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ABSTRACT

Funredes and Union Latina have designed an original method, using Search Engines and a sample of word-concepts with the best equivalence in various Latin languages plus English and German, to conduct measurements of the proportion of the presence of some languages in some spaces of the Internet, specially the web. The method, applied from 1996 to 2008, has allowed the building of interesting indicators for language diversity. Additionally some basic evaluations of the cultural projections associated to Latin languages and English has been performed. This paper describes the method, its results as well as its advantages and limitations and offers a panorama of existing alternative methods and results to compare with. Te paper concludes with the examination of the perspectives of a field which is said to have been characterized by a lack of scientific rigor in the considered time-frame, leading to some disinformation about the presence of English, and is getting now the due attention from the international organizations and the academic world. The access of al the relevant detailed data about the method and its results are organized in the web and openly accessible.
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I- INTRODUCTION - BIRTH OF A PROJECT

In December 1995, during the Francophone Summit in Cotonou, the presence of English in the recent born World Wide Web (WWW) was publically quoted above 90% and this served as an input figure for statements somehow hostile to the Internet. This triggered a reaction from Funredes, in defense of the Internet. We first tried, without success, to locate the source for this figure and then we looked for a way to produce ourselves some initial and rough figures. The idea came naturally to use the power of Search Engines (a world dominated by Altavista then) and we established a first trial to get a very approximate idea of the split of English, French and Spanish in the web
. Additionally, we made another crude estimate of the representation of the cultures associated to those languages, by weighting the presence of names of personages of different categories and comparing them
. 
Both processes, and especially the linguistic measurement, were obviously lacking any kind of scientific value however they gave the opportunity:

1) to make a very rough estimate of the presence of English in the web around 80%; 
2) to sense the linguistic challenges to overcome for a reliable method of measurement of language diversity in the Net based on Search Engines (SEs) counting occurrences of web pages with a given word; 
3) to show that the global nature of the web was allowing a fair representation of French related cultures (at least when it was clearly dissociated from business), and not as much of Spanish related cultures at this time (but this has been evolving since then). 
Additionally, this may have initiated a process of harvesting interesting information for Internet archeology ( as well as valuable inputs for the analysis of SE’s historical behaviors...

In any case, this reaction paved the ground for what will become the only existing campaign, in the time-frame 1996-2006, of repeated and coherent measurements of the presence of a subset of languages in the Net with transparently exposed methodology and results
.
During this 10 years timeframe the constant factor we had to struggle against was a deep rooted misinformation (or was it disinformation?) of the presence of English in the Net which, against any serious analysis and obvious facts, persisted to be quoted anywhere, year in year out, at 80% in the web, in spite the formidable speed of the evolution of the demographics of the Internet which shows figures dropping from 80% to 40% in terms of English speaking Internet users. 
This has not been not a fight in defense of French. It was rather, in coherence with Funredes role as an ICT4D
 Non Governmental Organization, a plaid for the creation of local content. It was then the perception that the widely diffused message of massive, pervasive and stable presence of English in the Net was conspiring against the obvious requisite for a content creation coherent policy which would foster web sites creation in the native language of people and against a virtual world reflecting the looked after linguistic and cultural diversity of the world.
The publication by UNESCO of a report [UN] which tries to fairly present the positions in the field (Paollillo’s paper supporting the figure of 80% from the main reference of the work from OCLC’s team, and Pimienta coordinating a set of papers from researchers from around the world
 and arguing for a presence of English around 50%) may have represented a historical turn around of this period, leading to more open views on those subjects and supporting or triggering the interest of more researchers to this important but neglected field of studies.
Funredes and Union Latina has always published with a total transparency their methods and results during this 12 years process, from 1996 to 2008; however they has always came very short in giving a clear and pedagogic reporting of their work, leaving it as a sequence of events and forcing the reader to follow the chronological order to get the full picture. This paper is an attempt to solve that issue and offer a comprehensive material for researchers or policy makers interested in the area of linguistic diversity in the Internet, at a moment when the issues at stakes are getting the due attention they deserve
. It is also the first attempt to draw a synthetic perspective and analysis of the evolution of the results produced by the studies.
In the process we will explain the values and limitations of our method and results and analyze other existing works, exposing what we consider are their limitations.

Finally, we will explain why and how the methodology we used has reached, due to the recent evolution of SEs, a dead-end and why we are driven to a redesign requiring more ambitious tools in order to get rid of the services of SEs which have become too unreliable for counting purposes reflecting the reality of the whole web.
In conclusion, we will draw lines of perspective for studies in that field and expose our plans to continue the quest for measuring language and culture diversity in the Net.
II- CONTEXT OF A PROJECT

Linguistic experts generally diverge when giving demographic figures on languages because definitions and boundaries are complex and consensus is not easy. The following will take as main source for such figures [CRY] and for specific matters on Latin languages, Union Latina will be our reference.

The number of languages which has been created by human beings is estimated to be around 40,000. Among them, it is estimated that only between 6,000 and 9,000 (figures varying depending of sources) are still in use and some sources compute that every 2 months in average one language disappears.
In that context, ICTs can play a special role for preserving memory and the question naturally arise of whether the Internet is a chance or a danger for language diversity. 
The answer is not a simple matter and it appears that it really depends on several parameters about the language: is it local, national, multi-national or lingua franca? Is it from a developed country? Is there a linguistic policy? Is there a linguistic policy for the virtual world?
A simple classification is offered hereafter to summarize the situation without the pretension to offer definitive answers but on the contrary with the will to open reflections on a subject of which civil society has not been sensitized as much as for biological diversity: although there are obvious correlations between them
, the last being that in the current situation of our planet the lack of policy for resisting against biological diversity reduction could become a harm for our future.
	CATEGORY
	IS THE INTERNET A CHANCE?

	Main spoken languages

	The Internet could play a role of amplifier of presence, especially in a transition period when the repartition of internet users by language is not even due to the digital divide. Note: our thesis is that this transitory period has been over for English few years ago.

