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	Do you have any comments on the process of determining the issues and their presentation by the WGIG?

	
	The Processes adopted are an excellent testimony to the high level of integrity and probity which WGIG, WSIS and the UN exemplify. When contrasted with the early formative years of ICANN, the difference is clear.




	
	For each paper you wish to comment on (Please repeat as many times as required)

Name of the paper: 

Draft WGIG Issue Paper on the Multilingualization of Internet Naming System


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

No.

	
	Comments:

I speak as the person who led a technical team to develop working software that implemented the earliest versions of the ASCII compatible encoding (ACE) system now adopted in internationalised domain names for applications (IDNA) starting in early 1998; as the person who initiated the first efforts to implement and testbed multilingualization of the Internet Naming System on an international basis starting in 1998; as Former Chairman of Asia Pacific Networking Group (APNG) which commissioned an Asia Pacific testbed in 1998 and 1999 and started the whole IDN movement going.

While I am impressed with the effort put into the draft, there seems to be  key facts and hence key issues are that are missed.

Fact 1. IDN or IDN-type technologies have been around since 1998 but progress in deployment as sanctioned by central control has been relatively slow (most certainly not at Internet speed), whereas deployment in some countries have moved ahead with some success through mutual coordination.

The Internet Governance issue here is whether we want to head in the direction of the more management and central sanction of the past seven years or go in the opposite direction and leave it to institutions or delegated authorities closer to the problem to nail down any residual technical details, solve remaining issues and get on with the job of deployment.

Possible options include delegating the process downwards to more technically competent authorities; and if the delegated authority is not producing results, changing to one which will.

Fact 2. IDN implementation at 2nd level of domain names has not been too successful. The market has not responded too positively to it. Yet the perceived need for IDN is still growing ever stronger.

The Internet Governance issue here is how we can respond to the need effectively.  Internet history has taught us that in this arena, the more we govern, the less gets achieved. Internet voluntarism, free enterprise, creative initiative are fostered through creating an environment where what is not explicitly prohibited is allowed. This principle has seen the phenomenal growth of the Internet in the past 10 years. However, in the area of multilingualism, especially of Internet content, where there has not been any regulation of Internet content, it has proliferated as long as it is technologically possible. In fact, in some instances, it has thrived in spite of more regulation, censorship or suppression.  Contrast this with IDN. Seven years on, if you look at the bottom line, "can anyone anywhere in the world use his or her own language to label domain names", we have hardly achieved significant outcomes where it matters. Yes, we have achieved standards, and tables, and conferences and more meetings. In fact, the actual effect so far, of what we have done is to make the problem look bigger than it actually is.

What needs to be fostered is the coordination and cooperation between groups already deploying these IDNs, e.g. sovereign bodies or private-public partnerships within their own jurisdictions and governments responding to a specific need of their citizens.

Fact 3. IDN technical standards are already with us and more or less widely accepted, and one way forward technically is clear. So long as the constraints are removed, industry will move according to where the market demand is.

The Internet Governance issue is how to remove these constraints and only to provide the necessary coordination among groups that may wish to implement those combinations of IDN characters which may affect others negatively, whether at TLD level or otherwise.

Fact 4. The latest topical issues in IDN are focussed on how to eliminate any and every possible bad side-effect one can imagine and to produce comprehensive lists and tables of IDNs. No governance process controlling every single detail and managing every possibility in the delivery of a public good has ever succeeded. Aiming for 100% solution has ever succeeded and never will, and fosters the creation of problems that don't exist in reality.

The Internet Governance issue here is how to balance (and control!) the runaway aspirations of 100%-proponents who are of the minority, with the utility of IDNs for the currently disenfranchised masses.

To solve this, some would go so far as to argue that all that is required is coordination between IDN deployment entities, and this is certainly an attractive solution. The formation of the original Internet domain system was the product of such a coordination system. The coordination amongst ccTLDs and IANA continue to keep the system going whereas the ccTLD's "grassroots coordination culture" has conflicted with the ICANN "top-down regulatory model" and this "cultural clash" has been well documented.

Fact 5. Coordination groups of IDN have evolved over the years, including self-forming groups such as MINC, JET, AINC, Cyrillic working groups, EuroLINC etc. Other entities also have experience in coordination. 

The Internet Governance issue here is which would be the best entity to coordinate this process. At the moment, there doesn't seem to be a need for an overarching body to authorise and achieve IDN (idn.idn at TLD or idn.ascii at SLD). It certainly appears that if one overarching body is imposed on the system, that the take-up rate will be low, the market will decide that the terms and conditions it imposes is not viable, and the whole governance process will appear ineffective and subject itself to more criticism from many quarters, as has happened with the ICANN initiative to introduce selective SLD IDNs, ie. idn.ascii. Such a coordination role is probably best evolved through a governance mechanism which looks after the processes of delegation rather than doing the actual thing that needs to be done. Alternatively, willing organisations which have the expertise, experience and successful track record to do this would also be possible candidates. For example, even ITU-T has volunteered to play such a coordinating role. Such coordination bodies derive their legitimacy not by fiat but by community support and recognition.



	
	

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

Yes but sketchy in a number of places
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	Does the paper achieve a reasonable balance in weighing relevant matters?



	
	Comments



	
	Any other comments

	
	


