INTERNET GOVERNANGE:

TRENDS AND REALITIES. PART 1

Peter MAJOR

Vice-Chairman, United Nations Commission on Science

and Technology for Development (CSTD)

Address: Palais des Nations, §-14, Av. de la Paix, 1211 Geneva 10, Switzerland

E-mail: pmajor@bluewin.ch

Internet Governance is one of the global governance issues that emerged at the end of the 1990s. As the Internet
is taking on an important role in every aspect of our lives, it has been recognized that its governance needs to involve
all stakeholders and institutions to allow global access, foster development and contribute to the global economy,
education, information. Security and privacy concerns should also be addressed in the policy dialogues. This paper
outlines the global nature of the Internet Governance. It argues that in addition to dialogues and negotiations formal
approaches should be explored to handle global issues in a global way. In its conclusion a mechanism is proposed to

address Internet related global public policy issues.

The views expressed in this paper are solely those of the author in his private capacity and do not in any way
represent the views of the UN Commission on Science and Technology for Development.

Key words: Internet, Internet Governance, global governance.

Citation: Major P. (2015) Internet Governance: Trends and realities. Part 1. Business Informatics, no. 4 (34), pp. 7—14.

DOI: 10.17323/1998-0663.2015.4.7.14.

Introduction

ore than 3 billion people, 42% of the world’s
Mpopulation had access to the Internet as of

the second quarter of 2014 [1]. Thisisa 741%
growth from 2000 to 2014. The Internet has evolved
from an academic/military project to a global public
utility [2].

The phenomenal evolution of the Internet raises many
questions about its governance. Since the World Sum-
mit on the Information Society (WSIS) organized by the
UN in December 2003 in Geneva and December 2005
in Tunis (http.//www.itu.int/wsis/), many initiatives and
proposals from governments, the technical community,
academia, business, civil society and international or-
ganizations have tried to grasp the complexity of Inter-
net Governance. The Geneva Plan of Action and Tunis
Agenda documents reflected our understanding and as-
sessment of the global public policy issues related to the
Internet. At the end of 2015, the UN General Assembly
will review the implementation of the Action Lines for-

mulated in the Geneva Plan of Action and will decide on
the way forward. It is useful to assess the achievements
from a different angle.

In this paper, I analyze the global nature of Internet
Governance, its common characteristics with other glo-
bal governance systems, as well as its specific features.
After dealing with governance, global issues and global
governance approaches in general, I describe the char-
acteristics of Internet Governance, the similarities we
can find with other governance systems and the impact
of the growth and global penetration of the Internet on
1G.

There are many open questions: how can we extend
off-line arrangements to the on-line space? are tradi-
tional national governance mechanisms adaptable to the
Internet? and can we apply formal approaches to Inter-
net Governance?

At the end of the paper, I briefly discuss the lessons
learned and what is the way forward Internet Govern-
ance.



1. Governance, global issues,
global governance

In traditional governance, a governing or political au-
thority and institutions ultimately exercise control; for-
mal political institutions aim at coordinating and con-
trolling interdependent social relations that also possess
the capacity to enforce decisions. Informal governance
works more toward practices and guidelines. In the
process of governance, collective interests are articulat-
ed, rights and obligations are established and differences
are mediated.

A possible definition of governance is offered by
Thomas G. Weiss and Ramesh Thakur: «All processes
of governing, undertaken by a government, market or
network, over a family, tribe, organization or territory
through formal laws, norms, power or language or infor-
mal guidelines or practices» [3].

Issues such as climate change, nuclear arms prolif-
eration, use of outer space or radio communication, to
name a few, have trans-border or global impact. Han-
dling these issues requires global approaches and ulti-
mately global governance.

Global governance may be characterized as the «sum
of laws, norms, policies, and institutions that define,
constitute, and mediate trans-border relations between
states, cultures, citizens, intergovernmental and non-
governmental organizations, and the market. Global
governance is the regulation of interdependent relations
in the absence of overarching political authority, such as
in the international system» [4].

Approaches to handling global issues reflect an ap-
preciation of the problems and are influenced by the
political environment. Up to the 1990s, global issues
were mostly negotiated in a multilateral setting i.e.: in
the country delegations only representatives of govern-
ments and some technical advisors participated in the
discussions. Based on the results of negotiations, deci-
sions were taken by the governments.

