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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE HISTORY

Multistakeholder Internet governance aspires to fulfill democratic
values in a process of dialogue producing results that can be
considered for possible action. How can these goals be
accomplished when the participants in these processes come
from entities as varied as corporations, governments, civil society
and academia drawn from countries all over the world? How can
such a multistakeholder process embody democratic values? How
can it be based on dialogue? What kinds of results can it
produce? This article applies Deliberative Polling as a possible
solution to this problem by using a stratified random sample of
netizens, citizens of the Internet, drawn from all the relevant
stakeholders of the Internet Governance Forum, engaged together
in dialogue and with opinions collected in confidential
questionnaires before and after deliberation. This pilot application
focused on the topic of Internet access ‒ policy proposals to
increase access for the next billion users. We believe it
demonstrates the possibility that deliberators drawn from all
these sectors can participate in substantive dialogue weighing the
merits of issues and coming to specific conclusions. The pilot was
limited in its duration and scale but produced, nevertheless,
results that strongly support the conclusion that this approach to
multistakeholder Internet governance is promising.
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1. The challenge of multistakeholder governance
Internet governance has long aspired to implement ‘multistakeholder’ processes that are
‘democratic’ and inclusive for all relevant parties. More specifically, the UN-sponsored
Tunis Agenda World Summit on the Information Society (WSIS, 2005) prescribed that,
‘a multistakeholder approach should be adopted, as far as possible, at all levels’ of Internet
governance (paragraph 37). The same document called for the creation of the Internet
Governance Forum (IGF), as a ‘space for dialogue among all stakeholders’ on ‘Internetrelated policy issues.’ The hope was for a process of dialogue that is ‘multilateral, multistakeholder, democratic and transparent’ (WSIS, 2005). It should consider issues ‘that
are cross-cutting and multidimensional and that either affect more than one institution,
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are not dealt with by any institution or are not addressed in a coordinated manner’ (WSIS,
2005; see also discussion in Doria, 2014; Malcolm, 2008; Sylvan, 2014).
The multistakeholder approach was reaffirmed in 2014 by the NetMundial governance
principles:
Internet governance should be built on democratic, multistakeholder processes, ensuring the
meaningful and accountable participation of all stakeholders, including governments, the
private sector, civil society, the technical community, the academic community and users.
(Emphasis added)

When the UN extended the IGF for another ten years in 2015, it said ‘that the management
of the Internet as a global facility includes multilateral, transparent, democratic and multistakeholder processes.’ It took note of the variety of parties that must be included: ‘the full
involvement of Governments, the private sector, civil society, international organizations,
technical and academic communities, and all other relevant stakeholders in accordance
with their respective roles and responsibilities’ (United Nations, 2015, paragraph 57).
How are all these very different perspectives and actors to be included while also making the process ‘democratic’? How can multistakeholder processes coexist with multilateral
processes that typically involve negotiations among governments? National decision-making regarding the Internet could lead to a very different vision than an open multistakeholder process, including all the relevant parties (Cerf, Ryan, & Senges, 2014). Perhaps
the multistakeholder processes can apply to a broader sphere and encompass the multilateral ones, as if there were a larger and smaller ‘Russian Metrjoska’ as Kleinwächter
(2015) has suggested. But then the question of how the larger doll, the multistakeholder
process, performs its distinctive functions would still need to be resolved. The ambiguities
in what might constitute multistakeholder governance remain.
In this situation there have been various calls for innovation in the processes of multistakeholder governance. Cerf, Ryan and Senges want to ‘encourage further development of
mechanisms (emphasis added) for global debate, deliberation and cooperation in policy
development at places like the Internet Governance Forum (IGF).’ They call for the development of ‘well defined processes’ that would ‘identify the best way to resolve issues’ (Cerf
et al., 2014). Almeida, reflecting on NetMundial, says, ‘the ability to innovate and create
has been at the heart of the Internet’s remarkable growth. Innovation should also be
part of evolving the governance process’ (Almeida, 2014). And when the UN renewed
the IGF it said the forum ‘should continue to show progress on working modalities and
the participation of relevant stakeholders from developing countries’ (United Nations,
2015, paragraph 63). Hence, there is a mandate for further progress in methods or ‘working modalities’, particularly those that will further inclusion of the developing countries.
The IGF provides a good environment to explore these challenges. It was explicitly
established as a forum for multistakeholder governance embodying the full range of criteria mentioned above. We explore it here as a venue for testing a mechanism in an effort
to innovate multistakeholder processes.
Consider some of the aspirations mentioned above:
(1) The full involvement of governments, the private sector, civil society, international
organizations, technical and academic communities, and all other relevant stakeholders in accordance with their respective roles and responsibilities.
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(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
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Multistakeholder
Transparent
Cross-cutting
Democratic
Based on dialogue
Consider issues in a coordinated manner
Provide recommendations (non-binding)

