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>> Good morning, everyone.  Welcome to the workshop on Internet ‑‑ I'm sorry.  Internet on an equally accessible ecosystem for universal progress.

The topic originated from the team of the APrIGF, it is Internet to Equinet.  The idea is to examine whether the Internet architecture has a design to make the Internet an Equinet.  What that term means. 

We will examine in this workshop the aspects of Internet architecture, the way the Internet is operated and the way we have the equal system.  The Internet as we have today, is an Equinet, if there are problem areas, how we'll address the problem areas, so on.

We have on the panel Paul Wilson, and as remote participants we have Cheryl Langdon‑Orr and Hong Xue.  I requested the speakers to introduce themselves. 

Who would like to start first?  Paul?  Paul Wilson will start.  I will request him to start with a brief introduction about himself so that everyone knows him.  Thank you.

>> PAUL WILSON:  Good morning, everyone.

(No audio).

Thank you to everyone who has an interest in IP addresses, that could be operators, could be venders, technology, user, academics, government people, anyone.  They can participate in the processes particularly in policy development so that the policies, the rules, the framework, the understandings and best practices are developed by that community and as I said, anyone can participate in that process.  In fact, the process requires participation.  It comes from the community itself as a bottom up process.  This is a non‑profit with a specific responsibility assigned to us.  We also operate on an open, transparent basis so that anyone with questions about how APNIC operates, what it currently is doing, what it has done in the past as a secretariat, what are the budgets and internal processes, so on to the maximum extent I think can be seen by anyone with an interest.

I think this is relating to the theme of equitability, the processes that I have described that IP adheres to are very much part of an Internet tradition shared across other organizations that have administrative responsibilities.  That is really part of the ‑‑ I would argue part of the success of the Internet, the open and transparent bottom‑up equitable nature of the way that the minimal ‑‑ the minimum administration and coordination functions have actually been conducted.

I'll say a bit more on equitability on the Internet as it is developed and as the Internet has grown, become so important.  Personally I have been at APNIC, 15 years, before that, I was involved with the Internet development with the IP in Australia and on the non‑profit side in that I was involved for many years with particularly with one international agency, they're doing network development and deployment projects around Asia‑Pacific, Mongolia, other places, that's what I was doing during say the mid, early to mid-1990s in the Internet sphere.

That's probably enough from me.  Thank you. 

>> Paul, with all your expertise, can you tell us about the Internet core architecture and how it is designed to be an equitable architecture and about Internet access, so on.

>> PAUL WILSON:  Very happen to do that.  I thought we were doing introductions.  I may ‑‑ we'll let the introduction first and then I'll be happy to get into the discussion with you.  Thank you. 

>> RAM MOHAN:  I'm Ram Mohan.  I'm on the board of director of ICANN and also Affilias.  We're talking about an equitable Internet, an ‑‑ what really does having equity mean?  Is it just equal access?  Is it equal ability to equally share information?  Is it also the ability to equally be able to object or to ensure that free speech can actually prevail?  I think there is an interaction of that with lots of other areas, what is considered equal in one jurisdiction doesn't necessarily work for another jurisdiction.

I think it will be interesting to explore those things.  Fundamentally if you look at the domain name system, the DNS system itself, if you look at the Internet addressing system and you look at how all of these combine and work together one of the things that's very apparent in this area of human enterprise is that for the most part it doesn't really worry about borders, geographic borders, political borders, doesn't really matter nearly as much.  The Internet itself as a system is a systems that intended to be able to be accessed from literally any point around the world and to be able to provide the same kind of information no matter where you are.  That's one of the foundations underneath it.

Now the Internet and a lot of the technologies that run on top of the Internet underlying it is a set of standards and set of principles.  If you look at the standards, a lot of those focused on ensuring that there is openness, the way the standards are developed are pretty open.  Literally anybody who has knowledge, expertise, an interest can participate not only in the building of the standards but also in the implementation of the standards.  That's a pretty unique thing.  Before all of this came about, it used to be that you had to be nominated by government and nominated by some organization in order to participate even in standard processes and standard making.  There is a change that happened there.  There is equity in how standards can be made.

