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>> YAP SWEE SENG: And this session is about civil society in Internet Governance and policy making.  And we have four panelists, on my immediate left‑hand side is Sean Ang from southeast Asian center for e‑media and we have Sam from Freedom House working on Internet freedom.  And Ms. Pirongrong from Chulalongkorn University Thailand.

And we also have a friend online, on Skype now is Shahzad Ahmad in Pakistan, he works for an NGO called Bytes for All.

So this session will look into the different processes, whether it's international process or regional process or national process, in terms of the discussion on policy related to Internet, and what has been the state of involvement of civil society in the process and what has been the challenges faced and what will be the recommendations for future.

So we have four very experienced panelists here working at different levels, yeah, some at regional levels, some at international level, and some at national level.  And ‑‑ and from different sectors as well, yeah.  Pirongrong from the academic sector.

Now, so in terms of the process, we'll start with Pirongrong, yeah, from Thailand, and then followed by Shahzad through Skype to speak about the experiences ‑‑ his experiences in an NGO involved in the IGF, the global IGT, and then we'll have Dan speak about the Freedom House and then finally with Sean.  And then we'll open up for questions or comments or exchange, yeah?

So we will end at 4:00.

So each panelist is given 10 to 15 minutes, yeah, to make your presentation, so we hope you can keep the time.  So now without further adieu, let me pass this to Pirongrong.  Yeah. 

>> PIRONGRONG RAMASOOTA: Hi, everyone.  I hate to start with an excuse, except, but civil society Internet Governance is not really my cup of tea.  It's on Internet censorship and surveillance and possibly content regulation, because I do research a lot on that.  I have been following the development in Internet Governance and have been involved with the civil society in advocating for Internet freedom on different fronts.  So I will give it a try at this time.

So as far as society and Internet Governance is concerned we started with WSIS and at WSIS, which gave birth to the idea.  The level of participation of civil society has not been very high.  Out of about 3,000 NGOs that are registered with UN ECOSOC, only 300, about 300 parted in the WSIS.  And at WGIG, which is another platform that sprang out of ‑‑ of the WSIS, the level of civil society involvement has become higher, and that's mainly because of the multistakeholderism that was incorporated this.

And, in fact, the civil society partners would have participated in the WGIG have been instrumental in forming the IGF as a multistakeholder space.

I was given a set of questions to respond to and one of the questions that was a guideline for this talk is why is civil society under represented at IGF.  As a researcher, tried to come up with an answer.  I found that in 2004, I did some analysis and found there are sympathy obstacles that prevent civil society, and not necessarily civil society but any partners, you know, from participating in this multistakeholder forum.

And the problem is analyzed at two levels, international and local.  At international level, basically, it's the back of information.  They don't have access to the right information, or the right information was not being disseminated.  In the meantime, the structure, the functioning, and basically the working method of that forum that's not really encouraging for people to participate.  And then the bread and butter question, the money.  And this is really highly pertinent to civil society that we are talking about.

At the local level, it's the lack of awareness of people in civil society, organizations, essentially people at the top level, and then there's a technical issue.  I mean, a lot of civil society partners feel ‑‑ don't feel that ‑‑ they feel discouraged by the technicalities around the other matters about the Internet, and they fail to see the relevance of Internet Governance to the issues they have been advocating on being like, social, political, economic, health, and so on and so forth.  And also in a lot of countries, there's ‑‑ at the local level, the policy making the local level has not really addressed that there is such an existence of international forum, like IGF or WSIS to the larger public.

So anyway, I'm trying to follow that framework, given by ‑‑ analyzed, and there are strengths and weaknesses.  The multistakeholder structure has a strength.  It has broadened the base of people who could become involved now.  Because at the beginning of the UN General Assembly which created WSIS, it explicitly stated that civil society groups would be equal participants in Internet Governance policy.  So it's written clear and loud.  In the meantime, it has also broadened the issues that have been covered, because in the beginning, Internet Governance is dominated by a bunch of technocrats.  It looked at as a technocratic regime.  This forum has been able to address other issues, especially development issues and other human rights issues, like freedom of speech, IPR, among others. 

And also, in the meantime, in the multistakeholder model, it has strength and then it also has weaknesses.  It is ‑‑ as far as civil society is concerned, they might be deterred from participating because they don't feel that ‑‑ because it's so big and broad, I mean, everybody could be represented in the multistakeholder.  So they don't feel that it really addressed that diversity of the issues that they are facing and mountain meantime, a lot of people feel that it's like a bunch of talk shops.  You dialogue but there's no resolution, no resolution comes out of it.  The civil society input can be put into ‑‑ can be translated into policy issues and documents at the end.

And also it has come ‑‑ there were some writings open the politics and the participation at Internet Governance Forum that civil society, in fact, is a very diverse group.  It's a loaded word when you talk about civil society.  It could be very diverse in terms of structure.  It could be just a grassroots movement.

It could be very conservative.

It could be very radical, the ideology and the objective could be very different.  So in terms of participating in a forum, an international forum, like IGF, the more professional lives would stand to have an edge over those little movements, grassroots movements and could lead to competition and even cooperation.

This is what a found in a slide by Matine and this is the way he conceptualizes civil society.  NGO, business NGO have help.  It's a network of ‑‑ of hotline providers in Europe.  It's seen as business NGOs.  This is ‑‑ this is business NGO, even IWF, Internet watch foundation, they are coming together to look for problematic content on the Internet.  That's an NGO.

And then even IETF, this is looked at as a part of civil society and then we have on the other side, the development NGOs, the likes of sitting out here.

Anyway, also in another interesting analysis of game, they call it this guy, William Dutton and Malcolm Peitu, they map out what they call ecology of games.  I'm sorry.  Ecology of games that shape Internet Governance issue and when you look at the players in this game, like freedom of expression is one game and the players span from civil society, government, as well as business partners and the goal and the objectives is the users.  And there are other games that are mapped out but I just ‑‑ I just thought I would share it, just a couple of.

Anyway, another weakness, as far as the structure, working methods that IGF is concerned.  Although it's designed as a multistakeholder, the mandate in which was interpreted to achieve, was pretty narrow and even in 2010, the UN Secretary General said that IGF did not have concrete provide concrete information, and it's difficult and weak.

Did I some firsthand interviews with NGO friends, some international NGO friends and local NGO friends and this is some of the feedback I got from them.  The majority had the consensus that sometimes it's a waste of money to come all the way to IGF because they don't really get any tangible results and they probably are at the forum that it's worth spending money on.  This is one of the quotes I get. 

