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The Internet Governance Project (IGP) is an interdisciplinary and international collaboration of academic researchers. The Project’s partners possess scholarly and practical expertise in global governance, Internet policy, and information and communication technology. 
Our contribution addresses the overall mandate of the Internet Governance Forum and the process and criteria by which it selects its themes, rather than any one theme.
The WSIS Principles and the Tunis Agenda established a clear mandate for the Internet Governance Forum. That mandate assumes a broad, comprehensive understanding of Internet Governance. It includes public policy issues related to key elements of Internet usage, capacity building, the availability and affordability of the Internet in the developing world and issues relating to critical Internet resources. The IGF mandate also calls for a broad, horizontal assessment of existing Internet governance institutions and mechanisms. 
From this we draw two conclusions:
1. The IGF should provide the space and discursive means to address unsolved, controversial public policy issues
The general themes of the first meeting of the IGF reflect a broad understanding of Internet Governance. Openness and security, diversity and access – and capacity building as a cross-cutting topic – are themes that facilitate coverage of a wide range of issues. One topic of great importance, however, seems to be missing on the agenda. The general themes of the IGF don't reflect the core of Internet Governance: the management and political oversight of the virtual addressing resources of the Internet. It was this issue that led to the founding of the UN Working Group on Internet Governance and subsequently to the creation of the Internet Governance Forum. Oddly, these topics seem to be absent from the agenda of the first IGF meeting. 
We understand and share with the IGF secretariat the concern about the overall acceptance and support for the IGF. The success of the IGF depends on the people who attend it and make use of this new transnational space. However, the discussion of controversial topics such as political oversight over the management of Internet identifiers should not be perceived as a threat to the success of the IGF. Instead, we should keep in mind that the IGF was introduced as an institutional innovation that could help overcome the political controversies surrounding Internet Governance. The IGF should provide the space and discursive means to address unsolved issues and not sweep them under the rug. A well-organized forum is a way of bridging divisive issues and finding solutions to controversial issues. If the forum cannot discuss such issues, where will they be discussed? And how will they ever be resolved?
2. The IGF has a mandate to promote, on an ongoing basis, the embodiment of WSIS principles in Internet governance processes
We view the IGF as a platform for a holistic monitoring and assessment of global Internet governance policies and institutions, and as a catalyst for developing and debating institutional reforms. This view is based on our understanding of the Principles ratified in the Geneva World Summit and the Tunis Agenda, both of which were extensively negotiated and approved by the world’s governments. The Geneva WSIS principles state that Internet governance should be multilateral, transparent, and democratic, with the full involvement of governments, private sector, civil society, and international organizations. The Tunis agenda says that the IGF is to facilitate discourse between bodies dealing with different cross-cutting international public policy issues, interface with appropriate intergovernmental organizations and other institutions on matters under their purview, facilitate the exchange of information and best practices, strengthen and enhance the engagement of stakeholders in existing and/or future Internet governance mechanisms, and identify emerging issues and bring them to the attention of relevant bodies, and where appropriate, make recommendations. This wording suggests to us that the IGF should be in a position to actively assess institutional arrangements and mechanisms and to analyze and explore reforms when appropriate, using the Geneva principles as a guidepost. We share this view with other observers.
 
We recognize the IGF secretariat’s concern that existing organizations involved in Internet governance might not welcome the use of the IGF as a platform for analysis and discussion of their own processes. However, tendencies towards institutional self-protection, while understandable, should not be permitted to impede the much more important interest of the public in improvement and reform of global governance processes. The “democracy deficit” that global organizations suffer is well-known; in the long run it is healthier for both the institutions and the public supporting them to provide an outlet for monitoring and assessing their activities. 
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