	Official languages covering more than one developed country (like Italian or Dutch)
	There is an opportunity to be seized in the virtual world. The "international" status of those languages shall give trust to the speakers to an easy relation across borders.

	Offical languages spoken in only one developed country (like Norvegian, Greek, Danish or Japanese)
	There is a need for a vigorous virtual linguistic policy to support a presence in the virtual world comparable or stronger than in the real world with long term positive feed-back for the place of the language in the word; speakers however can feel a barrier for international relation using  their language.

	Local languages of developed countries (like Sarde, Gallician, Welsh,  or Frison)
	They are threatened by a strong pressure from both English and their respective national language. The diagnostic is uncertain without virtual linguistic policy and depends on specificities although the case of Catalan is to be followed as a success story, both at virtual and non virtual level.

	Lingua franca of speakers of some developing countries (like Hausa, Quechua, Pulaar or Swahili)
	A positive future shall be possible whereas the digital divide is really overcome and virtual linguistic policies are defined. 

	Languages of developing country covering more than one country but only used by native speakers (like Aymara, Guarani or creoles) 
	Theoretically a positive future should be possible whereas the digital divide is really overcome; however there is a present correlation between lack of access and belonging to indigenous communities which does not give yet signal of changes. The case of Paraguay where Guarani is given instruments following its status of official language is to be followed with interest.

	Official languages of a unique  developing country (like Slovenian or Albanese)
	They are under strong pressure from both English and respective powerful regional languages which could trigger negative prospects in the absence of virtual policy.

	Local languages of  developing countries (like Chabacano, Maya or Mapuche)
	If the language is provided with the appropriate linguistic tools (and first a normalized and stable system for writing and grammar), a  , linguistic policy focusing the production of local content could help. However there are not many example today of this kind.

	Languages threatened of disappearing (like Ainu
.)
	The Internet could, at worst, become a formidable tool to for conservation of the written or oral patrimony, at best, accelerator of policies for language adaptation.

	Languages very seriously threatened of disappearing (like Yagan
)
	The Internet could at least allow to disseminaqte the patrimony of that language will leave if urgent digitalization campaigns are done..


The main message which crosses this table is the need for language policies both in the real world (and Catalan is a good reference for a success story to be studied) and in the virtual world (where Francophone’s actions are certainly interesting to be analyzed as our results seems to give credit to its voluntary policy for content creation).

In order to build a meaningful policy the first is to obtain relevant figures of the situation in a given moment so that to assess the policy effects on reliable indicators. Nowadays a comprehensive policy for language must include a specific component for the virtual world where the logics and the dynamics respond to different rules and logics. From there arises naturally the need for reliable data on the presence of languages in the Internet.

In that area, the situation has been paradoxical and frustrating. The history of networks is closely linked to the history of the research and academic word; however, with the birth of the web and the growth of the commercial part of the network, this sector has in part gave up the creation of Internet demographic data to the private sector and more dangerously to the marketing sector exposing those key data to the commercial interest of marketing companies. What has characterized Internet demographic data, and still more on the linguistic area, have been the lack of transparency on methodologies and the publishing of figures which has not always been produced with scientific criteria and may have been driven by particular interests. This has allowed, in an area which demographics has been changing at a speed without precedent in Human history, that myths, like the unbearable and stable for ever presence of English in the web above 80%, has been massively mediated, without critical answer from the Academy, between 1996 to 2006, supported mainly by marketing operations and a few studies lacking the elementary soundness that the academic word shall ask for!
This era seems to have come to an end and institutions like MAAYA
, which has emerged from the World Summit of Information Society process; initiatives maintaining a determined follow-up from UNESCO
; and academic projects like the Language Observatory Project
 witnesses the growing interest from policy makers and academics to take back control on this area and contribute meaningfully for the emerging of the so needed virtual linguistic policies standing on reliable indicators.
In that context, our project can be seen as a pioneer, lonely, stubborn and committed research-action attempt from civil society to resist the wind of disinformation in a strategic area of the Internet as it deeply relates to fundamental issues such as the Digital Divide and Diversity in the virtual world and indirectly to the general subject of Internet governance (which is now focusing with intensity the question if International Domain Names while this is just the tip of the iceberg of linguistic diversity in the Net [KID].
III- HISTORY OF A PROJECT

For who is interested to follow the sequence of this project, the historical web page
 offers all the required information, ordered by campaign of measurements (L1 to L5 for Linguistic plus 2005, and C1 to C3 for Culture plus the last campaign report). The new site
 presents the results after 2005. 
The following table synthesizes the steps of the project. 
	DATES
	LINGUISTIC STUDY
	ENGLISH IN THE WEB / Search Engine 
	CULTURAL STUDY

	6/96
	L1: Very rough linguistic results

- English, French, and Spanish.

- the web
	~80%

Altavista
	C1: First cultural result

	3/97
	L2: Repetition of L1
	~80%

Altavista
	

	3/98
	L3: Repetition with a larger sample  
-Method of the complement of the empty space

- Analysis of Alis Method.

- Decision to invest in a solid method in partnership with Union Latine
	~80%

Altavista
	

	9/98
	L4: first study made with reliable methodology, in partnership with Union Latine and with the financial support of Agence de la Francophonie.

- Addition of Italian, Portuguese and Rumanian

- Addition of Usenet

- Start of creating linguistic indicators.
	75%

Hotbot

Dejanews
	C2: Second cultural results with several improvements of the sample and the classification scheme.
Strong improvement of the presence of French and Spanish personages.

	8/00
	L5: Second study made with reliable methodology, in partnership with Union Latine. 

Creation of a program to automatically generate the whole process from search engine requests and counting to statistical results.