I'll stop there for now.  Perhaps pass it on.  I know you have other people here also, you have Sheryl, other folks.  It is an interesting area.  I just want to say one thing to spark off some conversation, there is an assumption that equitability is the norm.  There is an assumption that this is ‑‑ we can take it for granted, that having equity across, we can take it for granted simply because it was designed that way from the get‑go.  I think that's a huge fallacy.  When various parts of the world wake up when various regimes wake up to both the opportunities and the threats that suddenly access to information provides, equitability can often be sacrificed.  There is actually something underlying all of this, the topic I think is really relevant because we really cannot take it for granted that an equitable Internet is here to stay. 

>> Thank you, Ron.  I'll ask Cheryl to express her views, if she's ready? 

Cheryl?  Her video seems frozen. 

>> PAUL WILSONI was asked to talk about the Internet ‑‑ I was asked to talk about the Internet's poor architecture and how it contributes to equitability.  I think what has been said covers it well, it is important that the Internet protocols as a ‑‑ it has allowed the Internet as a global uniform end‑to‑end, point‑to‑point network allowing any point on the network to connect with any other point on the network.  That's something that's sort of intrinsic to the Internet but it didn't exist before the Internet.  People who have come along, became used to the Internet may assume that while the Internet, it will always allow this, always allow me to easily and transparently without boundaries, barriers connect myself to anywhere on the net.  That's something that as was said should not be taken for granted.  The Internet can change.  It could certainly change over the course of years, decades, or faster such that that global reachability, uniformity is gradually eroded.  That's something that I think your everyday Internet user may not even notice.  It may not become apparent that things have changed because of the Facebooks, social media, the services that run already, would continue to run.  They would probably appear to be very much the same.  It has allowed innovation of the e‑services and possible because of the global nature of the Internet.  I think an Internet where we started to erode, that those fundamental structures would be less of a place for innovation of new services.  As I say, every day Internet user may not notice the new services are not being developed.  They may not understand the opportunity that had been lost.  That's not to say that the opportunity for the Internet to continue to get better and better through innovation has actually been eroded or lost. 

The fundamental, there are other fundamentals about the Internet which can be taken for granted, they're not necessarily well understood.  They have been part of the Internet's success and network neutrality is one of those things, that the Internet technology and the de facto, default way of employing the services is neutral by default.  In fact, before the Internet we didn't have a neutral network.  There was no such thing as the network neutrality.  The term didn't exist.  It is the Internet that's allowed us to identify network neutrality as a critical aspect or as an important aspect of the network and of a device.  The Internet allows neutrality but it doesn't guarantee it, it comes from the way that the net is implemented and managed.  The Internet is very flexible.  You can do very many different things with it, including shaping traffic, prioritizing traffic, allowing, disallowing particular applications.  Those are actual actions by ‑‑ actions that are taken in the operation of an Internet that's by default, it is a neutral platform. 

I think you could also say that the Internet by default is an equitable platform as well and I think this is what you were suggesting that the Internet has allowed a degree of equitability that was unknown before.  It has provided access to a network with a very low barrier to entry which has enhanced the perception of equitability.  It really has been possible over the last 20, 30 years of Internet development for anyone to come along to establish an Internet service, to establish an ISP for instance, to establish, to develop a new application and to do that in a completely distributed manner around the network, no one has to lineup in order to receive a ticket to establish a new Internet application.

We have people all over the world working on these things all the time because there is no barrier to entry for these developments to happen.  That creates an equitability that, again, we take for granted and I hope will always continue.

I think probably the most potent example that I have ever saw of the power of the Internet to allow developments to happen was between two trips I made to Mongolia, one in 1993 when there was no Internet service there at all and the second in 1995 when I saw URL on the side of buses.  In two years the Internet services were developed and popularized to the extent that people could recognize the value of having a URL on the side of a bus.  That again is not something that was permitted, they needed the permission of anyone to happen, it just happened as an indigenous, local development in Mongolia as a result of an incredibly entrepreneurial and adventuresome society particularly at that time as there was amazing political changes that had just happened.

I think it is correct to say that you don't need to do anything to create ‑‑ to allow an equitable Internet.  You can do many things to stop it being equitable and you can enhance its equitability or distribution by helping to develop it.  There's something fundamentally neutral and equitable about it if we allow that to happen and appreciate it.  Again, not to take it for granted but to appreciate it.  To work with it. 

