in the last year of the earth earthquake and 7 billion population was reported.  So 7 billion, 2 billion.  But look at Japan.  It's Internet usage is 80 percent.  So probably it is going to be reaching to 80 percent pretty soon.

So the Internet structure, Internet governance on 2 billion users compared to 5 billion users, that is a little different especially from that discussion point of civil society point of view.

So let me show one more picture.  Telephone started from analog and digital and now it's on IP based.

Cell phone, mobile.  It is very similar.  And the TV.  Digital TV turned out to be digital, this March I'm sure you know, in this country is now digital and now they are talking about the smart TV, IP TV things.  It's really launching.  That's amazing.

Oh, by the way, the smart TV, how many people recently buying a new TV?  I bought one, turned on.  Brand new TV.  And then the TV asking me for the Skype ID.  And that's amazing.  Is this TV or computer?

Anyway, so as mandatory connected to the Internet.

So now if you look at the devices and the media communication, then the telephone we do have universal service things, and then it's the government, responsibility to, for giving their people to access telephone.  TV is very similar because of the spectrum use, limited resources used by the government and the companies.  Therefore, they have kind of a mandatory duty to reach everybody in this country and so the government cares about these things.  And the Internet is basics of them.

So right after the earthquakes, all the cell phone services was provided by satellite IP of the temporary solution.  And so now it is Internet technology and providing the government mission of the universal services.  So it's a mixture.

So this model is a little bit different from the past.  So the Internet and governance.  I always think about the global nation space and I'm probably one of, the IGF to me, I'm sharing the root names of the organisation.  So the Internet operation is always a global space.  And lots of nations and rural governments, that's one thing.  I'm going to show a little bit on the radio visiting the layer model.  Then the individual government in the global space world.  So that is basically the very interesting discussion.  When we started the process.  The first experience of mine was representing the IETF committee, the IFA Committee and we had the discussion about the domain name with WIPO, which was my first experience of talking about the policy on the Internet IDs and the name.

Anyway, it is really important since then that we hear from the users and then the question always has been the users, what kind of a users we should listen to and we should hear and we should collect the voice from.

So then I can start to kind of focusing around.  So to listen to the older voices.  So one way, obviously, is connecting to a government.  And the government should be responsible to collect the voice from the people of the Internet users and then they have the relationship with the Internet and the TV and the telephone and you know, so Internet is by the private sectors and the telephone in the TV.  They have the stronger legislation so the government will think about the bonds.  Then by hearing from their communities in the country.

And then the IGF, places like IGF I IT IM, probably the multi‑stakeholder things we have been talking about is civil society committing to the global space.  So then they know the voice is important, but the question always is which civil society of people, you know, can talk?  And then it's a large voice or small voice.  That kind of thing.  Which civil society, is the question.

And a lot of the Asia.

The layer model, revisiting.  My interpretation about those things, we have discussed about.  When the TV and the telephone was kind of mixing the Internet space, then we started to discuss about the various things like Intellectual Property and other things on content and DRM and motion picture association from Hollywood, you know, are always complaining about the kind of distribution of their contents illegally over the Internet.

And, therefore, it is happening everywhere.

Anyway, the application area, then there is contents have semantics and then like ownership and Intellectual Property and these things and DRM.  There's rights management is going to be very important issue for the application.  And app store and the way to deliver the contents.  It's a big player working and still a lot of important discussion in here.

And the services is probably the very important keyword for the application now.  So then they are sharing big data, data, data.  As you showed Japan and then retrieved from the data, it's a very important thing.  That's an application.  Semantics, culture and other things.