An early and successful example of global governance
is the global regulatory framework of radio communica-
tion known as Radio Regulations (RR) [5]. The RR is an
international treaty of the International Telecommuni-
cation Union (ITU), a specialized agency of the United
Nations. The RR was created to avoid harmful interfer-
ence. The first edition of the treaty dates from 1906. The
text of the RR, considering rapid technological progress,
needs to be modified regularly by the World Radiocom-
munication Conferences (WRC) organized by the ITU.
In the preparatory phase and in the work of the Con-
ference, stakeholders from the technical community,
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business and academia participate as advisors within the
respective national delegations. The signatories of the
treaty are representatives of Member States.

More recent examples of multilateral global govern-
ance are the Outer Space Treaty (Treaty on Principles
Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and
Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other Ce-
lestial Bodies, 1967 [6]) and the International Treaty on
the Non-proliferation of Nuclear Arms, 1968 [7].

Global governance is an ongoing process with success-
es and failures. Some of the failures may be attributed to
governance gaps. There are five main governance gaps:
knowledge gaps, normative gaps, policy gaps, institu-
tional gaps and compliance gaps [4].

Knowledge gaps

There is often little or no consensus about the nature,
causes, gravity, and magnitude of a problem, as well as
about the empirical information or the theoretical ex-
planation. There is often disagreement over the best
remedies and solutions to these problems (examples:
climate change, nuclear energy). The academic and
technical community, such as universities, research in-
stitutes, scientific experts and think tanks, as well as civil
society actors (NGOs) currently are playing a growing
role in filling the gap.

Normative gaps

The norm is statistically a pattern of behavior that is
most common or usual (normal curve), whereas an ethi-
cal norm is a pattern of behavior that should be followed
in accordance with a given value system or the moral
code of a society, a generally accepted standard of proper
behavior. The two meanings may converge in practice;
in most cases, they will complement each other; but in
some cases, they may diverge. The UN is an arena where
member states codify norms either as soft law (UN res-
olutions, declarations) or hard law (international con-
ventions and treaties) seeking consensus about norma-
tive approaches to address global challenges. In practice,
however, because of dissent by powerful states or mis-
chief by large coalitions of less powerful ones, either no
action occurs, or agreement is possible only on a lowest-
common denominator.

Policy gaps
Policy is an interlinked set of governing principles and

goals, and the agreed programs of action to implement
those principles and achieve those goals. It is important



to understand that even if the source and scale of most of
today’s pressing challenges are global, and any effective
solution to them must also be global, the policy author-
ity for tackling these challenges remains vested in states.
UN policy implementation is not by the Secretariat but
by member states.

Institutional gaps

Institutions are formal organizations, but they may
also be informal entities. If the policy is to escape the
trap of being ad hoc, episodic, judgmental and idiosyn-
cratic, it must be housed within an institution with re-
sources and autonomy. Institutional gaps may exist for
different reasons: absence of institutions, missing stake-
holders or inadequate resources. It is up to the govern-
ments who are the driving force to fill the gap.

Compliance gaps

Agreed elements of international policy may not be
complied with for lack of ability, resources or will of im-
plementation. There is no clear mandate of any UN in-
stitution to have the monitoring authority, responsibil-
ity and capacity. Non-compliance may be defined as the
lack of strength of conviction or commonality of inter-
ests to enforce the community norm. In the UN system,
there is only a limited possibility and capacity to ensure
that states comply with agreed international policy.

2. Global governance:
multilateral approach

Interrelations of global issues have been explored in a
systematic and scientific way ever since the second half of
the last century. One of the most influential publications
was «The Limits to Growth», commissioned by the Club
of Rome in 1972 [8]. «The Limits to Growth» appeared at
a time when human belief in the power of technology was
at an all time high. There seemed to be no challenge that
could not be overcome through application of human in-
genuity and effort, in the form of economic growth based
on continuing technological advance.

In this perspective, «The Limits to Growth» warned
that the 2010-30 period would see some resources be-
coming scarce or expensive (for example regional scar-
city of oil, water, fish, wood, land) while environmental
damage would become increasingly visible (for example
regional destruction of biodiversity, accumulation of tox-
ics, ozone-destroying chemicals, and greenhouse gases).
And importantly, all of this would occur in spite of con-
tinuing technological advance. «The limits to Growth»

emphasized that resource and pollution problems would
occur because the world is physically finite — and actu-
ally quite small compared to the human footprint in the
21st century. The problems would start regionally, and
gradually embrace the world — unless corrective action
was taken immediately. Man was no longer omnipotent
(https.//ic.fsc.org)).

