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Name of the paper: Multilingualization of Internet naming systems



	
	Has the issue as it applies to the question of Internet Governance been adequately identified?

No



	
	Comments:

The Issue:

In the early days of the Internet each computer on the network was identified by an IP number, a string of numbers uniquely assigned to every computer on the network. As the Internet grew, domain names were invented to map combinations of letters and numbers to an IP number so that people could identify their computers in more meaningful ways. For example, with the introduction of domain names a computer that might have been known as 157.150.195.46 could be identified as the much easier to remember and recognize "un.org" (the United Nations.) But this is only easier if you understand and recognize roman characters. The domain name system is based on the Latin alphabet. It is estimated that about 17% of the world's population are English speakers (See http://www.internetworldstats.com/stats7.htm). For many of the rest of the world’s population who do not understand English domain names might as well be numbers.  Internationalised Domain Names (IDN) make the Internet usable for all.

Background:

While the Internet can deliver text in email or by web pages in most of the world's languages and scripts, domain names must be typed in a sub-set of "ASCII" characters <http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ascii>. Work has been going on to develop Internationalised Domain Names (IDN) which use non-ASCII characters since 1998, and until recently barriers to the deployment of IDNs had been technical. However, standards are now in place and software developers are starting to implement IDN in their applications (e.g. Safari, Mozilla, etc). While it helps to have more software to support IDN (particularly Internet Explorer), the main obstacle to IDN deployment is the lack of understanding of how IDN can be deployed for each language and the willingness to deploy Top Level Domains in IDN.

The Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) developed the technical standards for IDNs and most were completed by early 2003 (IDN standards RFCs 3490, 3491, and 3492 <http://www.rfc-editor.org/>), with some important work on administrative guidelines for Chinese, Korean and Japanese characters was completed in April 2004 <http://www.faqs.org/rfc/rfc3743.txt>. ICANN began work identifying the technical and policy issues in 2001, issued a comprehensive report in the autumn of 2002 and finalized guidelines for the implementation of IDNs in June 2003 <http://www.icann.org/general/idn-guidelines-20jun03.htm>.

There are also two topics that are often discussed in the context of IDN: 

The first is on multilingualized keywords. There have been many companies over the years that suggested to replace the Internet identifier system with a keyword based system. The benefit of such a system is the obvious ease to remember and find sites for surfing purposes. Unfortunately, keyword faces a huge barrier to universal adoption because many other Internet protocols and applications are built with URLs or the DNS as the core of their identifier system – changing those would takes many years if not tens of years. There is also no standardized protocol for keyword as of today, nor universal interoperability (i.e. keyword offer by one provider will not resolve on another). 

In the working paper, the proponent of a keyword system has also not demonstrated that the system is able to scale as a well as DNS. The policy considerations are also far more complex given that keyword has no sense of locale (there is no .us, .uk within keyword) and hence resulting in far more “keyword collisions” than is the case with the DNS.

Consequently keyword systems have not been universally adopted. The exception is Korea where keyword services have gained a high level of adoption. This has been driven by a local commercial company Netpia, it has established itself as the dominant player within the Korean market but has little success outside Korea. The main benefit of Netpia is the ease of navigation using keyword. There are some keyword services in China, and while a commercial success for some companies, the market is not large. 

Considering ease of navigation, the second topic is Search. Search engines, particularly Google (and recently Yahoo and MSN), have become the de-facto means of navigation for many Internet users wishing to locate resources on the Internet. Instead of remembering an Internet Identifier, users enter a brand name (for example) into a search engine and let it find the URL they are looking for. Hence, many have pointed out that there is less need for IDN as identifier for end-users (search engines are replacing that need), and IDN may be used more as a resource for machine-to-machine communication. While it is difficult to know where the trend will led to, it is also important to note that IDN are universal identifiers which can be used for machine-to-machine communication, and regardless of search engine development there is always a need for universal identifiers. (Keyword, on the other hand, are used only for navigation).

Progress and problems:

Since 2003 there have been many workshops and opportunities for discussion, there have been trials using IDNs in many languages, and IDNs at the second level are slowly being commercially introduced. The second level is fine for western languages that use diacritical marks such as French or German, they can use an IDN below their ccTLD .FR or .DE, or in a gTLD such as .COM and .ORG <http://www.pir.org/news/press_releases/pr_articles/2005-01-18-01>. But non-western languages also need to be able to use their script at the top-level.

There are other barriers to deployment. The Internet Explorer web browser used by 90% of Internet users worldwide does not have native support for IDNs, a plug-in must be installed to make them work. Microsoft is highly unlikely to support IDN until it releases the next version of its Windows operating system know as "Longhorn", expected to be released sometime in 2006. 