The transport is from the Internet concept, it's end‑to‑end.  And end‑to‑end, then move to digital bits.  The creators of the Internet always think moving the digital bit from end‑to‑end is number one greatest thing.  They think it's their responsibility.  Number two, they sincerely hope that it doesn't touch with the content semantics of the data.  So it's a simple sequence of bits.  So no semantics.  So that's the reason why separating these two layers for the operators.  So that's basically one thing.  And then the Internet protocol is another layer sitting beneath the thing.  Then this is the IP, is basically responsible for the global space, global coverage.  So we make sure that everybody can participate in any top of the world.  That's probably the 5 billion times Internet mission.  That is basically the important thing and still it is under here.  Therefore it's a sequence of bits.  So the policy routing.  So somebody is blocking the network.  This is a big issue here and then sort of making sure that they are reaching everybody.

The new things on this, by the way, is virtualization.  Open flow or network equipment.  Multiple network equipment can be concatenated to play, to create illusion like being one.  It's multiple locations and it looks like a single network equipment and then even the multiple nations of the hardware and virtually pretending to be a single entity.  And how that government policy could apply is one of the things.  Then still I need to kind of look at the revisiting the architecture of the Internet to discuss about the policy side of the thing because the technological picture is really focused on this type of a layered separation.  And then especially on the semantics of the data.

So that's probably the important thing.  That's the reason why I raised this here.

Finally the role of Asia‑Pacific.  So as I mentioned in the very first part of my speech, the Asia‑Pacific is ‑‑ all of Asia‑Pacific is becoming very large.  When we started the Internet in the region, working with various countries and friends and then we started the APNIC in the regional development.  Then we knew attending policy discussions in the region and through our governments, in each of our governments probably.  And then I know also they participated on the global discussion.

So very big dynamic range we have in Asia‑Pacific.  So very rapid regrowing countries.  And normal growing countries like Japan and then we are working together.  So that's really a big dynamic range.

And the lifeline infrastructure is the Internet.  Digital lifeline infrastructure.  That is what we really, really thought, that it is the lifeline.  Internet is the lifeline for everybody.

That is what we expressed last year.  The priority, I'm now working with the government that any of the disaster drill, we put the Internet first, Internet recovery first on any of the Agenda of the drill, of the disaster.  That's really important.  That is what exactly, any of the radiation activities and kind of from the nuclear power plants.  One of the big mistakes, they stopped, they kind of ‑‑ they didn't allow the telephone companies, cable people to get into certain areas right after the accident.  So one thing that didn't work.  The important information could be shared.  So that was fatal period of time.  So running from ‑‑ learning from the less sobs, any people, SOS was transmitted over the Twitter and then life saving, saving people's life.  If Internet is there, the people can use for any purposes.  So it's a priority should be very high.  That's why I call it lifeline.  So then another thing was basically people who used it as Twitter, they might send a small messages around, but the voice phone didn't work because the circuit switch nature and the, they didn't know what we should do with the people who has smart phone and using it just for voice phone.  So this is a kind of new type of digital device and then they know, so we immediately started to work on calling the voice phone and falling back on to the data to transmit over the Internet and then with kind of certain delay arriving to the other side.

So anyway, so that's again, it is for everyone now and it is what we really need to work on that kind of technology and also the system of the society.

So it is now mixing the universal service type of a thing and the people said why don't we do the emergency call, the 911 type of thing from the Internet?  And you know, that is kind of to me, it's kind of a risky discussion because once it is a universal subject, the government will step N then the Internet operation should be private and then therefore ‑‑ but we want to help people.  That's a kind of discussion about this area.  And then Asia‑Pacific, then since the Internet worked, it's kind of all the responsibility of this region.  This is kind of an explosion of the application in here.

And then telephone and TV, I explained about.  And the people, many people on the Internet space never paid very much attention, but we do care because London Olympics, they could transmit the five streams at a time to the each of the countries.  And then some of them are talking stream which is much bigger than HDTV, right?  So each of your countries TV companies, by the way from the IOC, your companies have the right to create Internet streams inside your country.  Inside your country.  Internet stream, how you can limit?  The country boundary?