Thanks. 

>> Are there any questions for Paul?  Anyone?  Any views?  Anyone to share views? 

Cheryl is online.  If she's ready, maybe we can hear her and then we can continue. 

>> CHERYL LANGDON-ORR: (No audio).

I live in an emerging, developing economy.  (Laughter).

(No audio).

If you can hear me, I'm actually ‑‑ (no audio).

>> Okay.  Providing we lost that echo now. 

(No audio).

 The fact the permission is important.  (No audio).

I'm not sure that utter equitability is that important.  I'll stop there and continue the conversation as you feel is needed. 

(No audio).

>> Trying to fix the Cheryl problem with her microphone.  I'm sorry for the technical problems.  We haven't heard Cheryl Langdon‑Orr clearly.  We have only seen part of her comments transcribed.  First of all, apologies to Cheryl.  We're still trying to fix the problem. 

Apart from what you see transcribed, is there any other important point that you made, if you could write it down in case we don't fix the audio problem I would like to read it out.

For now, we'll ‑‑ I have some questions to Paul.  Paul talked about the technical aspects of equitability.  On the government side, on the administrative side I have a question.  The number of resources are allocated by five regional, Internet registries spread over different regions.  Is there any possibility, Paul, that Europe or United States created a disproportionate level of numbers and gave Asia‑Pacific a smaller proportion?  Is there any chance that they said, okay, Asia‑Pacific is not important?  Within the Asia‑Pacific, if a large company applied for a number of resources and a small person applied for a number of sources, is there any possibility that you discriminated between them?  If India applied for a number of sources and if Singapore applied for a number of sources S there any chance that you said that India is not important, we'll give it to Singapore? 

>> PAUL WILSON: That's an interesting question.

I will answer that by saying no, that's not a possibility.

Over the last 20 years of Internet, IP address allocations until 1992 or 3 the address allocations were made from the U.S.A. at a time when no one had an idea of the likely popularity of the Internet, success of the Internet.  The allocations were made then as they have been since then on a first come first serve needs basis.  There was never an allocation or subdivision or a reservation of addresses for any particular person or part of the world that were distributed to whoever needed them in numbers sufficient to satisfy that need.  Back in the early days that was a very rough, rough process.  In fact, until about 1993 there were only three different sizes of address allocations you could receive.  There was a very small one, a medium‑sized one and a large one.  The large size was actually very large.  It was still ‑‑ as I say, the success of the Internet was not foretold at the time.  There were large allocations made to some companies and to some institutions, universities who simply asked for them and they were made available, even the medium‑sized allocation was something that in today's terms is quite large and there were thousands of those allocations made to companies and to its institution who is asked for them.  Naturally I think everyone understands where this Internet development was happening in the first place, was in the U.S.A. and then in Europe.  Back in those days I would say the 99% plus of Internet development by the early 90s had happened in that part of the world.  By that time, and it was seen by that time as something of an emergency, well over a third of all IP addresses had been distributed to an Internet that was very small.  You know, really 1993 the Internet is a fraction of the size that it is today and yet it accounted for a third of the entire address allocations.  The entire availability.  It was, in fact, a reaction from the community to say, well, actually the Internet is really starting to grow fast and our address allocation mechanism really isn't good enough.  We're not being careful enough with address allocations.  There are a couple of changes made.  One was to allow much finer distinction between the requirements for small, medium, large blocks.  There were many different opportunities ‑‑ there were opportunities provided through the technology to deal with different sizes of address blocks and in order to actually service the needs the opportunity for regional Internet registries was created at that time.  Very quickly in the early 1990s and it was established in Amsterdam to serve Europe and one established in Japan to serve the Asia‑Pacific.  That was done in the interests of making better decisions about IP address allocations.