Software deployment aside, there are also the fundamental problems with respect to how languages are encoded. While ISO/IEC 10646 (commonly known as Unicode) has encoded many commonly used scripts, there are still a lot of minority languages that have not been encoded. 

There is also a lack of understanding about how IDN should be localized for each language and each language may have its own problem(s). Chinese, for example, has two major forms of written system, Traditional and Simplified Chinese, and the writing system is also used to write Japanese (Kanji) and Korean (Hanja). Without defining guidelines for IDN deployment,  confusion and domain names disputes might arise (See RFC 3743). 

Likewise, there are also languages that are written from right to left, e.g. Arabic, which would have additional localization requirements, e.g. on rendering of the IDN when it is mixed with left-to-right ASCII.

While ICANN has an IDN Committee which published a discussion paper on IDN Top Level Domain (TLD) in 2002 (http://www.icann.org/committees/idn/registry-selection-paper-13jun02.htm), no defined process or policies have been defined since then on how to go about getting IDN TLD. While many European languages share the ASCII charsets and hence do not mind an ASCII-only TLD, there are many other languages which don’t mix well with ASCII. Specifically, many Asian languages like Chinese, Japanese and Korean and also languages that writes right-to-left (e.g. Arabic, Hebrew) would benefit from an IDN TLD.

Proposal:

The introduction of a fully internationalised system will require cooperation between countries and country code domain name operators, particularly between countries of the same language group. The global community has waited far too long for IDNs and the need is becoming too great. 

We suggest to start to help minority languages to get their script encoded in ISO/IEC 10646 (Unicode) so they can start using their own language on the Internet, particularly writing their own name.

We suggest starting the formation of language study groups to study localization of IDNs and to get these study groups to collaborate, especially where languages share the same scripts. 

We also suggest starting implementation of internationalised top-level domains as soon as possible so as to gain operational experience and to work through problems as they come along. Therefore, clear rules and procedures for applying to operate internationalised top-level domains coupled with open and transparent processes for making selections should be established quickly. 

We believe ICANN is currently the right forum to lead discussion and work on deploying IDNs. The organization has brought together technical experts from the IETF and other forums, people concerned with Internet security and stability, in addition to ccTLD mangers and governments, gTLD registries and registrars, an expert policy community from the private sector, civil society and intergovernmental organizations, and representatives of end-users. Implementation of IDNs will be a very significant global undertaking and no single organization has the capacity to do all that is required, but ICANN is well placed to bring all the relevant actors together.

However, ICANN has been slow since issuing its policy guidelines some years ago, and should recognize that it is in danger of becoming an obstacle to progress. The need for IDNs is obvious and ICANN must be willing to take some risk, shared with its community, to make sure they are deployed.

Internationalised Domain Names are a critical enabling technology that will make the Internet more useable and attractive to the majority of the world's population who do not recognize English. The promotion of multilingualism in Information Society is one of the central features of WSIS and IDNs are an important element of this. We also recommend keeping a close watch on keyword and search engine development as they have implications as to how Internet Identifiers may be used in the future.



	
	

	
	Does the paper cover the topic with sufficient depth and accuracy?

No



	
	Comments

Focuses too much on keywords, which are important, useful, but not the answer to the challenges of multilingualization of Internet naming systems. It does not capture the reality of the happening on the Internet world, i.e., IDN is the dominate standard whereas keyword is an exception. 

Use of words like ‘Keywords are more natural’ sound more like a marketing campaign then a document from an  activity such as WGIG.
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About Governance Mechanisms / Internet Governance:

Following points are examples of what we believe may be considered as “Internet governance” with respect to IDN:

New and existing standards will need to be developed, adopted and implemented. This will require global coordination. 

IDNs will give rise to new intellectual property issues regarding name clashes in different scripts, cyber-squatting and dispute resolution, etc.

Implementation of IDNs at the top level will have implications for operation and administration of the root zone: it is not reasonable to expect any country to accept the US dept. of commerce as the final decision-maker on whether their language ccTLD is added to the root zone or not. 

Mechanisms will need to be established to add new IDNs to the root, this has commercial and technical implications beyond those of traditional ASCII ccTLDs/TLDs.

We can anticipate IDNs creating problems for law enforcement as they track activity across borders to domain names and registrations they may not be able to read. 

Characters in some scripts look very similar to each other (even to the native speakers of those languages) and we can expect more fraud as a result (i.e. increase in phishing and similar scams.) 

ASCII two-letter country codes are taken ISO-3166-1, there is no equivalent agreed international list of codes for IND country TLDs, one will have to be created and agreed.
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Over emphasis on Keywords, which are an important but not the long-term solution to the challenge of multilingualization of Internet naming systems.
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