Anyway, so he said, he has participated, he and his organization has participated in IGF in the past, but he's not here at this time, and this is a major NGO talking about, international NGO.  I will keep that as a suspense.  He also raised a question why IGF?  He doesn't believe it would affect policy making level.  He would rather spend his energy and resource elsewhere, like, APIC, for example, or EU, or, yeah. 

Anyway, so I will let you read that. 

Okay.  And well, he ended with ‑‑ with a quote that being an international NGO, fewer than ten people working in his office, and he feel that it wasn't worth it to come to all the way to IGF and he didn't really ‑‑ he wasn't really convinced this is an open forum.  I will show you why he didn't feel it's an open forum.

Come on, play. 

>> 2005?

>> PIRONGRONG RAMASOOTA: No, 2009.  That's a book launch, and these are IGF sow fishes taking the poster down.  Because it referenced to a country, the great firewall of a certain country. 

>> (Inaudible).

>> PIRONGRONG RAMASOOTA: UN official, sorry.  UN official.

>> We were all there! 

>> PIRONGRONG RAMASOOTA: Amashahi is here.  He was part of the initiative.

So I kept that clip on my computer.  I never thought I would have a use of it, but ‑‑

(Laughter)

Anyway.

Oh, come on.  Okay.  So that's the event.  Shahzad.  Shahzad Ahmad, I'm quoting you.

>> SHAHZAD AHMAD: Hello, yes.

>> PIRONGRONG RAMASOOTA: And Shahzad was giving an interview.  The poster was thrown on the floor.  We were told to remove it because of reference to ‑‑ and the refused and the security guards came and removed it.

This is a quote from the head of the ‑‑ sorry, the head of the research group, open initiative, Robert Deibert.  He says if we can't discuss Internet censorship at IGF, where else would we?

Anyway, I'm exceeding my ‑‑

>> YAP SWEE SENG: Two more minutes.

>> PIRONGRONG RAMASOOTA: Okay, I will pass.

>> YAP SWEE SENG: Okay. 

>> PIRONGRONG RAMASOOTA: If there's enough time, come back.

>> YAP SWEE SENG: Okay.  Thank you, Pirongrong for that very interesting presentation and providing some critical views, yeah, on the process. 

Now, let me pass it to Shahzad.  Shahzad, can you hear me? 

>> SHAHZAD AHMAD: Yes, I can hear you.

>> YAP SWEE SENG: Yes, now is your time to make your presentation.  So maximum 15 minutes.  Go ahead. 

>> SHAHZAD AHMAD: I'm on schedule, and technology.  Thank you very much for the opportunity.  Thanks, everyone.  Basically, I would say that the civil society issue have just taking over.  Recently, how difficult it is with the domination of rights in several of our countries.  So the democracies like India or difficult political situation in Pakistan or Malaysia or several of our countries, situation is becoming a lot more chaotic. 

It's heartening to see to see that Asia has the idea for this year is seeing quite a few new civil society organizations that are engaging at this great forum and very actively, not in numbers that could have been really representative of our issues and problems that are different regional realities because it is so huge.

The aspect is that the resources and the capacity, as a civil society organization is going to continue to be a challenge for them, as there are so many other very critically important issues to work for larger, civil society issues that they don't consider participation or engagement in Internet Governance processes a real clarity.

The criticism and the whole process, they are seemingly ‑‑ the government is fantastic on paper.  The opportunities it brings but for us in the South, or quite a few of the countries, it's not very practical yet.  The participation requires resources that are delegated to capacity.  So much is happening all over the world and it's becoming so centered to our life being but, I mean, seemingly, if you only talk about civil society portions, probably the NGOs in the north can only right now afford to be these old processes which is also very good.  But, I mean, the devices from the south or Asia are still very minimal and it needs to be enhanced in a multibanner.

At times, it is not very feasible.  For example, in ‑‑ at times you have more than 16 hours of outage and then bandwidth is not really good.  So, I mean, not ‑‑ it is very effective that you can engage by remote participation.  The issue that I see is very important to take a look at that central of the Asian countries are saying the whole communications sphere from the national security web perspective.  I mean, the Internet is something, you know, again, can take over the national security.  So a lot of policy debates that we see, a lot of decisions and a lot of or Nances and legal ‑‑ I mean, the national security, in Pakistan, there are many other reasons as well.  Like religion plays a key role in the policy processes and the other things as well.

I'm only talking about in several of the countries, national security is increasingly becoming an issue, where countries are, you know, looking at Internet as if it will, you know ‑‑ it can be very harmful.

So, it is actually harmful for free flow of information and freedom of speech and online expression, and that is leading towards organization of the cyberspace which is really not good for the Internet.

Another aspect to it is, I would now talk from the Pakistani perspective.  For example, the Pakistani government still has technology that internet is a public good and it is important for social economic well being of its citizens and that the need to put in place will be for policies for masses but, I mean ‑‑ and we ‑‑ you know, we look at different policy spaces, Internet Governance and policy spaces, I would mention a recent example from a UN human rights council.  So the stance of several of our governments is very contradictory to what Internet represents.  So, I mean, we have a long way to go.

Another situation is that not many governments actually participate in IGF.  You would see at the IGFs ‑‑ WSIS is a different story gone a long time, but now at the IG debates, would you see very few government represent I haves participating at the ‑‑ at the IG debates or the IGF.  I'm not sure on how many governments are there at the Asia Pacific IGF right now.  But we see that the trend of missing ‑‑ I mean, Asia governments at the global IGF processes is quite alarming.

The other issue is that, I mean, what happens at several of IG events, it doesn't bring if I impact to national level.  I mean, it doesn't work that way.  And especially multistakeholderism failed when a government just wants to act at their own.  So it fails when the government ignores the policy debates or the policy discussions or what they want to do with it.  So this gap still exists.  I wanted to make a point, yes, we have a model, it's a workable model.  It works very well.  It's fantastic to expand it further, but realities are different.  It's not working.  It's not happening the way it should have been.

Right now the CSO movement in Asia seems to be quite chaotic to me.  There is little regional collaborative spaces and struggling inside the countries is also becoming increasingly messy due to heightened controls on the net by several governments because there are national level issues, for example.  And in Malaysia, the content, the freedom of speech or related issues may not be that visible, but in Pakistan there are, India and Bangladesh are similar.

I already mentioned that the civil society has very little capacity and resources to really look at all of these different aspects of it.