According to (1) and (2), the process should be transnational and involve governments,
the private sector, civil society, etc. As a multistakeholder process, it should represent various entities and individuals who are not nation-states, but representatives of civil society,
corporations and individuals. It should be a transparent and hence public process. It will
deal with cross-cutting issues that affect a range of stakeholders, nation-states and perspectives. It will aim to do all this in a democratic manner through ‘dialogue’ that is ‘coordinated’ and provides ‘recommendations.’
Fulfilling all of these criteria poses some challenges. First, this combination of criteria is
difficult because of the ‘democratic’ condition. The inclusion of both multilateral and multistakeholder requirements means nation-state representatives, individuals, NGOs and
those from corporations all must be represented in the same ‘democratic’ process. However, democracy requires, among other things, an element of political equality or equal
representation. Yet the components of the process are utterly different in their scale,
resources and influence. How does one represent nation-states, individuals and NGOs,
for example, in an equal way in a coordinated process?
A second challenge is that the process must involve dialogue. How does one have a
meaningful dialogue among such different kinds of entities? The largest entities, nationstates and corporations can easily overwhelm the others. Furthermore, representatives
of some of these entities are likely to be constrained, as ambassadors would, to follow
instructions, while other participants, such as those from civil society, may feel freer to
offer their personal opinions. A dialogue where some are bound and some are free to
express whatever they think may be distorted by a reluctance of many to react to the merits
of the argument.
A third challenge is that the process needs to consider issues in a ‘coordinated manner’
so as to arrive at ‘non-binding recommendations.’ Hence it is not just talk. It must be a
process that is democratic and inclusive to achieve legitimacy for the conclusions it generates about what should be done.
A fourth challenge is that this multilateral, multistakeholder democratic process needs
to operate in a ‘transparent’ way. Transparency is usually a laudable virtue of institutions.
However, in this context it may only enforce the tendency of the multilateral representatives to behave as ambassadors, feeling constrained to offer the views of their governments
or institutions.

2. Deliberative democracy as a method to improve multistakeholder
governance
We believe that deliberative democracy mechanisms such as Deliberative Polling (DP) can
be adapted to address some Internet governance questions in a way that mitigates the
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challenges listed above. The solution is to practice deliberative democracy among netizens
through a mechanism of inclusion applying to all the stakeholders. By netizens we mean
individuals who will act as if they are members of a demos or political entity constituted by
users of the Internet. They may also have other memberships, but for the purposes of this
exercise we asked them to respond with their sincere views on Internet governance issues
as deliberative citizens of the Internet.
Stratified random sampling of the relevant population is employed as the mechanism of
inclusion to recruit a representative sample of deliberative netizens. The individuals from
various entities can have their views represented equally, on an individual basis as required
by political equality, even though there are evident inequalities among nation-states, individuals, corporations, NGO’s etc. Confidential questionnaires are employed to gather what
might be their sincere opinions, both before and after deliberation. The application of
secret ballots (confidential questionnaires) is transparent, even if any particular individual’s secret ballot is not.
A representative sample is not the same as a sample of representatives. If the process
works well, the participants will be ‘representative’ of the relevant population, but they
will not be ‘representatives’ in the sense of electoral democracy. They are not delegates
or ambassadors from their respective institutions. Rather, they are intended to be a microcosm of the relevant Internet community (in this case the IGF community) engaged to
think about the issues and to respond with their sincere views on the merits. This solution
allows for dialogue, transparency and a method of generating conclusions through a
democratic process that counts people’s views equally. It is not meant to be a method
of final decision but one that can point the way to some collective judgments and in
that spirit, enhance the dialogue.
There are several empirical challenges to this approach. In this article we describe how
we tested them with a pilot conducted in conjunction with the IGF in João Pessoa, Brazil in
2015.
There is a preliminary consideration, which is ultimately a philosophical question. If we
employ stratified random sampling to recruit participants in the deliberations, should the
sample represent the IGF as it is? Or, if the IGF has certain limitations in its representativeness, should the sample be selected to represent the IGF as we think it should be? For
example, better representation of women and the global south versus global north? Or, if
the process is applied to a multistakeholder governance community that is dominated by
certain sectors and under-represented by others, should the proportions be adjusted? In
theory this could be done, if there were a clear rationale that specified the right proportions
for the decision to be made. For example, in some contexts, there might be an argument
for representing the sectors equally. Doing so would depart from the rationale of providing
a representative sample for the deliberations. However, that is not our approach in this
pilot. For this pilot we attempted to represent the IGF community as it is, not as it
might ideally be. We note this issue for future discussions and experiments.
We now turn to a series of empirical challenges:
(1) Is it possible to recruit a random and representative sample from the IGF community
to participate? The representativeness can be evaluated by comparing participants and
non-participants (those who take the initial survey but do not participate in the deliberations) in both attitudes and demographics.
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(2) Would IGF participants be effectively motivated to take part?
(3) Will there be significant opinion change at the individual level? One potential impediment is that the participants may feel bound to offer the views of the entities that
employ them (governments, corporations, NGOs). If this were the case, the deliberative process would not engage them as netizens. Significant opinion change would be
an important finding in that it would provide a response to this challenge and, in particular, opinion change of government and private-sector participants.
(4) If there are significant opinion changes, can the reasoning supporting those changes
be identified? Evidence on this point would buttress the picture of deliberative netizens coming to considered judgments.
(5) Will there be significant knowledge gain? One might argue that the IGF population is
already so knowledgeable that we cannot expect it to learn much.
(6) Are the opinion changes distorted by inequalities in certain demographics, such as
gender or region (e.g., the divide between the global south and the global north)?
For example, if the opinions tended to move systematically in the direction of
those held by the men or those held by those from the global north, that might support a picture of domination by the more advantaged undermining claims about the
authenticity of the deliberative process.
We will explore these questions below.