In response to global problems judged to be urgent,
two more UN lead initiatives may be mentioned: the
Montreal Protocol to protect the ozone layer (1989) [9]
and the Kyoto Protocol, the UN Framework Conven-
tion on Climate Change (1992) [10].

The importance of global issues was fully recognized
at the beginning of 1990s. The UN held its first Con-
ference on Environment and Sustainable Development
in Rio de Janeiro in 1992 and adopted an agenda for
the environment and development in the 21st centu-
ry. Agenda 21: A Programme of Action for Sustainable
Development contains the Rio Declaration on Envi-
ronment and Development, which recognizes each
nation’s right to pursue social and economic progress
and assigned to States the responsibility for adopting
a model of sustainable development. Agreements were
also reached on the Convention on Biological Diversi-
ty and the Framework Convention on Climate Change
[11]. This Rio conference was followed by the UN
Conference on Population in 1994 in Cairo and sub-
sequently by the UN Conference on Women in 1995,
Beijing.

In 2000, the leaders of the world made a historic com-
mitment: to eradicate extreme poverty and improve the
health and welfare of the world’s poorest people within
15 years. The commitment, adopted at the Millennium
Summit in September 2000, was set forth in the United
Nations Millennium Declaration [12]. This vision was
expressed in eight time-bound goals, known as the Mil-
lennium Development Goals (MDGs):

4 to eradicate extreme poverty and hunger;

4 to achieve universal primary education;

4 to promote gender equality and empower women;
4 to reduce child mortality;

4 to improve maternal health;

4 to combat HIV/AIDS, malaria, and other diseases;
4 to ensure environmental sustainability;

4+ to develop a global partnership for development.

High level review of the implementation of the Mil-
lennium Development Goals (2000 — 2015) and discus-
sion on post-2015 goals (known as Sustainable Develop-
ment Goals) held in September 2015, in the UN, New
York.
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3. Global governance:
multi-stakeholder approach

In parallel with the full recognition of the importance
of global issues, it has also been recognized that global
issues should be addressed with the involvement of all
stakeholders i.e.: with the representatives of govern-
ments, business, civil society, the technical and academ-
ic community and the international/intergovernmental
organizations participating in the discussions and the
decision-making. This approach is known as the multi-
stakeholder approach.

The functions of multi-stakeholder initiatives are to
identify global public needs, facilitate negotiation, gath-
er and disseminate knowledge, create and correct mar-
kets, broaden participation in global governance.

The framework of multi-stakeholder initiatives needs
international organizations, stakeholders need to be in-
cluded early. The approach should be embedded in na-
tional policy debates. Transparency is instrumental and
the approach should lead to accountability.

There are many challenges to multi-stakeholder ini-
tiatives: in addition to the known constraints of the mul-
tilateral approach influenced by divergent political in-
terests of governments. Stakeholders from business have
particular interests. Civil society has no clear legitimate
representation and it is difficult to create mutual trust
among different stakeholders considering that in the
multi-stakeholder global governance model representa-
tives of stakeholders participate in the discussions on an
equal footing in their respective roles.

There are several examples of multi-stakeholder ini-
tiatives:

<> The World Commission on Dams (WCD) formed
in April 1997 to research the environmental, social and
economic impacts of the development of large dams glo-
bally (http.//www.unep.org/DAMS/WCD/). Members:
civil society, academia, the private sector, professional
associations and one government representative. Act in
an individual capacity, not representing the organiza-
tions or governments of which they are members.

<> The Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) is an in-
ternational non-for-profit, multi-stakeholder organi-
zation established in 1993 to promote responsible
management of the world’s forests. Its main tools for
achieving this are a standard setting, certification and
labeling of forest products. The organization aims to
«provide businesses and consumers with a ... tool to in-
fluence how forests worldwide are managed» (https://

ic.fsc.org)).
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<> Global Fund to Fight Aids, Tuberculosis and
Malaria Public-private partnership Programs are sup-
ported by the Global Fund in more than 140 coun-
tries. As of mid-2014, they had 6.6 million people on
antiretroviral therapy for AIDS. They have tested and
treated 11.9 million people for TB, and have distrib-
uted 410 million insecticide-treated nets to protect
families against malaria (Attp;//www.theglobalfund.

org/en/).

4. Global Internet Governance

Similarly to other global issues, the relevance of ICTs
and the global nature of the Internet were also recog-
nized at the end of 1990s, leading to the WSIS. The no-
tion of Internet Governance emerged after the first phase
of the WSIS. The Declaration of Principles document
adopted by the Geneva Summit [13] asked the Secre-
tary General of the UN to establish a Working Group
on Internet Governance «to investigate and make pro-
posals for action, as appropriate, on the governance of
the Internet by 2005». The task of this Working Group,
established in 2004, was to organize an open dialogue
on Internet Governance (WGIG) among all stakehold-
ers and to bring recommendations on this subject to the
second phase of the Summit.