Then there are several very useful and interesting, very important developments that are happening at one level, as UN human rights council is engaging in the governments, passing resolutions and, you know, really bringing the debate of Internet rights and the Internet Governance at that limelight and at that priority.  And then there are several different organizations, all over the world, and I know that there are several Asian civil society organizations as well that have engaged in the processes, for example, rights, charters, or advocating for better policy.  There are organizations who are trying to work on collaborative mechanisms.  I mean, there was a discussion that how south Asian civil society organizations can organize and I know there's a mechanism in ICON.

We feed to look at how it will emerge.  The last point I want to make is that we need to put in lots more effort, lots more resources and capacity to this very important issue and we need to engage with traditional civil society movements and the Internet ‑‑ the human rights movement who doesn't consider this a priority but it is becoming a priority for the huge population that lives in Asia.

Thank you very much. 

>> YAP SWEE SENG: Thank you.  Thank you, Shahzad for that very comprehensive presentation.

Please keep online because we will have question and answer exchange session later.  So there might be question for you to answer.

>> SHAHZAD AHMAD: I will try my best, thank you.

>> YAP SWEE SENG: So now, let me ‑‑ let me now pass it to Sam from Freedom House.

>> Yes, my name is Sam DuPont, I'm from Freedom House in Washington, D.C.  I'm not as your program suggests, Danilo Bakovic.  He's a colleague of mine, who unfortunately could not make it.  I'm not going to come anywhere close to my 15 allotted minutes, I don't think because there are people on this panel and probably people in this room who have more to say on the subject than I do.  So hopefully I can keep you awake through the post lunch stupor. 

So I wanted to start by backing up a little bit and address what be probably sound like a slightly asinine question and one that you probably know the answer to, what do we mean by civil society?  And, you know, I think in the broadest definition, sort of broadest sociological definition, what we are talking about is nongovernmental and nonbusiness.  And in the context of Internet Governance, I think we tend to exclude the technical importancy is on the Internet policy making process.  And so from there, we are essentially talking about everybody else, civil society is everybody else.  It's users and citizens.  And I think we need to go a little further, it's the users an citizens not well represented by the governments or by the business community or by the technical community.

So were essentially talking about the less enfranchised if not the disenfranchised and the more powerless individuals in our respective societies.

And so we're talking about people whose primary interests are in ‑‑ in Internet policy making have to do with civil rights, with political rights, social development and equal economic development and with human rights.  And so that drives towards the first of two issues that I will try to highlight, which is that, you know, as Shahzad ‑‑ I think it was Shahzad said, you know, on paper, the IGF is great, and I think even in practice, the degree to which civil society is permitted, encouraged to and does engage in the IGF is actually fantastic.  I think the problem arises in the treatment of the issues.  And, you know, I think you can see this at the global IGF for sure, you know, I spent ‑‑ I have been to the USA IGF in the past myself, and I think you see it to some degree here as well.  The issues of human rights and the issues of civil rights, political rights, socio and economic development are not necessarily the top line items in the IGF process.

To some degree, I think that's a factor of ‑‑ you know, the IGF process, the sort of multistakeholder nonbinding process tends to deal reasonably well with technical issues.  It's a very good process when the problems you are trying to solve, you know, have ‑‑ if not a single definite right answer, a lower degree of sort of controversy around what needs to be done than when you get into highly political issues.  You know, as ‑‑ this is actually an interesting ‑‑ this panel, I think follows on very well with the previous panel on sort of global Internet policy making and some of what was said in there.  And Suneel was saying on the previous panel, you know, talking about the potential treaty power of the wicked meeting in December.

The reason governments sign treaties is essentially to get each other to do things they don't necessarily want to do.  And, you know, when it comes to improving political rights, civil rights, human rights, you know, in some senses, the IGF is not necessarily all that well suited to kind of pushing those issues through, because you are dealing with issues that governments just don't want to take on.

And so I suppose in the spirit of making recommendations after we, you know, shout about our problems, I would say very broadly that there needs to be greater focus on the issues of human rights, free expression, and through socio and economic development as it pertains to the IGF.

That said, even that won't really solve most of the problems we have, because of the second issue that I want to highlight, which there was a quote in professor Pirongrong's presentation, one civil rights delegates asking is the IGF where all of this is going on?  Like it just doesn't seem like this is the place where policy is getting made.  I would encourage them, yes, own the global level, the IGF is the premier body for discussing Internet policy.  But the most relevant policy is for the most part made on the national level.

And, you know, this is by no means a criticism of the IGF process.  This is a product of our post Westphalian state system, which is how we decided to arrange our world and that's how it is.

The foreign policy decisions affecting human rights, affecting political rights are national decisions and, you know, without that treaty power that Suneel was talking about on the last panel, there's no ‑‑ I think I'm echo through Shahzad's Skype.

But without that treaty power, there's no way, you know to sort of force political ‑‑ force your political will on another state, and, you know, there's no reason to believe that the IGF or any other similar policy making body would be the right forum to do so anyway.

Now, looking at the national level, and I think I was included on this panel partly to bring a non‑Asian perspective.  As I was saying, I have some experience with the Internet policy making process in the US.  On the national level, you see across the board, you know, civil society is relatively weak.  In every country on earth, and that's ‑‑ I mean, that's sort of the point.  That's why they are civil society, because they have less power.  I would call up the case of ‑‑ just as sort of a relevant example, the fight over the SOPA and PEPA bills in the US earlier this year came to a head in late January.  These bills, I'm sure everybody knows were essentially designed to protect intellectual property, which is a fine bill, but it was a poorly written policy and were broadly opposed by most sensible people.

And that said, the bills didn't garner much attention, despite the fact that for many months leading up to late January, the Electronic Frontier foundation, which is a fantastic civil society organization in the US, and in many of its partner ‑‑ or colleague organizations, like center for Democracy and Technology, Freedom House, and American rights organizations were making a lot of noise about it and drawing attention to it, but at the end of the day, what really killed the bills is Google blacking out their image and Wikipedia going offline for the day.  Would you say that Wikipedia is in itself a civil society.  Maybe they belong sort of more in the technical community category.  Maybe they are ‑‑ you know, they are ‑‑ I mean, arguably in any one of these categories, but the point is, a lot of shouting from civil society didn't do much good until a few very powerful actors put their stamp on the issue.

So, again, hoping towards the aim of making some sort of recommendation, I'm not going to, you know, advocate for the IGF to have treaty making power or for, you know, all of these decisions to be thrown over to the ITU, certainly.  If we were to look for a model, you know, I think the UN human rights council is actually a fantastic model of an international forum in which there is a codified way for civil society to make an impact on the debate and for recommendations to be made, you know, reviewed on a regular basis and for states to be held accountable, even if you condition force whatever unnamed state from disrespecting the human rights of its citizens, you can name and shame on an international level in the forum that every State wants to make a positive impact.