3. The pilot deliberative poll at IGF 2015
The DP pilot, DP@IGF 2015, was a joint initiative between the Center for Democracy,
Development and the Rule of Law and the Center for Deliberative Democacy, both at
Stanford University. The briefing materials and the agenda for ‘increasing access for the
next billion users’ was supervised by a distinguished advisory committee1 supplemented
by a range of additional international experts.2
We offer the substantive results here because they illustrate the operation of the process as
a pilot for future efforts. The briefing materials described 13 specific policy options for
increasing access combined with pros and cons for each option. The overall process was
vetted for balance and accuracy by members of the advisory committee and additional
experts noted here. We developed a detailed questionnaire about the policy options and
additional questions that might shed light on support or opposition to them, as well as knowledge questions and questions evaluating the process. We report on those results in this article.
There were two online DP sessions held before the IGF and one face to face on the afternoon of day 0. All the sessions involved small group discussions with trained moderators,
and plenary sessions where questions agreed to during the small groups were directed to
panels of competing experts.
A stratified random sample of past and present IGF participants was invited to take the
initial survey and deliberate. Participants were offered the option of participating in the
deliberations online or face to face. There were two online sessions conducted on Google
Hangouts (over a four-hour period) and there was a face-to-face version on day 0 at the
IGF meetings in João Pessoa. The schedules were comparable for both approaches. In both
the online and face-to-face versions, there was only one round of small group and plenary
sessions. Full-scale Deliberative Polls have always had at least two, if not more.
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Hence we should state at the outset that we consider this project a pilot for two reasons.
First, the treatment, the period of deliberation was half the period these projects normally
last. Second, the sample size is far smaller than for a normal Deliberative Poll (which are
typically three to five times larger in the number of participants). Yet as we shall see below,
despite the truncated treatment (period of deliberation) and the small sample size there
were numerous statistically significant changes in opinion. This result might be surprising
given a third difference from most Deliberative Polls ‒ the participants in this deliberation
were from an expert population rather than from the mass public. Hence, these participants are more informed and likely have more settled opinions, than the general public.
This factor would make it reasonable to expect little opinion change.
3.1. Representativeness
Online Appendices A and B compare the participants and non-participants (persons that
were invited and completed the questionnaire but did not attend the event). Appendix A
compares them in demographics and Appendix B in their policy attitudes.
Demographically, the participants did not differ significantly from the non-participants. The gender breakdown was exactly the same between participants and non-participants, 62.3% male and 37.7% female. The average age in years was 45.9 for participants
and 43.3 for non-participants, with majority of participants being employed full-time. Participants and non-participants did not differ significantly on industry sectors: academia
represented 24% for participants and non-participants, and the technology/private sector
represented 34% for participants and 36% for non-participants. The sectors with slightly
larger differences were civil society, 22% for participants and 29.5% for non-participants;
and government, 16% for participants and 7% for non-participants. In terms of geographical locations, participants were from various parts of the world with the majority of participants being from North America (31%), South America (15%), Europe (15%), then
followed by Asia (12%) and Africa (12%). A full breakdown and comparison of participants and non-participants is available in online Appendix A.
Attitudinally, participants and non-participants had few statistically significant differences. Of the 30 attitude questions on the issues discussed, only 7 questions were statistically different at 0.10 or below and only 3 of the questions with significant differences
between participants and non-participants concerned the policy proposals.3 The full
breakdown of all attitude questions and comparisons for participants and non-participants are available in online Appendix B.
3.2. Policy attitude results
The participants deliberated on 13 proposals that covered four different themes: (1) ‘Leaving it to the market and market innovations’ as a method for increasing access to the Internet, (2) ‘Offering free access by different means,’ (3) ‘Increased national and international
action’ to increase access and (4) ‘Beyond connectivity: Proposals to improve access to
content and tools.’
Seven of the 13 policy proposals show statistically significant differences between the
initial survey responses of participants and those offered post-deliberation. Under the
theme of leaving it to the market and market innovations, the proposal to ‘encourage