The WGIG in its report proposed the following work-
ing definition of Internet governance: «Internet gov-
ernance is the development and application by Gov-
ernments, the private sector and civil society, in their
respective roles, of shared principles, norms, rules, de-
cision-making procedures, and programmes that shape
the evolution and use of the Internet» [14].

The WGIG identified the following public policy clus-
ters:

(a) Issues relating to infrastructure and the manage-
ment of critical Internet resources, including adminis-
tration of the domain name system and Internet pro-
tocol addresses (IP addresses), administration of the
root server system, technical standards, peering and
interconnection, telecommunications infrastructure,
including innovative and convergent technologies, as
well as multilingualization. These issues are matters of
direct relevance to Internet governance and fall within
the ambit of existing organizations with responsibility
for these matters;

(b) Issues relating to the use of the Internet, includ-
ing spam, network security and cybercrime. While
these issues are directly related to Internet govern-
ance, the nature of global cooperation required is not
well defined;



(c) Issues relevant to the Internet have an impact
much wider than the Internet and for which existing or-
ganizations are responsible, such as intellectual prop-
erty rights (IPRs) or international trade. The WGIG
started examining the extent to which these matters
are being handled consistently with the Declaration of
Principles;

(d) Issues relating to the developmental aspects of In-
ternet governance, in particular capacity-building in de-
veloping countries.

During the second phase of WSIS held in Tunis in
December 2005, the WGIG report served as the basis
to create the Internet Governance Forum (IGF). As
for the role of governments in Internet Governance to
handle public policy issues, the magic formula of «en-
hanced cooperation» was introduced and discussions
on implementation of enhanced cooperation are on-
going.

It is important to mention here some of the most
significant organizations in the Internet Governance
space.

The Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and
Numbers (ICANN) (https;//www.icann.org/) is a non-
profit association (based in US since 1998). Its main
mission is the management of identifiers (common pool
resource). It is considered as a Global Multi-Stakehold-
er Agency with the following functions:

a. Notary (IANA functions and assignment of proto-
col parameters);

b. Competition Authority;

c. Regulator of the «Semantic Spectrum» (TLD
space).

ICANN also develops and enforces policies (via con-
tracts). Its governing body is an elected international
Board (direct and ICANN Nominating Committee).

The Internet Society (ISOC), including the Internet
Engineering Task Force (IETF) and the Internet Ar-
chitecture Board (IAB), facilitates open development
of standards, protocols, administration, and the tech-
nical infrastructure of the Internet. It supports educa-
tion in developing countries specifically, and wherever
the need exists it promotes professional development
and builds a community to foster participation and
leadership in areas important to the evolution of the
Internet. It provides reliable information about the In-
ternet.

The UN, ITU, UNESCO, UNCTAD, UNDP,
UNEP, FAO, WIPO, WHO, WMO and other UN spe-
cialized agencies are facilitators for the WSIS Action
Lines. The Commission on Science and Technology

for Development (UN CSTD) is responsible for re-
viewing the activities of the facilitators for the WSIS
Action Lines. There are several initiatives and forums,
in addition to the formal organizations where differ-
ent aspects of internet governance are discussed —
NetMundial (http.//www.netmundial.br/), Carl Bildt
Initiative  (https://www.cigionline.org/activity/global-
commission-internet-governance), etc.

One of the proposals formulated in the WGIG report
was to remove US government oversight of ICANN.
This process started in March 2014 with the announce-
ment of the US Government asking for proposals about
the transition of its stewardship to a multi-stakeholder
arrangement with a target date of 30 September 2015
(https://www.icann.org/stewardship).