So I will stop there, and I will turn it over to Sean. 

>> SEAN ANG: Okay, before I proceed, how many of you here feel that you have really participated in IGF?  Please put up your hand.  Thank you very much.

Okay.  Okay the second question is do you a co‑player is a participation?

You see, I was involved at a very local level and I took down the idea of the political of a local government, a summit was involved in participation in the agenda for local development.  So when I actually implemented this, I was involved in the work at the government level.  And I discovered when we go at the ground level when we ask people to participate, the first thing they want they do, they want to raise their hand.  Excuse me ‑‑ it's a participation at the local level.  We find we are little people and the elitists, the lecturers who come in.  These issues that are more technical issues that requires a lot of time and so on.

So we need to look at participation at different level.  Okay?  Likewise, when we come to IGF, I think there's a need for us to look into things like usability, you know, language, you know, what is the language of participation?  Okay?  A simple yes or no, do you agree that all movies should be allowed downloaded free?  A simple yes or no is a kind of participation.  But when you use the complex language, then people get a bit ‑‑ you know, worried and they ‑‑ and they need ‑‑ even like me, you know, for me to really think about cloud computing, it took me some time.  I need to really try out an application before I really know, understand, before I want to say something.  I might say something and people say ha ha, you are talking nonsense or it's not relevant.

So that's what civil society and organizations are worried about.

But anyway, to look into something more practical, okay, I'm ‑‑ analyzing the problem faced in three things.  Okay?  Number one, as mentioned by Pirongrong, at the regional IGF, for me to be frank, I didn't go to any sponsor.  So I'm actually sponsored by Freedom House.  And analyze complex technical issue.  Freedom of expression, items like maybe open data, it's easy for me to understand.  When I raise my hand in a session or give a comment, is that participation? 

And apparently it appears that it could be that.  If you are a speaker and you have a recognition and that is called participation.  There is a little of analysts.

And I also agree, Shahzad about limations of remote participation.  As you can see, one, two, three, four and we have another person.  But do you think it's feasible for us to get ten people to participate in this session through remote, synchronous remote participation?  I think we have a lot of technical challenges.  So there's a limation.  So based on this limation, of course, at an ideal level, we look for more money, and get more NGOs in our space, the more society to participate and that would be ideal level.  We are looking into something practical.  I'm actually analyzing and posing this question for you on what kind of asynchronous model, a model that's not based on real life, realtime participation.

So now currently, I'm exploring three models.  The first model, I simply call it eranking model, the second is edebate model, and the last one is something real simple.  Most of you are aware of, Facebook page model.

How many are aware of Buckham or open space they call it.

It's a space where you go to a room, and then those agenda will be pushed up.  The process is good.  It reflects the needs of the participants and we can actually look into a model like this.  In fact, the ideal of Buckham actually, I brought this up and no one actually took it up.  It was in some way in the policy but then suddenly when Kenya event come, they want to look into this.

So, in fact, in Hong Kong ‑‑ the Hong Kong event, right, we talk about improving it in the Hong Kong event, and the organizers of this event, there's no resolution.

So the continuous organizers, they recommend it.  It makes things a bit theoretical.  I think maybe civil society needs to play a more proactive role to follow up a lobby.  So not only you have to say something but you have to continue to lobby to make sure your ideas or your recommendation should be taken up.  You know, I mean, this is something more realistic.

Ideally we say something to provide recommendations.  I know there's a group called MAG, someone will pick up, analyze it and then it will reflect the needs, but I believe there could be situations whereby whatever you are recommended would be diluted and therefore it needs to be some kind of continuous lobbying.  Okay?

And coming back to this model, so in this model is kind of simple.  Okay?  We set up an online and it can be right the front page of the next IGF.  You click on it and you go right to the front of the page.  So this model, you allow your summit issue.  So you click on the button and submit issue.  And then it goes out to the interface and then you can rank it.  You see, we get the civil society, registered or recognized to set up and we can actually write.  Like a model you put up or down.  It's very simple.  Okay.  Just push it up.  Then you can know what is the most popular agenda, or issue that people want to discuss.  Okay?

Now, the first round we want to know what is the agenda.  What is the issue?

So if we have a person like this, what is the agenda?  And then we cannot have a title ‑‑ you know, the economy, people want to know.  It needs to be a title that people understand and can say something.  You understand?  It can not be economic.

So phase one, we have the general issue and then the people will know that this agenda issue is relevant to the policy level.

And then the second level, we want the recommendation.  For each agreed issue, what is the recommendation?  So this is a bit tricky because when we recommend something, we could recommend someone else's issue or we could say something that's too high level.  So there's a need for an expert.  In fact, if you look into those who are in the facilitation process, you know that how it's lumped to go, it needs to be to be rewarded.  So we need facilitation.  So I notice that the facilitation process is not real clear.  There's no standard on how best that the participant can be engaged.  So in this model so we can look into, you know, what are the issues?  What are the recommendations?  We can find a way to process this.  And then it became a bottom up issues.

So if next year I cannot attend or you cannot attend, you can go to the web site and say, hey, my agenda item, is it there?  Because activists, mostly, you want your agenda to be repeated and everywhere.  That's where you have to push.  Let's say your league actually put up an agenda.  Are you happy?  Hey, like this method or I give comments to get more reasons.  So this is a simple eranking.  We rank the issue and we also rank the recommendations to this model.

However, this one is ‑‑ it could be a bit complicated if we don't really get many issues and also many recommendations.  Some people may get ‑‑ in the participants here are not of high quality.  So it requires a very high quality participants.

So the second ‑‑ the second model, which I call it an edebate model, it's suitable for those folks who want to know what are the two opposing views, you know, for the issue of piracy, what are the opposite views?  Which side are you coming in when it comes to domain, it's not clear.  IPv6, it's not clear.

We want our policymakers to say, hey, look, this is the solution, and this is the solution A, and solution B, and please, another ‑‑ you know, is someone plays the devil's advocate and give an alternative that if you feel that solution A may impact freedom or public, then give a solution B, then we can debate on this.  So it must be clear.  This is the thesis.  And this is the model.

So we get someone to present at a view A and another person to present view B, okay?  And then debate.

Okay?