Through this entire process the basis on which addresses were allocated was to whoever came and expressed and demonstrated a need.  The need is demonstrated by submitting technical plans to justify that a network was being built and would need addresses.  That naturally allowed those who were building networks earlier to receive addresses and those that were not building networks yet, I'm afraid they didn't have addresses reserved for them.  It could have been ‑‑ this could have been done differently if back in the early days we said that the Internet will be successful, let's cut the address space up into reservations for all of the different let's say countries of the world.  If that had been done, of course the U.S.A., European countries would have exhausted their address allocations way back in the 90s.  They would have consumed everything that had been reserved for them and countries that went on well into probably today without having even consumed the addresses that were available to them.  Now at one level that looks like a more equitable approach to reserve, to make addresses available.  Then on the other hand, if there are people that need addresses and they can see addresses in another country and the addresses aren't available to them, then that is also arguably not an equitable situation either.  Look, I'm not going to debate at the macro level of how the address allocations were designed.  It was designed as it was and I think justifiably so as a first come, first serve demonstrative need basis.  Now coming to the last question about whether it is possible for someone to have not received addresses and for someone else to receive addresses in preference in some way the necessary policies by which addresses have been allocated is as I say demonstrated need.  Demonstrated need doesn't mean you have been able to come to a URL saying here is my marketing plan, the advertisement we have created for the new network.  We have taken no notice of marketing plans or claimed plans.  We have required and demanded detailed technical plans of what the addresses are going to be used for to the extent of requiring equipment, invoices, to demonstrate that the equipment required for the network has actually been purchased and that can be a very onerous thing.  There was always a balance in order to provide a workable system.  There was always a balance between reasonably demanding to understand and to trust that a need exists, and then going to unreasonable lengths to demand ‑‑ unreasonable levels of proof.

Always a question of judgment in the eyes of the people that are assessing those requests.  What that means, in some cases you may actually have an isp wanting to start up with a genuine need and not really understanding what's required to demonstrate that need.  You may ‑‑ in one country or another, in two countries you may have ISPs in a similar State of development meeting addresses and one may understand better what's the process by which the addresses are needed.  That's something that we have recognized almost since day one and have been involved with training courses also since day one in which were primarily oriented towards telling ‑‑ helping the ISPs, engineers to understand what they needed to do in order to receive addresses and to properly manage them, the receiving addresses is not just a once‑only transaction, they would receive addresses and need more down the track and in order to receive more down the track they need to demonstrate what they have done with the addresses they already received.  This is all kind of a technical documentation activity.  For the ISPs to understand how to navigate that activity, how to understand what they need to do, what are the policies by which they're expected to manage addresses is not trivial.  It is not a highly expensive process but it is one that's not a trivial process that requires technical knowledge and understanding of policies and so on.  We would have been involved with hundreds of training courses around particularly the developing countries around the years to help people understand, exactly to deal with that possibility that there may be some ISP that does need addresses and doesn't know yet how to demonstrate that need. 

Thanks. 

>> Any questions to Paul or to Ron?  Anyone who wants to make a comment from the room? 

Is the audio problem fixed?  Okay.  Cheryl, if you're listening, they say that the audio problem is fixed.  If you could try talking once again. 

(Cheryl Langdon‑Orr speaking).

>> To take advantage of the access to the network, all of that, that it brings.  I want to perhaps say if I may get the conversation here in that lecture, I would like to say that while there may be some variation on the thing, and that there is some differences throughout various parts of the Pacific, regardless we still have to make a biscuit.  I'll do that with inverted commas.  The business case for development of good‑quality connectivity and then having that Infrastructure in place, taking advantage of what we can ‑‑ as businesses, educational institutions, as society, you really do need to see that it is not always going to be profit, that there will be marketplaces within particularly our region where if the numbers are there, the disposable income, or if ‑‑ even if the disposable income is there, then the market may not be enough.  Then we'll have to look at social benefits as well as the communities as a whole and public interest.  How we try to shift any measurement of more than just the dollar value of putting Infrastructure in for profit to be taken from.  I would like to hear discussion and get talk on that as well. 

Thank you. 

>> Thank you, Cheryl.  It was so good to hear you. 

Any questions? 

>> I don't really have a question.  I wanted to contribute a bit on this area.

You know, Cheryl, you were talking about connectivity, the ability to access as one of the key criteria.  I think if you go up a level, there are several basic conditions that must be met I think to have an equal system that allows for equitability.  Clearly at the base of that is Infrastructure to be able to have the various components that allow you to access the network.  That's clearly one of the areas.  There are other components as well.