Another proposal of the WGIG report was to create
under the UN a discussion forum on Internet-related
public policy issues with non-binding results. In 2006,
the UN, following the outcomes of the WSIS, created a
secretariat for the organization of the Internet Govern-
ance Forum (IGF). The first IGF was held in 2006 in
Athens. The event concentrated on openness, critical
Internet resources, security, diversity, emerging issues
and the way forward. The IGF has become an annual
event with an increasing number of participants dur-
ing its 10 years of history. The IGF is a multi-stake-
holder dialogue involving governments, civil society,
academia and technical community, business and in-
ternational organizations. It is not a decision making
body, there are no formal negotiations and no binding
documents are produced. It brings together stakehold-
ers in an informal setting and creates a framework for
cooperation. It also contributes to development and
capacity building. Attendance of the IGFs varies from
around 1000 (2006, Athens) to more than 3000 (2014,
Istanbul). It is the task of the Multi-stakeholder Advi-
sory Group nominated by the Secretary General of the
UN to shape the IGF program, determining the over-
arching theme and the sub-themes, and to evaluate
the workshop submissions. On average, there are more
than 100 workshops under the sub-themes and sever-
al presentations organized by the dynamic coalitions
(relatively informal, issue-specific groups consisting of
stakeholders that are interested in the particular issue).
In addition to workshops and dynamic coalition meet-
ings, there are several activities taking place in the IGF
meeting: best practices forums, open forums, flash ses-
sions, inter-regional dialogue sessions, pre-events, and
the IGF Village.

The main challenge of Internet Governance is to en-
able coexistence in shared cross-border digital spaces
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INTERNET TECHNOLOGIES

Table 1.

The overarching themes and the main sessions of the IGFs

2006 Athens Internet Governance « Security o Diversity  « Access
(Greece) for Development « The Way Forward ~ « Emerging Issues
. . « Critical Internet Resources ~ « Access  « Diversity
2007 fio ((Ijgeriza”r;ewo In}g:nsé&?gem:&ce « Security  « Taking Stock and the Way Forward
P « Emerging Issues
« Reaching the Next Billion, Promoting Cyber-Security and Trust
Hyderabad « Managing Critical Internet Resources
2008 (India) icpetiogdl « Emerging Issues — the Internet of Tomorrow
« Taking Stock and the Way Forward
. « Critical Internet Resources  « Security, Openness and Privacy
2009 Shar?% el St;w'kh o eg:itﬁmgt Ggrvtim;‘;efo‘r - <Diversity Access G in the Light of WSIS Principles
ayp gopp « Taking Stock  « Emerging Issues — Impact of Social Networks
« Managing Critical Internet Resources
- 3 : « Security, Openness and Privacy Access and Diversity
2010 (L\i{HB;UnSi 2 lGTth(pu?u ] eD%’ eé?r[]) é?g « Internet Governance for Development
g « Emerging Issues: Cloud Computing Taking stock of Internet Governance
and the Way Forward
« Internet Governance for Development
. « Emerging Issues
2011 Nairobi K]éirensest ageiggt%y:;;o;rggggg&' « Managing Critical Internet Resources
(Kenya) ’ e Ingovatién « Security, Openness and Privacy
« Access and Diversity
« Taking Stock and the Way Forward
« Emerging Issues
« Managing Critical Internet Resources
2012 Baku for Su sltgti?];nbelte(la-l(ijvri;nnanchon it « Internet Governance for Development
zerbaijan : ] « Access and Diversi
(Azerbaijan) and Social Development A d Diversity
« Security, Openness and Privacy
« Taking Stock and the Way Forward
« Building Bridges — The Role of Governments in Multistakeholder
Cooperation
« Internet Governance Principles
o ' ' « Principles of Multistakeholder Cooperation
. Bwlq_mg Bridges = Enhanmlng « Legal and other Frameworks: Spam, Hacking and Cybercrime
2013 Bali Multi-stakeholder Cooperation A Diversity): The | Engine For Growth
(Indonesia) o el ) S « (Access/l _|ver3|ty). e Internet as an Engine For Growt
T s and Sustainable Development
p « Human Rights, Freedom of Expression and Free Flow
of Information on the Internet
« Emerging Issues — Internet Surveillance
« Open Microphone
« Policies Enabling Access
« Content Creation, Dissemination and Use Internet
. : as an Engine For Growth & Development
2014 Istanbul f EC (;]nnecténﬁ/l Cl?.mtmf nhtsl d « IGF & The Future of the Internet Ecosystem
Turkey) OIENTIANCe? LTS AN « Enhancing Digital Trust
(Turkey Internet Governance 9219
« Internet and Human Rights
« Critical Internet Resources
« Emerging Issues
« Cybersecurity and Trust ~ « Internet Economy
Jodo Pessoa Evolution of Internet Governance: « Inclusiveness and Diversity ~ « Openness
2015 (Brazil) Empowering Sustainable « Enhancing Multistakeholder Cooperation
Development « Internet and Human Rights ~ « Critical Internet Resources
« Emerging Issues
12 BUSINESS INFORMATICS Ne¢4(34)-2015