So this is an example of some online debate system that's ongoing.  So whatever I mentioning is nothing new but I'm seeing, hey, is it possible that we are looking to IGF issues and we want to comment these issues out to the public, can we process whatever has been said into A, B, C?  C is sometimes someone would has to play a bit neutral and can we go somewhere with consensus.  So this is an easy way to break down the complex issue.  It's something that people can understand.  Why is it people can understand our mind when it's black or white?  Perhaps it's all right.  Do you prefer Pepsi or Coca‑Cola?  You can make a decision.  We're in Japan, let's go for a drink and name something more complicated.

So this is model B, okay?  This requires a lot of preparation, for example, in the next I. GF, even the national level, right?

So the organizers have to do a lot of preparation because it's not easy to break down the issues into pieces.  Meaning, it may mean that some issues will forever be academic but I believe 50% of IGF issues can be into 5 or B for many.  This will enable people to participate.

And finally, okay, if ‑‑ if model A, you think is ‑‑ there's no money around to implement and B is complicated, we can always do something very simple.  Okay?  This is very simple model.  We can use existing ‑‑ existing Facebook page.  I think how many of you here have Facebook account? 

>> AUDIENCE MEMBER: (Inaudible).

>> SEAN ANG: Already some that we should not give a promotion of Facebook.  It's very simple.  In the social media, Facebook, there's a wall and there's a comment.  What it means?  It means it requires a very heavy moderation.  So we really need a well‑trained moderators, and we can have something like, say, a moderator round table discussion.  For example, country A can have ten people discuss using Facebook, you know?  And we give them one month before the next IGF to discuss online and then country C and country B.  So we can get different groups.

Then we have the moderator that can be sponsored and they can come to IGF and present the information.  So this statement can go back to the Facebook wall and someone can put up there.  And then those participating can ‑‑ can actually ‑‑ they know that they say something and have participated at least in the document.  So we are looking here into a very strong online moderation model.

So basically I presented to you three models.  Okay, so to try to make it simple, so currently we are using remote participation.  So do you agree that we can experiment with asynchronous model?  If yes, what kind of model should we use?  Model, A, B, or C or can you propose a model D?

So I think this is something that you can give some views, okay?  I know there are many models online and, in fact, I know that there are certain Ph.D. students or lecturers, that actually specialize on online democracy and online democracy is nothing new.  It was discussed.  I was surprised that IGF as an entity that discussed ICT don't really leverage the best model.  They try ‑‑ they don't convince me.  They have an online model that they have actually used, and this is the best model.  This is what I think about.

So what are the best practices for online democracy.  So this is the question I'm asking you.  Thank you. 

>> YAP SWEE SENG: Thank you.  Thank you, Sean.  And so now you have heard the different views from Asia as well as from US, although US is not in Asia.  It's part of ‑‑

>> They are.  They are a territory.

(Laughter)

>> YAP SWEE SENG: But there are experiences from different levels international, national and regional.  It's a rich experiences to share.  So now I would like to open up for any comments or views that we can share.

Yes? 

Please, maybe identify yourself and then questions.  Shahzad, are you still there?

>> SHAHZAD AHMAD: Yes, I am here. 

>> AUDIENCE MEMBER: Thank you.  I'm from the civil society of Vietnam.  First IGF here thanks to the funding of Rittenhouse.  I don't know if some day I come back and what should I report to my friends?  But I understand that different people have different interests.

I have two questions to the panelists.  One is that now we are on the final session.  So what do you think about that?  What do you think about what's happening in the last three days?  And if your organization has not been funded by somebody else, would you the next time spend your money to attend to come here again?  And the second is more general.  I understand that Internet governance is not just IGF.  It's what happens between the IGFs.

So my question to the people would have inside, what happened between the IGF and how much involvement does the civil society have, say, in that process, between the annual conference?  Thanks. 

>> AUDIENCE MEMBER: I went to one of the seminar in ‑‑ sorry.  The civil society people and the government people.  So we asked one of them, and the civil society have one sign that say keep your promise.  And then the government group have another sign say, no disturb.

(Laughter).

Yeah.  It remind me of that sign.  I think the relationship is informal relationship or informal dialogue.  I talked to someone yesterday, also I feel pity for them.  We go to the UN and we invite them to sit on the same stage and then we attack them.

If I'm a government official would I want to attend such an event by civil society and there's a view in Cambodia, most people say the government would view us as civil society as a threat and we would view them as an evil.  I think as both of us view each other as an attack, there's to way out.  But formal meeting.  APrIGF, there's press coming.  It's live on the screen.  So it's also less personal attacks.  So I think it's important to have informal dialogue with a government official in person and not just on government and civil society level.

>> AUDIENCE MEMBER: Good afternoon.  This is David from India.  I would like to share a couple of thoughts.  One is I get the consistent feeling from attending many of the IGFs that although the UN said that all the stakeholders would participate on an equal footing.  Somewhere in civil society, we don't believe it's equal.  So what if we act as a forum, we act like the people who have been sidelined or ignored, we don't meet on a measure, rather as a vat of an equal.

It goes back to civil society, attacking government, and government thinking that, you know, they are under attack and we are thinking they are evil.  It's the way we comport ourselves and the way we engage, that will make a big difference.  Pell will be more receptive.  It's just a thought.  The second is to Sean.  That was a very good presentation.  You also wanted to know what we thought, at least ‑‑ anybody thought would be a better way.  I believe a Facebook page.  It's inclusive.  It's easy to get lots of people exposed to it.  It's easy to comment and get participation and so on.

Let me give you a little example.  I come from south India.  There was a young lady who was extremely knowledgeable about shopping.  People would always ask her questions.  She opened a page and people would ask her questions and she would answer.  Within four months she had 16,000 members.  It's become a forum.  We should start a Facebook page.  It will become a forum, because the easy to spread the word.  It's easy to share the word.  It's easy to get people involved.  From there, we can graduate to another page, if necessary.  That's two thoughts I wanted to share. 

>> AUDIENCE MEMBER: Oh, yeah!  Oh, yeah!  Cheryl Langdon‑Orr, guilty on being the organizing committee on Asia Pacific IGFs.  I would say those that I represent are very much on the list that is put up for what is civil society.  But I would add one, I spent an awful lot of time looking out for advocating for and engaging in policy development on behalf of consumer, end users in this case of the Internet web sites and everything else.

So some of us want to stretch how we make our definitions and I think what we need to stop doing is getting locked into the definitions, and we need to look at new and workable models.

Facebook, my first reaction is, and what happens to China?  Right?  There's always going to be ‑‑ and a what happens and what if.  So my notes when I was looking at your three models don't say Facebook.  They say a social media approach, broad, multifaceted.  Okay?