If you look at ‑‑ there are several parts of the world where even if there is Infrastructure the lack of expertise, the lack of skilled labor who actually understand how to leverage that Infrastructure results in a lack of equity.  You also I think need to have the end users to get used to performing certain types of transactions online that they were in the past only used to doing in a physical structure and if you look at ‑‑ India as an example, for the longest time e‑commerce transactions in India were not a common thing.  They're starting to become more commonplace but it used to be less than 1% of the market in that mode.  I think the individuals, the individual users also have to come up that curve to understand that systems can be accessed securely with an expectation of privacy and an expectation of security that then allows forest inventory a common basis of trust in the network.  I think that's a third important foundation.  The last one, this is particularly relevant when you look at a country like India, with so many different languages, it is the accessibility of content, the availability of content., you know, for a country with so ‑‑ with minority English country, if you look at India there is far more content available online in English than in any other language.  That really has to do with another part of the ecosystem that has to get up the curve.  When you get all of these together then I think we can probably talk even more meaningfully about what equitability means.  To me, these four things are four pillars, four legs of that stool that need to come together so that, you know, we can actually move forward.  There are studies that show that when you have these four legs actually working well, you have the good Infrastructure, good human resources, capital, you have individual user who is have good awareness and finally you have good information, that actually has a tremendously positive impact on the economy of those nations, of those places where these things are in place.  I think when you get to that point, then you get to other factors, you get to Entrepreneurship, job creation, you get to the fundamental things that drives people in that particular geography. 

>> Thank you, Ron.

Any questions to Ron?  Thank you. 

>> MUTHUSAMY SIVASUBRAMANIANI serve as the president for Internet society India.  As I said, the topic originated from the theme of this regional idea.

I will start by reading from what Brian carpenter in 1958 talked about on the architecture of principles of Internet.

He said fortunately nobody wants the Internet.  There's no centralized control and nobody can turn it off.  Its evolution depends on consensus on technical proportions and code.  Engineering feedback is important.  This has some features, one, it is the architecture, what originates from one user, it reaches another user among other things, what originates from one user reaches another user without any form of centralized control.  It implies that any type of device can be connected to the Internet on a common protocol.  It is interoperable and architectural scalable and it is public.  So it emerged not as a means of communication, a mean of communication, but a very limited way of describing the Internet.  The Internet is an equal system, it is a real equal system.  It is free and universally accessible as an ecosystem.  When it comes to the progress, the global prosperity the Internet equal system provides something very, very relevant and very, very essential for prosperity which is an element of what we call innovations.  Anyone from any part of the world can create applications on the Internet without having the need to ask for anyone's permission n means that there are no barriers for progress.  The creation of the applications on the Internet or using the Internet for commerce, there are no barriers.  That does not make ‑‑ make it is possible for the Internet to be an equal system which can be described in this regional idea and event.  As designed and operated, it is an Equinet and it provides the greatest opportunity for any country, to anyone to access the markets and to create applications and to prosper.  This is what's been described about from the Internet.  If we take a look at what Paul said there's no discrimination, there's no intention of discrimination in governance, the design of the Internet is that of an Equinet, there is no discrimination in design. 

Internet governance, we're free for anyone, it is ‑‑ it does not ‑‑ I think it is the participation, the participating, anyone can contribute, any country can contribute to Internet governance and any country or anyone from any country can actually play a role in sharing policies and this is more real than on paper. 

As a medium, the way it was designed and governed it is quite an equitable, equal system.  I'll also echo what Paul said.  Don't change anything.  On a broader level, let them find the issues to be addressed, let them find the problems and those problems will have to be addressed and sorted out over a period of time.  Within the existing architecture, within the existing multistakeholder governance, there is a greatest hope for equitability, so don't change anything for Internet to really be an Equinet if you move away and make drastic changes or trying to propose drastic changes Internet becomes what it is not.  Then it becomes a discriminatory Internet and in other area, it does not have the discrimination and leading to an Internet that's completely incompatible between regions, between people, between sectors.  It is more important not to change anything.

Thank you. 

Any questions? 

Anyone wants to make any comment?  Please feel free. 

We can start with you.  Would you like to come here and talk?  We ‑‑ is there a microphone?  A microphone?  You have to speak in the microphone for the remote participants to hear you.  There is a microphone. 