Addition of German
	60%

Google + Fast


	

	1/01

6/01

8/01

10/01

2/02

2/03

2/04

5/04

3/05
	L6: No change


	From 55%
To 

47%
Fast
Yahoo

Google
	C3, Sept. 2001

	10/05
	- New indicators per country and language.
	45%
Google
	New campaign on culture

	3/06
	- No change
	45%
Google
	

	12/07
	Addition of Catalan
	45%
Yahoo
	

	5/08
	
	Yahoo
	New campaign on culture


September 1998 represents the start of the reliable methods and results of our study. September 2000, with the introduction of a PHP
 based program for automation of the whole process and maintaining of the data bases of results, is the start of a professional and systematic management of the project. However, after 2005 the results started to lack credibility for extrapolation to the whole web topology as a consequence of the evolution of SEs.
IV- METHODOLOGY

The methodology we have defined stands on the combination of:

· the use of the counting occurrence’s function of SEs
, 
· a sample of word-concepts in a given selection of languages, 

· a set of standard statistical tools.

The SE allows the counting of the number of pages containing a given word (or expression). The selected SEs must respond to specific criteria to be satisfactory for the purpose of our study:

· offers reliable figures for counting,

· have a fair treatment of diacritics
,

· covers the larger possible part of the analyzed space.

The sample of words which will be applied to the selected SE to count occurrences of pages must be built with the goal to obtain, for the same concept among the languages of the study:
· a perfect syntactic equivalence, 
· the best possible semantic equivalence,

· the less possible cultural bias. 
The compilation of the computed figures of number of pages for each concept (summing the results of the different words associated to this concept
) is treated as a random variable which distribution is statistically processed (average, variance, confidence interval with Fisher Law).

The objective product is an estimation of the weight of the languages of the study compared to English as it is measured in the index
 of the selected Search Engine. Under certain circumstances (the size of the index being the key factor) it is reasonable to extrapolate the result as a fair representation of the repartition of languages in the (visible) web
.  
In order to obtain the absolute percentage of the studied languages in the measured space it is then required to determine the absolute weight of English, which unfortunately the method does not provide for and has to be established by manual stepping from different sources and from an estimate of the weight of the rest of the languages.
Repeating the method at different times allows obtaining a vision of the evolution of the presence of languages in the given space.

The web space has been the main object of the study but in various occasions we have also studied other spaces (like for instance the newsgroups or more recently the blogosphere or wikipedia).
Exposing more details of the methodology goes thru:

- the precise criteria for validation and use of SEs;
- the linguistic criteria which have been used to built the sample vocabulary (and the corrections which are required in certain situations);

- the statistical tools which are applied to reach final results;

- the building of indicators from the results or from a different utilization of SEs;

- the nature, signification and limitations of the obtained results.

4,1 -LINGUISTIC METHODOLOGY
The list of the 57 concepts which are used for the language comparison is the following, in English:

ambiguity, causality, cheese, compatibility, contiguity, dangerous, December
, density, disparity, divisibility, elasticity, electricity, February, femininity, fertility, fidelity, fraternity, Friday, heterosexuality, homosexuality, horse, humidity, illness, immortality, immunity, incompatibility, infallibility, inferiority, infidelity, instability, inviolability, irregularity, irresponsibility, June, knee, knife, lung, masculinity, Monday, October, parity, equality, probability, productivity, puberty, responsibility, sexuality, singularity, superiority, Thursday, today, truth, Tuesday, uniformity, universality, university, Wednesday, yellow.
Two examples of the set of words associated to one concept in the different studied languages are shown hereafter with the convention to use the cursive form for words which are not correctly spelled but will be measured anyway (like French words after removing diacritics) and UPPER CASE for words which suffer of cross-linguistics homography or other problematic situation (and then may deserve a special processing).
The full table, which holds a little more than 1700 words, can be consulted in http://funredes.org/lc/english/historia/listapa.htm.
	English
	Spanish
	French
	Italian
	Portuguese
	Romanian
	German
	Catalan

	fidelity
fidelities
faithfulness
faithfulnesses
	fidelidad
FIDELIDADES
	fidélité
fidelite
fidélités
fidelites
	Fedeltà
fedelta
	Fidelidade
FIDELIDADES
	fidelitate
fidelitatea
fidelităţii
fidelitatii
fidelităţi
fidelitati
fidelităţile
fidelitatile
fidelităţilor
fidelitatilor
	TREUE 

TREUEN
	fidelitat 
FIDELITATS

	Monday
Mondays
	lunes
	lundi
lundis
	lunedì
lunedi
	segunda-feira
segundas-feiras
	luni
lunea
	montag 

MONTAGES

montags 

MONTAGE 

MONTAGEN
	Dilluns


How did we reach this final list of word-concepts? We established the criteria to obtain the best equivalences and from there tried and filtered a large quantity of concepts
. Furthermore, perfection was unreachable and some post-processing was anyway required to avoid statistical biases (like in the previous table to split fidelidades count between Spanish and Portuguese or montage and montages to be deduced the occurrences in French from the German count).  In some case, we accepted a recognized problem as part of the acceptable noise (like in the example the fact that German TREUE and TREUEN are also form of the adjective “faithful” thus giving additional semantic to the German words.
Hereafter is the complete list of criteria applied to create the sample.
Criteria #1 : Cultural neutrality: 

Definition: property of a word in relation with the frequency of appearing in a given language in function of culture.

Examples: Wine, perfume, gastronomy are not culturally neutral in French.
Rule: reject terms which are obviously culturally sensitive.

Criteria #2 : Cross-language homography
Definition: the writing of a term in one language is identical to a term in another language, whether the meaning is the same or not. We would refer to strong homography when the writing is the same including diacritics and weak homography when the only difference stands on diacritics.