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advertising funded (free equal rating) access for Internet services’ experienced a statistically significant decrease in support (p-value of 0.023), from a mean of 5.26 pre-deliberation to 4.32 post-deliberation (on a 0–10 scale, where 10 represents extremely important
and 0 represents extremely unimportant and 5 is the midpoint). On the one hand, this
proposal would increase free access without violating net neutrality but on the other
hand, it would require the poor to be exposed to advertising in exchange for access.
From the second theme on providing free access to the Internet, participants increased
their support for the proposal to ‘facilitate free public access by non-government institutions, such as local businesses or user communities,’ from an already high pre-deliberation mean of 7.39–8.41 post-deliberation, the p-value is .009. On the one hand, local
businesses and user communities can provide access without burdening local governments. On the other hand, this proposal could give those businesses a great deal of information and control over users’ use of the Internet.
On the third theme of increasing national and international action, participants
decreased their support for all three proposals: ‘encourage coordinated international
action through the Digital Solidarity Fund,’ establish a multistakeholder clearinghouse
to connect funders with projects for global Internet access,’ and ‘governments should be
encouraged to make best efforts to ensure access to the Internet as a right.’ The first proposal on the Digital Solidarity Fund had a pre-deliberation mean of 6.85 and decreased to
5.48 post-deliberation, with p-value of .001. On the one hand, the Digital Solidarity Fund
could help fund and coordinate universal access. On the other hand, it could increase ‘red
tape’ and administrative overhead. The second proposal on having a multistakeholder
clearinghouse started at 7.62 and ended at 6.5, with a p-value of .004. On the one hand,
the clearinghouse could be a ‘one-stop shop’ for global investments in Internet connectivity efforts. On the other hand, it could disrupt existing practices and has no clear funding source. And, the third proposal on Internet as a right started at 8.14 and ended at 6.94,
p-value of .008. On the one hand, Internet access is increasingly seen as a necessity for participation in all aspects of modern life. On the other hand, there are so many people without clean water, medical attention and food that establishing the Internet as a ‘right’ might
distract from other urgent needs. All of these changes were highly significant statistically.
Lastly, the proposal beyond connectivity on ‘place[ing] limits of Intellectual Property
costs for smartphones and other access-enabling technology’ had a significant increase,
from 5.40 to 6.23, with a p-value of .032. On the one hand, this proposal, inspired by
the pharmaceutical industry for drugs in developing countries, would help reduce the
cost of Internet technology and hence might increase access. On the other hand, IP
plays a crucial role in incentivizing research and development by assuring future returns.
Participants also changed their views toward some empirical premises. After deliberations, participants came to disagree more strongly with the statement: ‘Free public WIFI
access will disrupt the market for commercial Internet providers,’ as disagreement
increased modestly from 3.81 to 4.14, with p-value of .061. And, participants also
moved modestly away from agreeing that: ‘Government sponsored free public WIFI access
will raise surveillance and monitoring concerns,’ (from 2.51 to 2.86). On the issue of establishing funds to increase access to the Internet, after deliberation, participants came to feel
more strongly that: ‘Each country should be left to do what is best for its people’ support
increased from 3.32 to 2.91 (a lower number means more support), with p-value of .037.
A full table with all questions is available in online Appendix C.
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4. Policy priorities
In addition to considering opinion change, we should consider the policy priorities at the
end of the deliberations (Table 1). All 13 proposals were rated on the same 0–10 scale,
where 0 was ‘lowest possible priority’ and 10 was ‘highest possible priority’ with 5 being
exactly in the middle. Hence we can rank them by their time 2 ratings. These are the
most important priorities for action in the view of the sample after they have considered
all the arguments for and against the proposals. Even when there is no change in the rating, it is worth noting that the importance attributed to the proposal was sustained in the
face of in-depth argument on either side.
The top two ideas were the proposals for free public access in government centers such
as schools or libraries and at non-government institutions such as local businesses or user
communities. The latter increased significantly. There was also very strong support (ranking third) for government actions to nurture market competition, presumably based on
the idea that competition would lower prices and hence increase access. The next two proposals, establishing universal service funds and encouraging nations to consider the Internet as a right, both dropped significantly, but they were still rated high enough postdeliberation to rank fourth and fifth.
Turning to the bottom of the priority list, Zero rating and the alternative of equal rating
with free advertising ranked 13th and 11th, respectively, with the free advertising proposal
dropping significantly. Concerns with net neutrality produced an intense debate on zero
rating, as we will see in Table 2.