>> Thank you very much for your views and discussions on Internet equitability.  I'm very interested in knowing about the concept of it.  What do you mean by Internet equitability?  To me to a larger stand Internet is still a commercial product that not everyone can still equally access.  Like some of you have mentioned, Infrastructure is still lacking, not everyone can still access it.  I'm just wondering what sort of indicators do you think we'll need to focus on in order for us to say that Internet is equally available to everyone.

Thank you. 

>> Paul, would you like to take that question? 

>> PAUL WILSONI think I indicated some of that earlier in my perspective there is a study, the Boston consulting group had done a little while ago.  If you look at co‑indicators that are at least three, four different foundational things, Infrastructure, they could ‑‑ they're called Infrastructure, individual, industry and information.  So Infrastructure, we know what that is.

Industry is human capital, skill labor, all of that.

The individual has to do with both what the individuals know and what level do we have privacy and security practices, uniformly applied or a good understanding of it.  Finally, information has to do with the accessibility and availability of content that's relevant for that population. 

>> I will make general comments about equitability as a goal.  In we have goals for our society then we can ‑‑ for any goals for our society we can take a passive approach, an active approach.  We can ‑‑ a passive approach means that we have an environment in which these things can emerge and we sit back and we allow them to emerge and we would satisfy ourselves with not preventing their emergence or we could take a more active approach.  There are several different areas where ‑‑ several different examples I think of the difference of approach.  One would be discrimination.  Around the world governments have taken different approaches to discrimination in society.  They have ‑‑ I think there is a general agreement we don't want society which have discrimination.  There are societies which punish discrimination, which ensure that discrimination doesn't happen.  That's what I would call a passive approach to the goal of a non‑discriminatory society.  An active approach would be what's called anti-discrimination, positive action, affirmative action, we are aware it is still happening, rather than saying this is a bad thing, it shouldn't, we actually take deliberate steps to redress the situation.  I'll compare this with the multistakeholder approach where multistakeholderism can be ‑‑ we can take a passive approach saying the processes here are open and so we believe that anyone can come in this open door and that they could be from government, they could be from Civil Society, they could be from technical, academic communities, anyone can come in.  That's kind of allows a multistakeholder approach to emerge in a passive way.  The fact is, if we want to have a demonstrative multistakeholder approach not just as a possibility, but in action, then we say actually we should encourage this by saying we're looking for certain proportions.  Looking for in the environment we're working on, we want a certain number of people or certain proportion of participation from the different stakeholder groups.  You can say that for instance the IGF is a more actively multistakeholder environment because the multistakeholder advisory group has to have certain proportions of the different stakeholder communities.  The workshops which are conducted at IGF are expected to have ‑‑ expected to demonstrate that full diversity of participation.  It is not just that they're open that we say, well, you know, the MAG can have ‑‑ the workshops can have anyone.  We're actively saying we will implement multistakeholderism and a truly multistake showing there is a full participation by the fuel range as in the case of discrimination, there is a difference between passively expressing a goal and actively pursuing it.  The same thing goes for equitability.  You can say there is no barrier to entry and anyone can come in.  Our door is open, anyone can come in.  The fact is, people may not know that the door is open.  The knowledge of the door being open is something that does discriminate or distinguish between people with the knowledge and people without the knowledge.  I would go back to that example I gave before of the training that my organization has provided which has been specifically targeted to developing countries where we will say, well, yes, our door is open.  You people in this certain environment may not understand that the door is open.  You may not understand what's required to actually go through that door.  To go through that process.  So we have actually to some extent taken an active approach to equitability by going out, spending resources, making sure that the knowledge of the open door, the processes are there.  I think that's a great achievement frankly of our community. 

I would also say that we all share a goal for equitability and if we're all going to take that goal seriously and actively pursue it requires an investment by all of us, requires all of us to sort of acknowledge that we're not just going to sit back and either wait for or expect or demand something to happen.  We're actually going to contribute to the solution.  I think equitability on the Internet is such a broad thing, it applies in so many different sectors or spheres, it is an encompassing concept that it basically involves a commitment by everyone and not just simply an expectation, a demand that can be fulfilled by some subset or by anyone as was said before, it is famously known that no one is in charge of the Internet and it is really like an ecosystem, like the environment, it is the people that live in it, create it, it is the participation of every Organism in the ecosystem that actually make it is an ecosystem and that directs the ecosystem in a particular way.