Examples: casa has the same meaning and writing in Spanish and Portuguese; red means network in Spanish; hier means today in French and here in German. Homography can also be found in one part of a composed word like in mardi-gras which hold mardi which is Tuesday in French.
Rules: 
- avoid concepts which conduce to words of less than 4 letters so to reduce the probability of homographies with languages out of the scope of the study;

- when a word with homography is present in the sample (this is quite unavoidable between Spanish and Portuguese) then split the number of pages in the proportion of the languages presence (the words marked in upper case in the table are subjects to this rule);
- whenever possible correct the counting by removing the count of the homographic word or expression (for instance, the score of mardi in French is obtained after subtraction of the count of mardi-gras in English).
Criteria #3 : Homography by acceptance

Definition: when a word in a given language is accepted to be used by other languages. Examples: The English’s words business, sandwich or software are accepted in many languages. The French’s déjà vu is accepted in English.

Rule: Discard the concepts holding such words.

Criteria #4 : Homography with abbreviation

Definition: when a word in a given language has the same writing than an abbreviation accepted to be used by other languages. 

Example: The number sept (seven in French) is homographic of the abbreviation of September In English.
Rule: Discard the concepts holding such words. Note that the rule to avoid words of less than 4 letters reduces the probability of such encounters.
Criteria #5 : Homography with a frequent given name

Definition: when a word in a given language has the same writing that a frequent given name. 

Example: Julio means July in Spanish but it is also an extremely frequent first name. Windows is also the name of a software trade mark quite quoted in the Net.. 

Rule: Discard the concepts holding such words.

Criteria #6 : Loose homography

Definition: when the writing of a word with a single spelling mistake correspond to an existing word. 

Example: Embassador in English if written with only one “s” correspond to the same concept in Romanian.
Rule: Discard the concepts holding such words if and only if the target language is English (the only case where it could have a significant statistical impact).

Criteria #7 : Existence of non equivalent meanings for the same word

Definition: when the same word hold different meanings which are expressed by different words in other languages. 

Example: Prix in French means both price and prime (or award).

Rule: Discard the concepts holding such words or pay due attention to include in every language all the corresponding meanings.

Criteria #8 : Non equivalent morpho-syntax (verb, noun)

Definition: when the same word hold different syntactic meanings (corresponding to verb and noun) which are expressed by different form of words in other language. 

Example: Love corresponds to French noun amour and verb aimer in different conjugations (aime, aimes, aimons, aimez, aiment…).
Rule: Avoid such words. Note that this is the reason why the sample does not hold any verb.

Criteria #9 : Non equivalent morpho-syntax (adjective, noun)

Definition: when the same word hold different syntactic meanings (corresponding to adjective or noun) which are expressed by different form of words in other language. 

Examples: Yellow corresponds to Spanish’s amarillo, amarilla, amarillos, amarillas. The couple (instability, instabilities) corresponds to the following Romanian list: instabilitate,/ instabilitatea,/ instabilităţii / instabilităţi / instabilităţile / instabilităţilor.
 Rule: These words are accepted providing a careful screening to allow syntactic equivalence. This explains why the number of words can be quite different in the sample depending of language.
Criteria #10 : Lexical-semantic diversity

Definition: when the same concept is expressed by different words depending on the country using the same language. 

Examples: Depending on Spanish speaking country gasoline is said nafta or gasoline. 

Rule: These words are accepted providing a careful screening to allow syntactic and semantic equivalence in the different countries.

Criteria #11 : Orthographic diversity

Definition: when a given word has diverse spelling depending on the country. 

Examples: Theater in USA and theatre in England. Electricidade in Portugal and eletricidade in Brazil (without “c”). 
Rule: These words are accepted providing a careful screening of the different spelling.

The application of those eleven criteria conducted to the actual list of world-concept which we have left unchanged during all the process, each new languages being added from the same sample. 
Post-processing
As it is shown in the two examples, the complete filtering to eliminate all linguistic problems was not possible in the sample (the probability of existing cross-linguistic homography is quite high) and some post-processing is sometimes required in order to reduce the statistical unwanted biases. The decision whether or not to correct the counting figures is based on pragmatic statistical considerations and the correction is generally made using a simple rule of proportionality. The most frequent situation is with the plural in the form of idades which are quite common in Spanish and Portuguese. The decision was made to split the number of occurrences between the concerned languages in their relative proportion. There are several other situations which have required some processing which are all exposed in previous reports
.

All this post-processing tasks has been integrated in the programming of the project and are done without human intervention. However in every campaign, a complete manual screening of the results is systematically conducted (and aided by the program which highlight statistical anomalies) in order to detect, by manual screening of the SE results, possible unwanted situations which may happen by collision with homographic abbreviation or given names gaining a new strong presence in the Net.
Attempt to change the sample
At one stage, an intense trial was made to use expressions
, composed of few words, instead of single words in order to overcome the probability of homography. The result was extremely frustrating and the huge time investment was just useless. What happened was that the obtained counting was totally weird; showing in many cases the English expression much below the others. Analyze of the phenomenon leads us to diagnose chaotic behaviors we attributed to the loss of linearity of the imbedded mathematical function. 
The following examples illustrate what happened:
In English


Number of occurrences
In French:

Number of occurrences

 “networks”

  3,834,260

“reseaux”
     

326,250

“development”

21,258,510

“developpement”

909,790
“networks and development”
            201

“reseaux et developpement”
         61




“note bank” = 150,000,  “billet de banque” = 128,000 ,  “billete de banco” = 18,700
When one tends to remain in admiration in front of the power of the combination of the web and SEs, this situation close to absurd of counting simple expressions shall remind us that compared to the complexity of what can languages generate as content, the Internet is still in the childhood… We paid a high tribute to learn that and after that we resisted to change a sample which has demonstrated its validity by offering coherent results over time and explainable change of trends in its evolutions
.
4,2 - SEARCH ENGINE METHODOLOGY

The whole process of this study has been characterized by a permanent struggle with the SE behaviors and the main activity of each measurement campaign has consisted in validating if SEs could serve the purpose of the methodology, and in too many case, understanding the rationale for what first was appearing as invalid results. While the linguistic methodology was a one shot important investment in this project, the nature of SEs has transformed this part of the work into the most unpredictable and time consuming in almost every measurement campaign!