So we don't have to get looked into what's comfortable for me or comfortable or works in India or another part of the world, but we do need to take the core value that we are trying to promote here, which is engagement, voice being heard, voice being then synthesized, presented, and accepted at a table with the equality that I believe we all get and this is where, David, I'm card carrying supporter of what you are saying.

We also need to empower ourselves to engage effectively at the highest levels of policy levels and decision making.  That does, I have to say, operate by slightly different feeds.  Those rules change depending on where I am in the world, entirely different roles have to be taken.  Do you need to be a little bit of a chameleon.  I'm not suggesting we give up our core values and I have only once or twice in my working life almost find myself compromising my core values for a project, for what I feel in heart.  Nobody should have to go down that way.  We might have to work on a little give and take to get it right, and we have to get it right, because this is the first time that we are looking at global interoperable with global sociopolitical and demographic issues.  This is a whole new ball game.  There's not a precedent.  We are writing as we are doing it.  So we have to listen to everybody's ideas, everybody's concepts and pick whatever works best at the time.  And this year might be different than next.

Just a little word on the ideas.  Many of the international do certainly do the bar camps.  I think they work very effectively because it's part of their workup in country.  You get ‑‑ you get that grassroots involvement.  It's a little bit more challenging to get 38 countries and that's Asia Pacific involved at an equal level for that.  So we might need to socialize that, having it seen as such a good tool by getting it out from the individual, national and then maybe subregional IGFs.

Way as little crest fallen to see that we didn't have the Twitter stream and the Twitter pull that we have had previously.  That's an oops.  We will fix that.  We should be doing much more on social media and inclusiveness.

I also wanted to pick up one other point, and that was something that I found useful in an Australian experience, which was dare I ‑‑ am I allowed to say a government initiative, it was called the public sphere.  Our federal government in its e‑Government program did an awful lot of outreach in something called a public sphere program, and it was done in remote hubs and all sorts of things.  I can bore you all for hours on that day, perhaps on a forum or a panel.  What I thought was the most powerful thing of that is what happened after those meetings, and that was a community‑based wiki that created the outcomes, the results of what was said was written by not just the people who were at it, but the people who were remotely at it and indeed it was open for community input.

I think we can take the best bits, I'm using it again, Jeremy, I know, the best bits from other models and build a better one for ourselves.  I'm excited by the fact that we have had as much interchange in each of the rooms I have been in.  I actually think this has been going quite well.  I know it's hard for people to get up and say things but more of that has happened this time than I have seen at some other occasions, and I think ‑‑ if only we can get less time taken on panel presentations, and more time taken on audience interaction, we might be starting to get somewhere.  And that's where the social network will also help a great deal.

One final point, and that is if we want to make it better next time around, at this stage, the regional point of view, then we need all of you and your organizations and the organizations and those that are involved in business, industry, dare I say it local, regional, municipal governments to think about what workshop you want to do and get it to your organizing committees earlier.  We actually had to go out and twist some arms.  You guys came in, that's great, but one isn't going to run in a multistream system.

So, you know, we need actually to get it from the edges because it's not supposed to be top down, us setting.  We've got five general topics.  It's up to the edge communities to bring in what they are passionate about and we just have to facilitate it.

There is Cheryl's soap box for this afternoon, but really, I think it's not as bad as it might look if we look at where we come from and we have come from some pretty dark places.  Thank you. 

>> I'm sorry to be grabbing the mic again.  Two quick thoughts is, one is the wiki.  That's a fourth option.  It's a very valuable one.  Call it wiki‑G or whatever, for governance that is.

The second thing is Cheryl talked about the edge communities.  I would suggest that we are the central committees.  We are the people who are affects.  We use the Internet.  So let's not think of ourselves as the edge.  We are in the middle.  Government serves us, right? 

Unfortunately along the way, the perception is different, but the fact is, we are the central communities and it's time we took that position.

>> AUDIENCE MEMBER: First, I would like to thank Freedom House and also ISOC as well, another one of the organizations that brought the civil society members to this conference.

I'm part of the local organizing committee as well as the MSG or the Asia Pacific regional IGF organizing body for three years and been involved with IGF before it was started.  But honestly this year we couldn't raise much funding to invite people from the developing countries or the civil society which personally, I think we should have done.  It's almost impossible.  Look at how many civil society members from Japan is now sitting inside this room.  We were outnumbered, right?  Only two.

That could be far less than a few years ago in the WSIS process.  Even then it was not much enough.  So I was curious myself that why the Japanese don't really have much attention or awareness about this.  I'm not asking you to answer.  It's our job to do so.  But this is sort of a reality on one hand.  On the other hand, I have been very much active on raising the civil society voices, especially from the Asia Pacific to the global IGF spaces and I would say it's fair to say that Asian civil society voices are not less sort of visible than other regions.  You guys, we are as vocal as others are.  So that's some of our governments may say don't disturb.

Ironically, if I way, that in this country ‑‑ of course, we have many problems like nuclear power pollution.  This was a disastrous thing.  For the almost two or three weeks, some of the demonstrations around the Prime Minister's office is exceeding 200,000 or something like that, and it's still every Friday, this evening, it's still sort of increasing.  It's incredible.  The new NGO media guys in Japan, hired a helicopter last week to shoot from above how many people are surrounding this, because no main stream media is doing so.

And this ‑‑ most of this work is transported via Twitter and other social media, but that doesn't mean that we say how great is the social media is.  I would say that it reflects how concerned, how bad the situation is about this pollution.  It's just for the ordinary citizens.  Compared with that, how many would care about the Internet Governance? 

That's ‑‑ I'm not doing it sarcastic, but many civil society organizations have environmental issues, grassroots and are using the Internet to support their own activities, otherwise you cannot afford to respond to.  But somehow we on the one hand take for granted, at least email is not that censored.

>> Yes.

>> AUDIENCE MEMBER: Some of the academics may not inbound this room, where you call yourself academic or not Jeremy, but have done very good observations and thinking deeply so aggregate what is the public interest globally, because most consumer organizations and the likes do not really try to abbreviate these sort of things about what if within five years this Internet Governance will go this way or that way.  They have other priorities.

I think it's ‑‑ I have been always saying, it's sort of an uphill road.  I never sit down here.  I wish I would.  It was really encouraging for you guys coming here to Japan or Tokyo so that could showcase ‑‑ that's why he's taking so much videos, I think to show our colleagues or our youngsters like yesterday.  We are not living alone.  We are living together.  So we should share this.  I think I stop here, but I would like to listen more. 

>> AUDIENCE MEMBER: (Inaudible).