Thanks. 

>> Thank you. 

>> Sorry to come in late.

This is Edmund Chung from dotAsia.  I think this as touched on, this is an ambitious topic in terms of equitability.  Just ask Paul whose mentioned the different ways of looking at what's equal, what is I guess equitable on different levels as well.  If you look at for example some items that you touched on a commercial level, a commercial perspective, what is equitable may be ‑‑ if I have more money I should have faster connection, if I ‑‑ that touches on, for example, net neutrality issue where ten companies pay more so that people can access them then quicker or get priority.  Is that an issue on equitability?  On the other hand, on a policy level you would probably ‑‑ you know, about the issues of ‑‑ so governments gained the support from the people to become a government.  In the global level they should have more say because that's more equitable. You know, on a global, Internet governance position, yeah, you know, that's an argument that could be construed as equitable at the same time.  Of course, as a user, you know, our views would be, wait a minute, that's ‑‑ neither the commercial, nor the governments are ‑‑ should be able to sort of exert their already vested sort of interest in this new discussion.  We need to do it over again.  I guess in terms of the question for everyone is what do we think are the threats right now to this equitability?  What are the threats and different aspects I guess for users, for commercial interests and for governments?  What are ‑‑ what do we think are the threats?  Then perhaps, you know, how we can ‑‑ when is it that we should do to work together to mitigate those threats. 

>> Thank you.  That's really a thought‑provoking question. 

One thing I wanted to make sure we're all in the same page on, is to ensure that there's a clear understanding ‑‑ the way, when I see an equitable Internet, it is not about an equal Internet.  It is not about having the same number or level of resources in one region applying the same weight on another region.  That would be the concept of equality, having the same, take something, divide it up equally but equitability and equitable has to do a lot more with fairness.  What is an appropriate allocation of something?  Whatever in the ecosystem, what is appropriate, what is fair?  I want to make sure that that is ‑‑ that there is no ambiguity about that.  Very often I hear in the Internet governance perspective I hear comments about equality when it really ought to be comments about equitability. 

What are the needs for a particular region, a particular community, to be completely different than those of other communities?  When you talk about communities where Infrastructure is a primary need, capacity building is the top need, to then have very detailed conversations about something ‑‑ say in a developed region, that's a great deal of resources going in that area.  To me I think that's a real problem because ‑‑ you know, you have to enable the foundations and as Cheryl had said in Adobe Chat, what you're seeing, newer regions of the world are leapfrogging internationally what other regions have done.  Anchoring new regions to the resources or to the solutions, technological solutions that the older, more developed regions are using doesn't make as much sense.

To what you were saying, Edmond, about challenges, I think if you ‑‑ in many ways, the principle of equitability is not established.  Right?

We have the Internet, it is assumed to be a resource that's accessible to all, available on demand and that the information that an individual or an organization wants to reach would be available and accessible when they want that to be there.

Now, of course, there is a great deal of variability because of the jurisdictional and other regional type of reasons.  I think that's a pretty big challenge to not have a base, uniform level of more than understanding a uniform acceptance that access, that the infrastructure, all of those have to be made available in an equitable manner, to me that's a bigger challenge and impacts all of the areas, you know, including the corporate, the government, et cetera.  I think that's part of the reason that you find in some regions governments try to be more authoritarian about this resource when they really out to be more free with it ‑‑ ought to be more free with it. 