of billions of people with very diverse personal values
and legal frameworks (hftp.//www.euro-ssig.eu/). Re-
cently the distinction has been proposed between gov-
ernance of the Internet and governance on the Inter-
net. In this approach, governance of the Internet covers
the public policy cluster (a) identified by the WGIG
and is formalized in the Internet protocol suite. Stand-
ards and protocols of the suite have been developed in
a multi-stakeholder approach based on so-called rough
consensus. Governance on the Internet covers public
policy clusters (b), (¢) and (d). The global nature of the
Internet requires harmonization of legal systems, un-
derstanding of different political interests, acceptance
of cultural differences, applying already existing legal
frameworks to the Internet, etc. This leads to the need
for identifying existing mechanisms dealing with global
public policy issues related to the governance on the
Internet and identifying gaps in the absence of these
mechanisms.

The UN General Assembly in its resolution created
the CSTD Working Group on Enhanced Cooperation
(WGEC) with the mandate to «examine the mandate of
WSIS regarding Enhanced Cooperation through seek-
ing, compiling and reviewing inputs from all Member
States and all other stakeholders, and to make recom-
mendations on how to fully implement this mandate»
[15]. The CSTD WGEC identified public policy is-
sues and started a mapping exercise to identify existing
mechanisms and gaps. The results of the exercise have
been summarized in the conference room paper pre-
pared by the CSTD Secretariat [16].

Discussions on the results of implementation of the
Geneva Plan of Action and the Tunis Agenda have been
conducted in UNESCO in Paris in 2013 followed by the
High Level Meeting in the ITU in Geneva in 2014. The
final high level review meeting of the WSIS will be held
in December 2015 during the General Assembly of the
United Nations in New York. m
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VHTEPHET-TEXHOJIO VN

VNPABJIEHUE UHTEPHETOM: TEHQEHLIUW N PEAJIbHOCTD. YACTD 1

I1. MEHOP
3amecmumens pykogooumens Komuccuu OOH no nayke u mexnonroeusm

Adpec: Palais des Nations, 8-14, Av. de la Paix, 1211 Geneva 10, Switzerland
E-mail: pmajor@bluewin.ch

Ynpaenenue HUnmepnemom npedcmaensiem coboili 00HO U3 HANPABAEHUI 2100AAbHO20 YNPABAEHUS, AKMUBHO
paseusaroujeecs ¢ kouya 1990-x eodoe. Ilockoavky Humepnem uepaem 6ajxicHyrO poab 8 Hauleil MCU3HU,
npedcmaensemcst HeoOX00UMbIM B0BAEHEHUE 8 NPOLECCh YIPABAEHUS BCEX 3AUHMEPECOBANHBIX NUY, U UHCIMUMYMO08, d
Makice CNOCOOCMB0BAHUE PA3BUMUID U 8KAADY 8 MUPOBYIO SKOHOMUKY, 00pa30éanue u uHGopmMayuoHHoe obecneuerue.
Bonpocet unghopmayuonnoii bezonacnocmu u KOHGUOCHUUAALHOCMU MAKICE OOANCHbI PACCMAMPUBAMbCS 8 PAMKAX
o0cyxcoeHus noaumuku 6 obnacmu ynpaenenust Mumepnemom. B oannoti cmamoee paccmampusaemcst 2100a1bHbll
acnekm ynpaenenus Humepremom. Ilokazano, umo 6 dononneHue K 00CYICOEHUAM U Nepeco8opam OO0AMNCHDbI
npumMeHamubCs hopmansHbie NO0Xo0bL, NO3680AIOULUE peuiamp 2100a1bHble sonpocsl. [Ipedrazaemcs n0OXo0 K peuteHuio
B0MPOCO8, CEA3AHHBIX C 2100ANbHOU NOAUMUKOU 8 00aacmu ynpaéaeruss Mnmepremom.

Bui600bt u pexomendauuu, npueederible 8 CmMamoe, OMPANCalom UCKAIOUUMENbHO AUMHOe MHEHUe asmopa U He
dondxicHbl mpakmosamucs 6 kauecmee oghuyuanvroll nosuyuu Komuccuu OOH no Hayke u mexHonoeusm.

Key words: uTtepHeT, ynpasieHue UHTepHETOM, II0OAJTBHOE YIIpaBieHUE.

[uruposanue: Major P. Internet Governance: Trends and realities. Part 1 // Business Informatics. 2015. No. 4 (34).
P. 7—14. DOI: 10.17323/1998-0663.2015.4.7.14.
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