Our observation of linguistic diversity in the Net has led us to check carefully how every available (and independent) SE behave with diacritics and counting pages. In a context of lack of transparency (and frequent changes) from the SE providers we have been obliged many times to multiply the tests in order to understand some erratic results. In several occasions the results produced has left us extremely close to definitively loose the trust in our method until many weeks of effort helped us to discover the rationale behind those strange data (and then fix the computing part accordingly) or to be able to demonstrate that the counting results were absolutely not reliable
. 
On the positive side, during the first campaigns with the full methodology defined, we had the very satisfactory situation that all the tried SEs which were validated offer results extremely close statistically and this fact strengthened our trust in the method. With the time the situation has been progressively diverging and today it seems hopeless. The following scheme explains why.
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Nowadays there is three phenomena which plaid for the impossibility to keep using our methodology based on SE:
1) Their indexes represent now less than 30% of the total universe (vs. more than 80% in the past) and respond more and more to (unknown) commercial criteria which increase considerably the linguistic bias
.

2) The SE are becoming more “intelligent” (for instance they will search for concepts in different languages) thus the counting is senseless;

3) The rise of advertisement imbedded in web pages is bringing new biases to our results
.
We could still, if we overcome the last obstacles, argue that our method serve to compare the linguistic biases of the different SE, but it is not any more possible to pretend that the result for a given SE can be extrapolated as the representation of languages in the whole web.

As a matter of fact, the observation of the curve of evolution of languages position following our campaigns (see Chapter V Results) has already been altered by important changes in SE behavior. In 2001, all the measured languages were stepping back in the same proportion compared to English and in contradiction with the observed trend. Was it that English was suddenly bouncing again in the web? Was it that the Asian growing presence was boosting English? Careful and patient analysis
 lead us to conclude that this situation was only the reflect of the reshaping of the Google Index which, in a transitory phase, was increasing strongly the bias towards English (which our observations and logical thinking told us has always existed in SEs anyway).

Between 2003 and 2004, Google and Yahoo were the two best candidates to answer our requirements for the measurement. The large size of the Google index (3 billons of pages) and its clear managing of diacritics at that time led us to decide for Google. MSN was discarded for having a neat bias towards English and Exalead the same towards French. Most of the other SEs were merged with existing SEs or were having too small an index.

In 2006, the study has to face a large period (4 campaigns) of incoherent results and the impossibility to find a rationale in the SE’s behavior. As a matter of fact, we were very close to terminate the project. The explication was finally found in what was called the Big Daddy
 operation of Google which consists in a total reshaping of its index and the servers hosting the crawling data base. The total redefinition of the index obliged to a long transition period to rebuild it when it appeared obvious that the rebuilt had a clear tendency to start by the English web then disturbing totally our results during the transition phase. Progressively the results came back to figures coherent with the history of measurements
 and we regain confidence… only to conclude months later that Google was having new tricks which made it definitively unusable for our project. The later took us several months of work in 2007 and obliged us to come back to Yahoo (which uses the engine of Altavista) until we finally decide we had to find another manner to pursue our quest (which we will expose later in the paper).
4,3 - STATISTICS METHODOLOGY
The set of 57 values of the total of pages summing each word-concepts in each language, divided by the respective value of the same world-concept in English (representing the percentage of a given language compared to English), is processed as a statistic random variable on which are applied the traditional tools for a Gaussian function (or normal distribution). The coefficient of variance
 is computed. A value of 0 would indicate a constant value (which is absolutely impossible to happen); a value of 1 would indicate an exponential function, representative of a normal random situation. Between 0 and 1 the coefficient of variance would indicate a good result (with low deviation) and a value superior to 1 would then pose questions on the validity of the method indicating a hyper-exponential function representing excessive dispersion. This value is used to control the measurements as attention is given for results above 1 and, in general, some anomaly in the processing could be detected. Generally speaking, the campaign of measurements has always offered credible statistical results based on that indicator. Then the confidence interval for 90% and 99% are computed from the Student-Fisher law and allow locating the validity of the results within a window.
4,4 - INDICATORS BUILDING

The first indicator which was built was related to the presence of a language in the Net relatively to its presence in the real world (weighted presence as we quoted it). A ratio of 1 shall express normality, below 1 a weak virtual presence (as we found for Spanish and Portuguese in the first editions) and above 1 a strong virtual presence (as obviously for English and, in less proportion, for French, Italian and German). The evolution of this indicator for a given language witnesses how it could enhance its virtual presence and reach a normal presence or even cross over. In the case of English which is still much above 1, the 12 years of measurement has shown a steady decline (from 7 to 4) and then a more stable position (with the previously explained limitation that the results after 2005 cannot be extrapolated from the SE index to the full web). This indicator could be useful to measure the efficiency of a virtual linguistic policy.
Using the estimates of number of Internet users for a given language (offered during many years by GlobalStat
 and since 2005 by Internet Worldstats
) it is possible to build an indicator of linguistic productivity (the number of pages produced by Internet users which we normalize to have 1 as the average), although one should be warned that  the lack of reliability of the figures of those organizations (we estimate the reality is within a margin of -20% +20% of the offered figures) impact on the same proportion those indicators.
One of the first interesting results of our measurements was to discover that the gap between high producers and low producers was not so important and most of the measured languages were close to 1 which implies some kind of natural rule between the proportion of content producers and total Internet users. Translated in terms of linguistic policy it just says that the most evident first policy to boost contents in a given language is to increase the number of users! Another interesting learnt lesson from this indicator was that the apparently natural law of proportionality tended to fade in the recent years and that could be interpreted in the fact that late Internet users tend to be more consumers than producers (in spite the boom of Blogs) arguing for new policies more oriented towards Digital Literacy than just access.
Some additional indicators per language are shown in the following table (2007 figures) and are interesting to be analyzed:
	
	EN
	SP
	FR
	IT
	PO
	RU
	DE
	CAT
	Total

	SPEAKERS (MILLONS)