5. Qualitative data
Sixteen sessions, 14 of them were moderated small group discussions and 2 sessions were
plenary discussions with experts, were recorded and transcribed. The transcripts provide a picture of reasoned argument with mutual civility, even on highly contested issues such as zero
rating. They also buttress the picture confirmed in quantitative data of relatively equal participation from people all over the world regardless of country and gender (see Section 9).
The participants offered questions as much as they did answers. They were clearly grappling with trade-offs posed by the various policy options. They drew on their experience
and expertise and their reactions to the policy options posed by the briefing materials. The
transcripts provide a voluminous amount of data. Our point here is simply to add support
to the picture of reason-based discussion, weighing the arguments for and against the various options.
Table 2 offers selected excerpts from the discussions for selected policy options. The
identifiers have been removed to protect the anonymity of the participants. The proposals
are in italics.

6. Knowledge gains
Participants in these pilot deliberations increased their knowledge on all six knowledge
questions. The knowledge questions were questions asked specifically about facts related
to the proposals and the issue of Internet access overall. Asking specific factual questions
with multiple choice answers is the standard practice for measuring knowledge levels in
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Table 1. Policy priorities ranked highest to lowest post-deliberation.
Pre

Post

Post–
Pre

Sig.

(Q1) On a 0–10 scale, where 0 is lowest possible priority, 10 is highest possible
priority, and 5 is exactly in the middle, what priority would you say each of the
following should have for increasing access to the Internet?
(f) Facilitate free public access by local government centers such as schools and
8.53 8.78
0.255 0.339
libraries
(g) Facilitate free public access by non-government institutions, such as local
7.39 8.41
1.018 0.009***
businesses or user communities
(e) Increase government actions to nurture market competition
7.48 7.84
0.357 0.201
(h) Encourage nations to establish Universal Service Funds to provide Internet access 7.83 7.11 −0.722 0.061*
to all citizens
(k) Governments should be encouraged to make best efforts to ensure access to the 8.14 6.94 −1.204 0.008***
Internet as a right
(d) Encourage the spread of micro-financed community phones
6.21 6.68
0.464 0.249
(j) Establish a multistakeholder clearinghouse to connect funders with projects for
7.62 6.50 −1.115 0.004***
global Internet access
(m) Place limits of Intellectual Property costs for smartphones and other access5.40 6.23
0.830 0.032*
enabling technology
(l) Promote a global intermediary liability regime to limit the liability of ISPs and
6.71 6.16 −0.556 0.360
platform providers for actions of their users
(i) Encourage coordinated international action through the Digital Solidarity Fund
6.85 5.48 −1.370 0.001***
(c) Encourage advertising-funded (free equal rating) access for Internet services
5.26 4.32 −0.943 0.023**
(a) Leave it to the market to increase access
3.88 3.92
0.033 0.922
(b) Encourage zero rating for particular services and content
3.87 3.4
−0.472 0.292
Notes: The survey results presented are means from pre-deliberation and post-deliberation, with the different between the
post and pre-deliberation mean and statistical significance. Proposals ranked highest to lowest by POST-deliberation. Significance below 0.01 is indicated with***, below.05 with** and below.10 with*.