Then how your infrastructure can accommodate for that kind of a broadband stream?  If so, now I call it TaaS, Testing As A Service on top of the Internet.  Then again they have a mission with the regulations and then they still want to use the Internet as basic infrastructure.  It is kind of a new discussion that should be happening on this kind of fusion of the media for the people and the services actually.  So the services are very important keyword.  The services for the people and then using the Internet and the role of the Internet and broadcasting spectrum are a little bit different.  This mixture has to be sophisticatedly handled by the governance of the communication.  And then open data is obvious.

That is basically what I wanted to share with you.  And so Asia‑Pacific roles for the future of the Internet society is big.

So I sincerely hope that IGF discussion will be contributing to create the new information society from Asia‑Pacific.

Thank you very much.

(Applause.)

>>  Thank you, Dr. Murai.  Maybe if anybody has any questions, Dr. Murai if you have time to answer questions before you leave?  Or you will wait until the well come reception?

Is there any questions from the floor?

>> AUDIENCE:  Hello.  As you may know, the international telecommunications union is having a negotiation in December to update the international telecommunications regulations which historically have governed just traditional telephony and so on.

There is an aspiration on the part of many participants, governments and national telecom carrier that is these regulations, this treaty should also be applied to various aspects of the Internet.

One of the idea being put forward is this notion that essentially you could treat Internet traffic like telephone traffic and count the bits moving around in order to ensure fair compensation between the entities engaged in carrying and transit and so on.

I'm wondering from your standpoint does that make any sense at all?  Do you see any way in which because obviously as everything moves towards IP, the public switch telephone networks are moving towards IP.  You have all these carriers that want to recover their cost.  They say they have to provide bands width for over the top operators like Google.  They are concerned they are not making as much money from it as they would like.  So they want to use this international mechanism to mandate a new kind of architecture, economic architecture.  I'm just wondering if that seems from a technical standpoint a sensible approach to you.

>> JUN MURAI:  Well, probably if you are familiar with roaming routing for the cell phone?  Did you know they are using the pure version of the BGP?  What they are doing is exactly the sale protocol as the Internet for the automatic system transit.

A lot of improvement of the BGP started from the telephone roaming thing.

So they are not using IP, by the way, right?  They are using the BGP, the policy routing protocol.  But they are not using IP, okay?

Then they are kind of overlaying the IP network on their network.

But the BGP operation is separated, totally separated from them.  And our BGP is there for the big Internet.  So to my understanding, it is two separate network utilizing the same software, same protocol for the exchanging the data, but totally two different networks.  So from a technical point of view.  A different set of the BGP.  Okay.

Now, since the network separated, then they know from some point of technical management things, it is very clear that the operations in the global space for the Internet is separated from the global telephone network operation.  Now, from user's point of view, because we do have some of the mobile devices to access to the Internet and then so probably a little bit of the confusion of the mixture on those two networks, we can enjoy our access to the Internet.

This is a very important way.  So I am not sure I'm answering to you, but my point is that the existing Internet operation and with the global basis, with the kind of, basically from the society point of view, it's kind of alternative pass still.

So it is really important to give us the freedom of communication and in any case because we have an open pass of the system.

So that's basically the instant answer to your question.

>>  So any more questions?  If no, then I think thank you, Dr. Murai again for giving this presentation and we'll see you in the welcome reception again.

May I have your attention for following announcements.  Right now is the lunch break.  You can find lunch vouchers in your badge, which you can choose either of the eight menus and one of them is vegetarian.  If you have some special dietary requirements, you may go to the registration counter and talk to the people.  There will be somebody to take you to our more special restaurant for that.

Also for the coffee break, various coffees are served during the day in room 16761.  And the afternoon session will resume again in the afternoon in this hall.  I shall see you in the afternoon.  Thank you.

(The session concluded at 1240.) 

(CART provider signing off.)

*** 

This text is being provided in a rough draft format.  Communication Access Realtime Translation (CART) is provided in order to facilitate communication accessibility and may not be a totally verbatim record of the proceedings.

*** 