	670
	400
	130
	60
	205
	30
	120
	9
	6607


	SPEAKERS AS % OF WORLD POPULATION
	10.1%
	6.1%
	2.0%
	0.9%
	3.1%
	0.5%
	1.8%
	0.1%
	130%


	INTERNET USERS IN A GIVEN LANGUAGE (MILLIONS)

	366
	102
	58
	31
	47
	5
	59
	2
	1154


	INTERNET USERS IN % OF SPEAKERS
	54.6%
	25.4%
	44.9%
	52.3%
	23.1%
	16.5%
	49.1%
	23.1%
	17.5%


	INTERNET USERS IN  % OF WORLD POPULATION
	5.5%
	1.5%
	0.9%
	0.5%
	0.7%
	0.1%
	0.9%
	0.0%
	17.5%

	% INTERNET USERS PER LANGUAGE
	32%
	9%
	5%
	3%
	4%
	0%
	5%
	0.2%
	130%

	%  WEB PER LANGUAGE

	45.0%
	3.8%
	4.4%
	2.7%
	1.4%
	0.3%
	5.9%
	0.1%
	100%

	LINGUISTIC PRODUCTY PER LANGUAGE

	1.42
	0.43
	0.87
	0.98
	0.34
	0.66
	1.16
	0.74
	1

	WEB PAGES PER INTERNET USERS IN A GIVEN LANGUAGE
	4.44
	0.63
	2.24
	2.93
	0.45
	0.62
	3.25
	0.96
	


The ratio between speakers and Internet users in a given language (Internet users in % of speakers), which is some kind of indicator of language penetration in the Net, informs on the future evolution of the growth. When a language reaches 50% of penetration it is to be expected that the inflexion on the curve of growth has been made and the remaining growth will start to be asymptotic. The main reason for the relative decline of English in the Net is therefore simply because it is in that situation as a consequence of it early and transitory huge initial presence
.

The percentage of Internet users per language in proportion of user population is an indicator of the linguistic and digital divide. It has to be read like that: “17.5% of the world population was connected to the Net in 2007, of which 5.5 % were English Speaker Internet users”.
The percentage of Internet users per language is an important data to understand the linguistic diversity in the Net and has shown strong and steady changes since the beginning.

The second set of indicators, oriented to a more tuned measurement by country (and requiring new methodological tricks) has been produced since 2001. They present extremely rich information on the dynamic of content production by language and by country and has been progressively generalized in our study to French, Spanish, English and Portuguese (four languages which are used in many different countries and for which it is interesting to observe the contribution of each of these countries).
This has been obtained thanks to the possibility offered by SEs to measure occurrences of pages for a given search by country. We have multiplied the run of our program for different countries to obtain the results.
Here the methodological difficulty is that it is not enough to measure the sample by country domain name since many server in a given country use generic top level domains (gTLD)
 and then it is required to split the content of the generic TLD domains between the countries. This is done by making an estimate of the percentage of domain using the top level domain of a country, figure we have obtained from colleagues working in Network Information Centers or by literature screening. 

The results are extremely powerful though and are excellent inputs for policy makers as they can be compiled by region, giving measured indication of the digital divide between the South and the North. Furthermore, it can give an idea of what is the production of some foreign language contents by some countries. Yet some prudence is to be taken as the methodology call for not very precise results
. More details are offered in chapter 5.3.
V- RESULTS

5,1- MAIN RESULTS
The main results from the different measurement campaigns are presented hereafter both in graphic and table format.

WEB PRESENCE PERCENTAGES COMPARED TO ENGLISH
The table reads this way: for 100 web pages in English, in September 1998, we had 3 pages in Spanish, 4 pages in French, 2 pages in Italian, 1 page in Portuguese and 500 pages in English were needed to have one page in Rumanian.

	
	SP
	FR
	IT
	PO
	RU
	GE
	CAT

	09/98
	3.37%
	3.75%
	2.00%
	1.09%
	0.20%
	
	

	08/00
	8.41%
	7.33%
	4.60%
	3.95%
	0.37%
	11.00%
	

	01/01
	9.46%
	7.89%
	4.93%
	4.44%
	0.33%
	11.43%
	

	10/01
	11.36%
	9.14%
	6.15%
	5.61%
	0.36%
	14.08%
	

	02/02
	11.60%
	9.60%
	6.51%
	5.62%
	0.33%
	14.41%
	

	02/03
	10.83%
	8.82%
	5.28%
	4.55%
	0.23%
	13.87%
	

	02/04
	10.30%
	10.18%
	6.09%
	4.36%
	0.41%
	15.35%
	

	03/05
	10.23%
	11.00%
	6.77%
	4.15%
	0.37%
	15.42%
	

	11/07
	8.45
	9.80%
	5.92%
	3.09%
	0.63%
	13.12%
	0.30%


Confidence intervals for 2008 results

	
	99%
	90%
	90%
	99%

	Spanish
	6.56
	7.48
	10.74
	11.66

	French
	8.19
	8.98
	11.77
	12.56

	Portuguese
	4.01
	4.65
	6.9
	7.53

	Italian
	1.82
	2.24
	3.73
	4.15

	Rumanian
	0.52
	0.63
	0.99
	1.09

	Deutch
	7.78
	8.53
	11.18
	11.93

	Catalan
	0.25
	0.29
	0.44
	0.49


This has to be read like this:  there is 99% of probability that the percentage of French web pages compared to English is included between 8.19% and 12.56%; there is 90% of probability that the percentage of Italian web pages compared to English is included between 2.24% and 3.73%.
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The analysis of the graphs shows two phenomena which have been described in the methodology part of the paper:

· In 2003, all the measured languages declined in the same proportion compared to English and this was finally interpreted as a transitory situation of change in the index of Google not as the reality of the decline presence of those languages in the web. An extrapolation from 2002 to 2004 would probably be a fair reflect on reality for this period as the curve tends to indicate.
· Starting in 2005, a parallel decline of the measured languages is also visible in the curves. After this date, it is unfortunately impossible to extrapolate the results of SE’s indexes to be a fair representation of the reality in the web. What is measured has to be read as just the reality within the pages indexed by a specific SE and witnesses a new growing bias in favor of English for the most generic of the SEs.
As for the studied languages, what is noticeable is the first impulse between 1998 and 2002 of Spanish and Portuguese driven by Latin America push in terms of Internet access followed by a relative weakening compared to French, German or Italian. A late strengthening of Rumanian presence in the web started in 2007 and deserved to be watched to confirm if it is the symptom of some phenomenon.
The following table is an estimate of the absolute presence of the languages in the web it is obtained by making an estimate of English and then applying the percentage from our study. The estimation of English is made by iteration playing with the value of the rest of languages. It is every day more difficult to make this estimate with confidence, due to the explosion of users in Asia and knowing the biases of SEs.
	
	EN
	SP
	FR
	IT
	PO
	RU
	GE
	CAT
	SUM

	REST


	09/98
	75.0%
	2.53%
	2.81%
	1.50%
	0.82%
	0.15%
	3.75%
	
	11.56%
	13.44%

	08/00
	60.0%
	5.05%
	4.40%
	2.76%
	2.37%
	0.22%
	3.00%
	
	17.80%
	22.20%

	01/01
	55.0%
	5.20%
	4.34%
	2.71%
	2.44%
	0.18%
	6.29%
	
	21.16%
	23.84%

	06/01
	52.0%
	5.69%
	4.61%
	3.06%
	2.81%
	0.17%
	6.98%
	
	23.31%
	24.69%

	08/01
	51.0%
	5.73%
	4.66%
	3.14%
	2.84%
	0.18%
	7.01%
	
	23.55%
	25.45%

	10/01
	50.7%
	5.76%
	4.63%
	3.12%
	2.84%
	0.18%
	7.14%
	
	23.68%
	25.62%

	02/02
	50.0%
	5.80%
	4.80%
	3.26%
	2.81%
	0.17%
	7.21%
	
	24.04%
	25.97%

	02/03
	49.0%
	5.31%
	4.32%
	2.59%
	2.23%
	0.11%
	6.80%
	
	21.35%
	29.65%

	02/04
	47.0%
	4.84%
	4.78%
	2.86%
	2.05%
	0.19%
	7.21%
	
	21.94%
	31.06%

	05/04
	46.3%
	4.72%
	4.93%
	2.85%
	1.86%
	0.14%
	7.88%
	
	22.38%
	31.32%

	03/05
	45.0%
	4.60%
	4.95%
	3.05%
	1.87%
	0.17%
	6.94%
	
	21.57%
	33.43%

	08/07
	45.0%
	3.75%
	4.59%
	2.70%
	1.34%
	0.23%
	5.93%
	0.12%
	18.53%
	36.47%

	11/07
	45.0%
	3.80%
	4.41%
	2.66%
	1.39%
	0.28%
	5.90%
	0.14%
	18.46%
	36.54%


The apparent asymptotic of English at 45% is probably due to the new bias of SEs rather than a real phenomenon in the web linguistic topology. If the curve of English speaking users is a fair indicator of trends as it should be (see below), English presence in the Web (as opposed to the SE’s index) is probably below 40% and the rest above 40% (due mainly to Chinese massive presence).
	
	96
	97
	98
	99
	00
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	07

	INTERNET USERS

	40
	72
	91
	148
	192
	231
	234
	288
	280
	300
	366

	% INTERNET USERS
	80%
	62%
	60%
	60%
	49%
	44%
	37%
	40%
	30%
	27%
	32%

	% WEB PAGES 
	
	
	75.0%
	
	60.0%
	51.0%
	50.0%
	49.0%
	47.0%
	45.0%
	45.0%
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The strange behavior of the curve between 2005 and 2007 is the result of the change of source from GlobalStat (which has stopped offering such figure) to InternetWorldStats and is a warning of the limitations of those figures which must be taken as very approximate (+-20%) since the methodology is based on multiple national sources which may not have standardized approaches.
5,2- ANALISIS PER COUNTRY

The most interesting and innovative results of our study is obtained, thanks to the automation of the measurements when we apply the method domain name by domain name to build results by countries for English, French, Spanish and Portuguese producing extremely striking data.
The full results for each language can be consulted in:

http://funredes.org/lc/english/medidas/sintesis.htm (for 2005 results)

and in

http://dtil.unilat.org/LI/2007/index_es.htm (for 2007 results)
The number of interesting results is too important to be described in details in this paper and only some of the synthetic products are reported hereafter:
Main countries producing web pages in French:  percentage of total French pages followed by productivity

	
	11/2007
	5/2005
	3/2003

	FRANCE
	60%  -1,09 
	60% - 0,82
	54% - 0,96

	CANADA 
	20% - 1,06
	19% - 1,27
	24% - 1,83

	BELGIUM
	7%  - 0,60
	8% - 1,55
	7 % - 2,21

	SWITZERLAND
	5%  - 0,87
	5% - 2,78
	6%  - 2,17

	OTHERS
	8% - 0,84
	8% - 1,38
	9% - 3,10


Canada (and especially Québec) has been an earlier content producer in the web and this is why it appears decreasing. France on the opposite was a late comer booming in 2005.
Two trends to be noticed: first a general decrease of productivity (except for France)  and second a strong decrease in Belgium and Switzerland meaning a lot of new Internet users and not much page production.
French web page production by region

	
	