public opinion research (Delli Carpini & Keeter, 1989). The question with the highest
change was regarding ‘which of the following companies have offered/offers zero-rating
services?’ Before deliberation 18% answered the question correctly and after deliberation,
36% answered correctly. The average increase for the six knowledge questions was 10.6% –
a highly significant change (Table 3).
It is worth noting that slightly over half of the participants (55%) work professionally to
some degree in the field of ‘access.’ That is to say that even though these participants spend
a significant amount of time professionally on the issue of access, the participants still
learned a lot during these pilot deliberations.4

7. Civility and mutual respect
In deliberations, it is important that even if participants disagree with each other they
should respect and listen to each other. A series of questions probed whether participants
felt others who disagreed with them actually knew what they were talking about, whether
they were not thinking clearly, or just out for their own interests. Keeping in mind that the
participants in these pilot discussions are experts in their fields, the results show that participants were respectful of each other and willing to listen to the other side. One question
in this battery of questions changed significantly: ‘they believe some things that aren’t
true.’ Before deliberations, participants agreed with this statement (at 6.38) but after deliberations, participants’ agreement decreased to 5.47. Participants became less supportive of
this statement. On the other questions in this battery, ‘they just don’t know enough,’ the
means were 5.43 and 5.02 (pre and post);‘they are not thinking clearly,’ the means were
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Table 2. Selected excerpts from small group discussions.
Leave it to the market to increase access
‘There’s been some writing recently about economists suggesting that we may be reaching a plateau for Internet
penetration, period. And the reasoning for that is that business – the private sector will only invest where there’s a market
or a profit to be made. Reaching more people, it’s going to cost more to give them access than there’s any hope of
making a return. So I think that our view is very strongly against leaving it entirely to the private sector … . I think it
makes a very strong argument for a multistakeholder approach to increasing access.’
‘Here’s the really worrying part, is that the 20 percent who don’t get access in Malaysia, if it’s provided by government
services, it’s highly likely to have the danger of being um, under surveillance, and/or restricted access.’
‘I was trying to implement … community wireless projects … We went to separate communities and we actually went to
the regulator and said, “You know what? This place is not served and we believe there is sufficient unemployed youth
who can run a mini ISP on their own. They just need that license for free.” And we were about to be allowed as a nonprofit
to be given that. But guess who stopped that? It’s the biggest mobile phone company that it said that it’s going to create
unfair competition.’
‘We moved in the developing countries from state monopolies that were so called to be so bad. Now we have private
monopolies. They’re only accountable to their shareholders … it’s not market stifling because it’s not just a market issue.
It’s the right of people communicating being arrogated into private hands and suffocating that right.’
Encourage ‘zero-rating’ for particular services and content
‘I don’t have a problem with zero rating so long as it’s not called Internet. It has nothing to do with the Internet. And it’s
actually classified as an app, you know, as a company providing an app … But it should clearly distinguish itself from an
Internet. Because there’s no way one person in one economy or should have one Internet and another one should have
another one.’
‘The argument for zero rating would be that people who can’t afford regular Internet access will at least get a little bit of the
Internet. But will they get that crucial, infrastructure connectivity that you are talking about, or will they just end up being
stuck in the Facebook wall?’
‘If we need access and nobody’s investing, let’s experiment with some form of zero rating, equal rating, whatever. I don’t
like walled gardens … (but) I’m fine with the broadcasting model, which is I give you some data if you watch this
advertisement.’
‘If you’re like a nine year old or eight year old and maybe now younger like four year old, first time experience with the
Internet, and all you have is Facebook, you’re very likely to think that Facebook is the Internet. It’s about you. Because the
Internet is not meant to be like that. It’s meant to empower, provide information.’
‘I’m trying to turn the debate around and say, having one of the providers a zero rating is not problematic. If he’s the only
provider in that market, then I think it’s a much bigger problem … . my point was that at least there are some providers
that are not zero rating.’
‘If your cable company gave you Fox News for free, and you had to pay for five other news channels, there’s a danger of
information control with zero rating. And – and it also gets to the principle behind net neutrality is that you are free over
the Internet, right? You want everybody to have access to anything. That’s antithetical to that model, and it’s a slippery
slope between Facebook.org and having large geographies have Internet access that’s predefined by a corporation, by a
government … And so that’s why I think a lot of people are leery about it.’
Facilitate free public access by local government centers such as schools and libraries
‘The challenge [here] is the sustainability because, certainly in Canada, the government initially funded community center
and library access. The government changed, the funding was withdrawn … (in only a few cases) through some
combination of private access and Internet cafes and general government funding, have (they) been able to maintain
these community centers … it’s a real problem because it creates dependency, and so there needs to be sustainability
first.’
‘What exactly [is] this access in libraries? If a government comes and says, ‘Oh, this is a telecenter now,’ and puts some
computers there … that is not really empowering people or giving people access to public services online. Wireless
networks would prove a much more meaningful investment. When you just have the computers there, you probably will
have broken computers in six months and no one to maintain [them].’
Governments should be encouraged to make best efforts to ensure access to the Internet as a right
‘I think this is going to sound bad and I don’t mean to sound like it is. In the United States, driving, is not recognized as a
right; it’s recognized as a privilege. Internet access, because we talked about education and access to knowledge, is much
closer to a right but there’s a whole, complicated set of hardware that surrounds that. And it’s hard for me to
conceptualize that free computers for everybody and free cables is a right but the essence of having access to the Internet
and the information to me should be a right.’
‘If you have the assumption that education is a fundamental right, then you can’t really have the proper education in this
day and age and the information age without Internet access. But when you say Internet is a right for everybody, does
that mean they should be able to go to a public library and get it or does that mean you have to give everybody a
computer and they have to get it at home?’
‘The overall objective is to connect the under-served using every tool at our disposal. And to probably the most effective
ways of doing that, I just don’t know the extent that having a four day debate in the United Nations over whether it’s a
human right is gonna move the ball on that.’
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Table 3. Knowledge questions.
(% correct)