>> AUDIENCE MEMBER: The question was raised governance here and this is a discussion that we've actually had this at the planning level for future regional IGFs.  What we see is the opportunity to get the governments in the host country involved, but it's another opportunity for a multicountry government.  Because their funds are also limited.  They will go to the main IGF if we are lucky, but what we can do, hopefully, is bring ourselves back from these cross country regional ones back to any national ones that may be held and even if they are not, try and input what we have discussed and developed in these types of fora to the spheres of influence, whatever they are to influence your own government in country.

That then might encourage them, for example, if you then happen to host an IGF in your space to be more proactive.

But we also made the point of, there's more than national governments in this mix.  There's regional governments.  There's municipal governments.  There's local governments and, in fact, to some level, they might be even more important to engage, so I think there's a lot of opportunity on that, getting all the parts of what should be in the multistakeholder model.  But you have to sit down with the big ones, Google and others, but we do have to get around the same table and however we do that, let's make sure the table has seats for us all.

>> YAP SWEE SENG: Thank you.  There are two questions that you need to answer later, the panelists.

>> Hi, I'm Mewa.  I wanted to what is ‑‑ the Internet has such potential, for instance, the freedom on the net 2011 that maybe Azuimi, you heard from our colleague in New York who is producing all of these annual surveys and one called freedom on the net.  And there's one last year and there is one coming.  Later this year.  And in that ‑‑ in that list, there's one section that compares the press freedom and the freedom on the net.

And one of the key interesting things they have found is that it's not so clear, black and white, like, if you have less press freedom, the Internet is also very less free because the Internet is still a relatively new space.  The government is still kind of a little behind in time, although learning to try to see if they could restrict.  They do realize that those things are not expressed or shared in the main stream media what are offline or online, which can now be reported by citizens on streets.

Now, yes, we have opportunities, but we are the Asia Pacific as a whole, just from the very microreview, it's also an interesting space where we have China and we have Russia, where whether we like it or not, our governments do learn about how they do act on regulatings or shall we say, cyber sphere which gives the citizens like us alternative space to share what's going on, including the issues such as the in nuclear power plants.

Yes, there's opportunities but dictators learn from each other.  We do see this pattern, for instance, of governments, different restriction on ‑‑ in the name of say, NGO law.  The law on the nonprofit association, whether those are, say, a farmers association, the labor union groups, to the so‑called NGOs working on different issues.  So I just wanted to raise that.  Thanks. 

>> YAP SWEE SENG: Now let me turn back to the panelists, if you want to answer some of the comments, and respond to the comments and also answer the questions.  Yeah. 

Maybe Shahzad, since you are far after way, do you want to respond first?  Shahzad?

>> SHAHZAD AHMAD: Yep, I couldn't get all the ‑‑ I couldn't get all the questions.  If you can write these in the message box, I can respond to them.  Yeah.

>> YAP SWEE SENG: Okay.  So this is one of the weaknesses of remote participation.  Yeah.

>> SHAHZAD AHMAD: I'm really sorry.  I tried my best, but I could not follow everything, because, I mean, there was lag and also if you can write it in the chat, the text, then I can respond to it quickly.  I'm really sorry.

>> YAP SWEE SENG: Okay.  Okay.  I think the questions from one of the participants is about what is the comment of the panelists open the past treaties of IGF?  But since you are not here, so you are not entitled to answer that question, yeah?

(Laughter).

So and ‑‑

>> AUDIENCE MEMBER: He comments at his own expense.

>> YAP SWEE SENG: And secondly.  The second question is, next time if there's no money to support your participation to the Asia Pacific IGF, would you come on your own expense, yes?  So those are the two questions.  So maybe you can answer the last one. 

>> AUDIENCE MEMBER: It should be a short answer.

>> SHAHZAD AHMAD: It's me, yes, I got the questions actually.  Do I need to respond to those? 

>> YAP SWEE SENG: No, no, not necessary.

>> SHAHZAD AHMAD: I wanted to say about one aspect of it, there's the question of what happens in between the ideas is there a role that civil society can play?  So, yes, between the IGFs, then there are regional IGFs and there are country IGFs but there's more important things to do at the national level.  I mean, the way things are moving at such a rapid pace.  So civil society organizations in the countries need to engage more at the international level.

So for example, what we are right now doing is that we are trying to build the local campaigns and particularly focusing on bringing the traditional human rights movement into the campaign and to the discussion.  But the individuals would are doing reports, conducting research and sharing it with regional stakeholders, other global stakeholders and then prepare people to take all of this to ‑‑ to a forum like ‑‑ like this one, or the global IGF.  So there is a lot to do during the year.  And then a lot of preparations also go into it.

On the question that if there's no money, I will go to the IGF, I didn't come.  There was no money.  (chuckles).

>> YAP SWEE SENG: Okay.  Thanks. 

>> SEAN ANG: Okay, I have two or three comments here.  Number one, David from India, you mention the floating between civil society and the government, it looks as if, like, we trying to look ourself as not equal.  But the thing is like, this let's assume that there's an issue on anonymity and we discuss should we put our photograph or not?  And let's assume civil society agrees that, okay, all should have a photograph and link this photograph.

The ball is at my hand and I can go back and implement it and tell my friends to do the same.  I can organize training and say, hey, please put up the latest photograph, however, the problem now is more of an issue that concerns us, like freedom of expression, the ball is not at our hand.  Let's assume that we say, hey, please allow freedom of expression.

Then the last IGF, Shahzad was there.  He allowed the government to actually come up with a new act called evidence act that comes down on social community and so on what can we do?  In the first place when it comes to policy that ‑‑ that is related to ‑‑ to the government, right, it's not equal because they have the authority, you see?  So if they decided to implement or develop a loss, there's nothing much we can do.  So that's why we ‑‑ the best thing we can do is to complain.  Okay?  Lobby.  Right?

However, if there's any recommendations related to culture, hey, look, we need to educate the public.  We need to create trust and so on, and I agree.  We are on an equal footing because we can do something about it.  This is how I look at it.  Number two, a question by the gal from Vietnam, and what we think about the outcome.

Actually, after I look at the minutes or meeting by Frank LaRue, and the issues, the four or five important issues that we are concerned about was actually taken up by Frank LaRue and it was prepped to the General Assembly.  I'm not sure that IGF is a contributing factor or it could be any factor but in terms of the outcome, it feels that people are listening, okay?

Having a civil society, agreeing on a principle is one thing.  In fact, most of the things that we are concerned about, we already have an outcome.  It's called the universal human rights.  As a result of all of these discussions, as a result of the new international law treaties, do the government improve?