>> Any other comments?  Participants?  Okay.  It is now 10:40.  We started a little late.  We were to conclude by 10:30.  We can go on to 10:45.  I could ask Paul if he wishes to sum up this.
>> PAUL WILSON:  Interesting, diverse conversation.  Summing up the whole range of comments is quite a challenge.  I suppose at the risk of just repeating I would reiterate a couple of things which I think are very important.  I think are supported by the conversation that we have had.  That is that the Internet, by its nature, has supported certain things which have been absolutely key to its success.  The global nature of the Internet, the very low barrier to entry, not a zero barrier to entry, a low barrier to entry allowing this phenomenal growth to happen.  If these certain features of the Internet would not be built in in the beginning it wouldn't have done what it did, which was to ‑‑ if you like to crush, to out compete, to make irrelevant all of the other networking technologies available at the time.  I mean, the Internet came along at a time when there were many alternatives and these days you forget about that because the Internet is it these days.  The Internet won the race for some very good reasons.  Those things are sort of intrinsic to the Internet, that we take them for granted.  As I mentioned earlier, I think in ten‑years' time the Internet could be fundamentally different and certainly it could become fundamentally more constrained, less open, less efficient, less innovative and we would still call it the Internet.  I'm afraid that most users of the Internet would not really know the difference, they would not know the opportunity cost, the loss that could be introduced by these sort of erosions of Internet values if you like.  There's a need to actively engage with what the Internet gives us, make sure that what we rely upon is not taken for granted, that we truly are informed, confident that the Internet will deliver what we expect it to deliver in the future.

That goes to the technical level.  That's where I spend most of my time.

It also goes at this level of application and outcome.  If we're after a non‑discriminatory, multistakeholder, equitable Internet, these things have been permitted by the government but they're not guaranteed and we actually do need to engage, be actively involved in creating the Internet that we want as part of the society that we want by identifying these things as I said we need to identify and be aware of the technical factors and also need to be able to identify, be aware of, to support the higher level factors in the delivery, the use, the promotion and the benefits that we receive from the Internet and by doing that I think we can sustain, not guarantee, it takes ongoing work, we can continue to sustain, improve the equitable Internet as we do the multistakeholder model and sort of the basic non‑discriminatory nature of the Infrastructure.  Thanks. 

>> I think Paul summed it up very well.  I want to thank everybody for participating in this.  Thank you for helping to have organized this, had us on the panel.  Thank you. 

>> Cheryl, would you like to say anything to sum up? 

>> CHERYL LANGDON-ORRI think Paul's summation is actually perfect.  Those of you looking at the Adobe Connect with a see my applause and on the agreement of what the gentlemen were saying. 

I wanted to pick up on what I'm seeing in particular, which was partly in response to Edmond's question or challenge I suppose it was.  That's what can we do to make some of the threats that we have identified and I think what we need to do is keep talking.  We need to make sure we communicate in open, effective, multistakeholder, I will use the dreaded term manner.  And to work towards a common understanding of what we're talking about, what the technicalities are, what the opportunities are, and what the benefits are, but recognize the changes, it is inevitable and hang on for I think a very exciting ride.

Thank you very much. 

>> Thank you, Cheryl. 

To sum up my arguments, I would like to say that Internet as it has emerged continues to be an ecosystem which is most conducive for progress.  An Internet governance, we can have a limited approach to policy and we can also have an unlimited approach to policy.  Had the resource, the telephone, Telecom, think of the Internet in the country as akin to the concepts of outer space, marine space, how limited consideration such as the number of seats for each country, the percent in the room for governments to be concerned about the number of applications from each country among the thousands throughout and to focus on the balance.  Think of an Internet as something that will do good for the whole world and I think that's good, the whole world, a system of justice for each country.  Work for the Internet, work to build up the Internet within the existing model, within the multistakeholder model of governments, with the architecture, we will not change anything that already works very well, and consider it as a broader policy, not an international policy area.  I understand about the national concerns, that there can be concerns without agreement and there are balances, and those imbalances will often be corrected if we work for a global government F we work to build a global Internet, as a global ecosystem.  So each country can do this in its own way.  The APrIGF, I would like to probably propose that an Internet governance general concept of accountability and this concept can be done with the concept of justice.  Each country has its own look at that.  Egypt for instance has not.  India, we can think of this and philosophies.  And Europe, they have worked extensively within the governments and the justice system and the governments.  What we could do, what each country could do is to bring in the broader concepts of justice and strengthen the Internet governance process as a system ‑‑ as a system, a broader system of justice. 

This is something that I would like to propose.

If there are no other comments from anyone we would like to ‑‑ Edmond?  Okay.  Any other comment?  Ron?  Paul?  Okay. 

Thank you very much.  Thank you for being here.  Thank you. 

(Event concluded).
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