Pre

Post

Post–Pre

Sig.

(Q11) Which of the following companies have offered/offers zero-rating services?
(correct: all of the above)
(Q12) Which of the following funds was established by the United Nations World
Summit of the Information Society (WSIS)? (correct: Digital Solidarity Fund)
(Q13) Which of following countries has the highest Internet penetration rate?
(correct: Latvia)
(Q14) Approximately, what percentage of the world’s population today is connected to
the Internet? (correct: 40%)
(Q15) In 2014, what was the average Internet penetration rate for developing countries?
(correct: about 9%)
(Q16) Which of the following countries have recognized access to the Internet as a civil
or fundamental right? (correct: Estonia, Finland, France)
Knowledge index

18.0

36.1

+18.0

0.004

55.7

67.2

+11.5

0.090

45.9

59.0

+13.1

0.059

62.3

67.2

+4.9

0.471

21.3

21.3

0.0

1.000

45.9

62.3

+16.4

0.007

41.5

52.2

+10.6

0.006

4.93 and 4.54 (pre and post);‘they have good reasons; there just are better ones on the other
side,’ the means were 6.54 and 6.67 (pre and post), and lastly, ‘they are looking out for their
own interests,’ the means were 6.97 and 6.31. This battery is on a 0–10 scale, where 10
indicates strong agreement. These questions can also be found in online Appendix
C. Overall, participants expressed less cynicism and increased mutual respect. We have
observed similar trends in other Deliberative Polls (Fishkin, 2009).

8. Deliberative inequalities
Some critics of deliberation argue that societal inequalities may be perpetuated despite a
structured deliberative environment (Sanders, 1997). And, these concerns are more
enhanced in settings such as the IGF, where the typical participation in such events is
dominated by males and/or those from more developed countries. The critics argue
that such inequalities not only lead to distorted rates of participation in the discussions,
but also to males and those from more developed countries pushing their views onto
others, i.e., females and those from less-developed countries.
To examine these concerns, the 13 proposals discussed during this event were analyzed to
determine whether participants in the pilot deliberations actually moved toward the opinions
of males and those from more developed countries after deliberations. Table 4 illustrates the
proportion of small groups that moved toward the pre-deliberation opinions of males and
those from the global north, a rough guideline for those from more developed countries.
A higher number, closer to 1, means that more groups moved closer to males and those
from the global north. The results show that, on average, movement toward males was
0.46, which means that participants moved toward males’ pre-deliberation opinion roughly
half the time and away from the males’ pre-deliberation opinion half the time. And, the result
was the same for movement toward the global north, 0.51. This result shows that there was
not consistent movement toward or away from males or those from the global north. In
other words, participants were not persuaded one way or other by the two groups.

9. Event evaluations
Participants in the pilot discussions rated their deliberative event highly. Seventy-five percent of participants felt the deliberative event was valuable (with 25% rating the event 10
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Table 4. Inequality analyzes.