Okay, from my experience, from the book release by Yap from Asia, it shows that there's a mixed result, and in Southeast Asia, it's declining.  Me from Malaysia and Sri Lanka, things got worse.  And the funny thing is you may notice many of these bureaucrats, they participated in IGF.  It looks as if they are coming to IGF to learn all the best practices and go back and do something.  You know, we actually want IGF to be a platform for best practices and global value, but at the same time, you know, some governments are also collaborating among themselves, you know, to counterattack what we are did ‑‑ what we are producing.

So that's why I agree, yep, let's look into IGF actually as a better field.  It looks ‑‑ people are very quiet here.  I go out and people are sitting and I go out and people are scheming and plotting.

>> Sam DuPont:  I say I will in closing and in response to John's question, you asked about whether we can have more engagement between IGFs and in some senses we actually are between IGFs right now, because the real party is in November.

What we are doing here, you know, gathering in Tokyo is ‑‑ serves several purposes but one of which is to inform what's going to go on in Baku in November.  And so, you know, I think ‑‑ I think there is a great need for sort of, you know, making this more of sort of an ongoing year round all the time process, and dialogue rather than something that happens once a year with other events in between.

And I think actually Sean's presentation, which I enjoyed very much, I think was a very good effort at that in how to do it.

And Freedom House is actually working to ‑‑ and you know this already, but working to create a sort of social media‑based dialogue that will continue among civil society after this event.  David, we would love to have you join us in that.

Yeah, and I would say, you know, we are here talking about civil society participation and Internet policy making and the problems therein.  You know, I hope from my presentation nobody got the sense that I was anti‑IGF.  I'm actually very pro IGF.  I was identifying some issues with the policy making process as a whole, but I think the IGF is a great forum, and a rather unique forum in the way that it includes civil society.

You know, and the problems ‑‑ the problems we have are by and large, you know in the sort of human rights realm, the civil rights realm is what I was talking about.  They are on the national level and a lot of times they are actually not even Internet policies, you know, I think anyone would is ‑‑ yesterday, the freedom of expression panel heard, you know, I would I take Malaysia as an example where, you know, the ‑‑ it ranks as partly free in our freedom on the net report, but it's not really the Internet policies that are the problem.  It's offline oppression and, you know, evidence laws and other sorts of legal measures that harm and restrict online free speech but are not themselves truly Internet laws.

So, you know, I think there are ‑‑ I think we have come a long way.  You know, I think ‑‑ I think it's an extraordinary forum because we are able to have this conversation and have conversations like we did yesterday and that we have had all week.  So would I come back next year?  Yeah.  And I hope you will too.  I hope everyone here will stay engaged in the interim. 

>> PIRONGRONG RAMASOOTA: Okay.  Concur with Sam about making it continuous, not temporal.  I think we talk as a community here.  When you talk about communities, the policy making community from a civil society point of view, but when you talking about community it has to be continuous.  You have to have a common goal.  It's not ‑‑ social media is great and I really appreciate what Sean did, but social media can help network people, can make the law of information faster but it's not a replacement for participation.

Social immediately can be a tool, an excellent tool but you have to start with engaged citizens.  To begin with, the civil society partners would have to feel that they could make a difference.  They have to have those values.  They have to have the motivation.  They have to decide.  They have to have the belief that they can make change.  The tools have to be available, yes, but it would be even better.  I like the debate so much, because the debate model, because they can actually participate by deliberating rather than just click.  Collection of content is not community.  It's more the common goal that's community.  Thank you. 

>> YAP SWEE SENG: Okay.  We have actually last two minutes.  So final comment.  Two?  Two last final comment. 

>> AUDIENCE MEMBER: Sean, I could hear the frustration in your voice when you were talking about governments and civil society.  Believe me, it's much worse in India.  Time after time, the government has come to the IGF, and said all the right things like somebody described, gone back and done exactly what they want.

The state of the Internet penetration in India is dismal, compared to other BRIC countries or other countries.  I understand that.  I take inspiration ‑‑ you take a look at Mahatma Ghani, when the British were in absolute power, he positioned himself as on equal and spoke to them.  And that gathered people to him.  It's a mind thing.  We need to have a mind state where we believe we are equal.

When he went to England, he refused to wear a suit.  He wore his, you know, traditional costume and he said, I'm equal to you.  I will engage you accordingly.  That's what I'm talking about.  I'm talking about a mind thing. 

>> Thank you.  I think John wanted to master mind me to appeal to donors, I guess, by raising his question, but just to give you a clear example, I don't know, maybe regular participants in IGF noticed probably last year, but we could not get our funding to sponsor this many participants from our regional counterparts last year.  So none of us was present except one person would managed to ‑‑ he fought to collect resources himself and was able to fly into Singapore, but as you can imagine, running Southeast Asia program at Freedom House, Singapore, the venue was decided.  It was such a strategic place for us, but just ‑‑ we could not get funding we just did not have and so we sent zero person, whereas in 2010, we sponsored more number of people.  We were able to because of the funding that was available to us.

And then this year, we were lucky to have some resources available to us.  So it ‑‑ but at the same time, the donor for groups like us who depend on the donor agencies resources available, made available each year, it ‑‑ we are also ‑‑ the capacity to be physically here to interact and to motivate each other as the gentleman said, in your country but also bring it up to this level is also ‑‑ we are also affected by policy ‑‑ policy decisions made by different agencies that might not be present here.  So I just wanted to highlight that.  Thank you. 

>> YAP SWEE SENG: Hello.  Okay.  So yeah.  Our time is up.  So I will not summarize whatever we have discussed and I think it has been a very fruitful exchange of views from different peoples, you know, and including those who have involved in the organizing of the IGF this time or in the past and those would have participated in the process.  And I think many great ideas have been discussed here and hopefully those can be further explored and see how we can together improve the participation and also the impact of the participation, yeah, for the end results of the IGF in terms of our policy and.

And I think there are all concerns about in the end what will be the changes that we'll make, you know, at the national level in terms of concrete policies and affecting the Internet users at the national level.  And one point that was raised, which is important for us to also enhance the engagement at the national level with the national governments and not just wait for the regional IGF or the global IGF, yeah.  Okay?

So with that, thank you.  Thank you all.  Yeah, for your contributions.  And thanks for the panel and thanks Shahzad for remote participation from Pakistan.

>> SHAHZAD AHMAD: Thank you very much.  Thank you very much, everyone.

>> YAP SWEE SENG: Thank you, Shahzad.  Okay.  Bye‑bye.

(End of session 16:04) 