Q1a
Q1b
Q1c
Q1d
Q1e
Q1f
Q1g
Q1h
Q1i
Q1j
Q1k
Q1l
Q1m
Average

Proportion of groups
moving toward males

Proportion of groups moving toward
persons from the global north

0.63
0.50
0.13
0.25
0.38
1.00
0.38
0.38
0.63
0.50
0.50
0.50
0.25
0.46

0.63
0.38
0.88
0.25
0.38
0.88
0.25
0.38
0.38
0.57
0.71
0.63
0.38
0.51

out of 10, extremely valuable), 83% of participants rating the small group discussions as
valuable (34% rating 10 out of 10), and 84% rating the ability to meet and talk with others
outside of the group discussion as valuable (35% rating 10 out of 10). The plenary session
was rated slightly lower, at 67%. Typically, the plenary session receives high marks as well.
The somewhat lower rating in this case was likely due to the fact that some experts could
not attend one of the plenary session panels. One of the online plenary sessions could only
have one expert, whereas typically our plenary sessions have at least two and usually three
experts. Our face-to-face plenary session had six experts and our first online plenary session had three experts.
In evaluating the moderators of the small group discussions, participants felt the moderators ‘provided the opportunity for everyone to participate in the discussion’ (85%) and
disagreed strongly that ‘my group moderator sometimes tried to influence the group with
his or her own views’ (90%). Participants also felt that ‘members of my small group
respected each other’s views’ (88%) and that they ‘learned insights I would like to share
from my professional colleagues’ (80%). These are all very positive evaluations. The
table for these evaluations results is in online Appendix D.

10. Conclusion
This article proposes an approach to complementing the methods of multistakeholder
governance by adding a mechanism that has been used successfully in other policy contexts primarily with the mass public ‒ DP. Such experimentation is in line with many
calls for refining the mechanisms of multistakeholder dialogue and governance. The project we discuss here is a pilot because it was limited both in sample size and in duration of
the deliberations. Both factors would have suggested that we would find little of interest in
the pilot. Limited time to deliberate would suggest more modest effects than in other
Deliberative Polls. Limited sample size would suggest that any substantively large changes
would be unlikely to be statistically significant. Instead what happened is that 7 of the 13
policy proposals changed significantly, a substantial number by any standard. Such
changes are proof of concept for the idea that a stratified random sample of IGF participants can deliberate as netizens, changing their views based on substance rather than
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simply taking instruction from their home institutions. Furthermore, the substantial
knowledge gains show that even experts can learn from this sort of dialogue. And the
results on inequality demonstrate that the process was not dominated by those from
the global north or by the male participants ‒ two persistent worries in these forums.
The strong event evaluations about every component of the process only buttress this positive picture.
These results show that more ambitious applications are likely to generate representative and thoughtful results from deliberation, results that can satisfy all the criteria for
innovation in multistakeholder governance. It is democratic, involves participants from
all the sectors on an equal basis in cross-cutting dialogue and it considers issues in a coordinated manner to provide non-binding recommendations. We believe the results of DPs
are worth listening to because they are representative and thoughtful. The process is not
distorted by inequalities and it is evidence-based. If the results of this first pilot set the
example for future experiments, then this method may well advance the processes of multistakeholder governance.

Notes
1. The advisory committee members were: Vint Cerf, Janis Karklins, Hartmut Glaser, Wolfgang
Kleinwächter, Urs Gasser, Jeremy Malcolm and Yurie Ito. Our thanks to Kathleen Giles of
the Center for Deliberative Democracy for her tremendous contributions to this project.
2. In addition, other leading experts offered comments on drafts of the materials. These experts
included: Ang Peng Hwa, Dan Werner, David O’Brien, Deniz Duru Aydin, Eli Sugarman,
Eric Jardine, Fen Hampson, Fiona McAlpine, Gordon Smith, Justine Isola, Nico Sell and
Rebecca MacKinnon.
3. The three proposals were: ‘leave it to market to increase access,’ ‘encourage advertising
funded (free equal rating) access for Internet services’ and ‘place limits of intellectual property costs for smartphones and other access-enabling technology.’ On the first two proposals,
participants and non-participants were on the same side of the scale rating the proposals as
low priority; on the third, participants and non-participants were both modestly above the
mid-point. Overall there were limited attitudinal differences between participants and
non-participants on the policy proposals.
4. We have examined the subset of participants who worked, to some degree, on the access
question and their knowledge gain was substantial.
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