	11/2007
	5/2005
	3/2003

	EUROPE
	 
	75%
	79%
	71%

	AMERICA
	 
	22%
	21%
	25%

	AFRICA/MIDDLE EAST
	 
	0.3%
	0.4%
	0,4%

	ASIE/OCEANIE
	 
	0.2%
	0.4%
	0,4%

	NOT CLASSIFIED
	2,11%
	0.19%
	3.32%


The sad reality of digital divide is obvious in the result of Africa and no change has been perceived yet in the trend. The developing countries of Francophonie which appear the most productive in 2007 are Morocco and Senegal although it is worth noting that Germany or UK produce more French pages than the whole Africa.
As for Spanish, the following table shows the main content producers and the associate productivity.
Main countries producing web pages in Spanish:  percentage of total Spanish pages followed by productivity

	
	2007
	2005
	2001

	SPAIN
	56%  - 3.4 
	48 % - 2.4
	54% - 2.7

	USA
	10% - 0.4
	14% - 0.4
	5 % - 0.12

	ARGENTINA
	9.4 %  - 0.9

	10.6% - 1.9
	9.6% - 1.3

	MEXICO
	8.4%  - 0.45
	7.4 % - 0.5
	8.6 % - 0.45


In 2001, the US has most Spanish speaking internautes than Spain, yet Spain produced 54% of the total of Spanish content and the US only 5%. Since then the US productivity has been improved but not to reach the average factor of 1. It is noticeable that Mexico, which has the higher population of migrants in the US, has the same low figure for productivity: there is a clear message in terms of public policy for Spanish content creation to focus the Mexican links between the virtual border…
The highest productivity ratio was found in Cuba, from 3.4 in 2001 to 4.3 in 2007, (and Nicaragua is not far), witnessing both the low figure for Internet users and an efficient policy of systematically publishing in the web in the academy.
Main countries producing web pages in English:  percentage of total English pages followed by productivity

	
	11/2007
	5/2005

	USA
	66%  - 1
	51 % - 0,8

	UK
	6.5% - 0,6
	7,2 % - 0,6

	CANADA
	3.5%  - 0,7
	5 % - 0,7

	AUSTRALIA
	1.5 %  - 0,3
	1.8 % - 0,4

	GERMANY
	1.2 %  - 39
	1.9 % - 57


The presence of Germany with a huge productivity illustrates a phenomenon which was predictable: many non English speaking countries contribute notably to content production in English.

Some domain of very small islands show abnormally high results for content production in English as the result of cc TLD being sold for foreign commercial purpose (like Vanuatu with .tv, Niue with .nu, Micronesia with .fm and Samoa with .ws).

The digital divide is again outrageous in the results: for instance the whole production of Africa hardly reach 0.33% of the total of which 97% is from South Africa… and any non English speaking OCDE country produce more than 0,1% of this total and many, like Germany, France, Italy or Japan produce more English content that the whole Africa including South Africa…
Main countries producing web pages in Portuguese: percentage of total Portuguese pages followed by productivity

	
	11/2007
	5/2005

	BRASIL
	71%  - 0.90
	71 % - 0.95

	PORTUGAL
	15 % - 0.98
	17 % - 1.0

	USA
	4 %  - 5.0
	8 % - 5.4

	SPAIN
	3.8 %  - 3.7
	2.3 % - 1.2


The more noticeable in that result is the stability… and the high productivity in the US which contrasts with the same figure for Spanish.
5,5- OTHER SPACES FOR LANGUAGE DIVERSITY

In the first years we have made measurements in the Usenet space with interesting results
. More recently we have tried to weight the situation in blogosphere. The results with different Blog’s  SEs are so heterogeneous that it is not worth publishing. The fact is that today each blog’s SE is associated with a specific blog space server and only search in its own index. A meta SE adding up the results of the various Blog’s SEs could be a useful service.

More interesting are the results made in Wikipedia which maintain a fascinating multilingual statistic
 and confirm this is one of the spaces the more open to linguistic diversity in the Net.

Number of articles in a given language per language (Source: Wikipedia, 7/2008)

	English
	2,259,431
	23.078%

	German
	715,830
	7.312%

	French
	629,004
	6.425%

	Polish
	475,566
	4.857%

	Japanese
	472,691
	4.828%

	Italian
	418,969
	4.279%

	Dutch
	413,325
	4.222%

	Portuguese
	363,323
	3.711%

	Spanish
	337,860
	3.451%


5,6- CULTURAL DIVERSITY

The methodology we have used to sense the presence of cultures in the Net is quite simple, even simplistic and can only be taken as a first basic approximation as it come extremely short to the complexity of the subject. What we have done is to select a number of themes and for each of them offer a large (but far from being exhaustive) list of personalities who belong to that theme (as Albert Einstein in Science or Pablo Picasso in Graphic Arts). Then we have weighted the “citation index’ of each of them and compile the results. From there we have built some type of simple indicator and followed the evolution in five measurement campaigns (1996, 1998, 2001, 2005 and 2008) which gives a perspective of the last 12 years.
The themes which have been considered are:

· Literature
· Science

· Music (all types)

· Cinema

· Graphic arts

· Politics

· People (persons who are famous and present in media for any reason)
· History 

· Fiction (such as Dracula or Cinderella)

· One word (persons from any theme in one word, like Einstein or Picasso).

We have computed a total of some 1200 personalities
 and hereafter are few examples of the results we found (the complete results can be consulted in the web
). The results are marked with a color to identify the cultural belonging
.
FIRST POSITIONS IN LITTERATURE
	
	2008
	
	
	
	2005
	
	
	
	2001
	

	1
	william shakespeare
	0 
	
	1
	William shakespeare
	0
	
	1
	william shakespeare
	0

	2
	oscar wilde
	2 
	
	2
	René descartes
	26
	
	2
	victor hugo
	1

	3
	victor hugo
	3 
	
	3
	gabriel garcía márquez
	34
	
	3
	oscar wilde
	-1

	4
	Charles dickens
	4 
	
	4
	oscar wilde
	-1
	
	4
	charles dickens
	2

	5
	agatha christie
	21 
	
	5
	j.r.r. tolkien
	7
	
	5
	william james
	0

	6
	paulo coelho
	3 
	
	6
	Victor hugo
	-4
	
	6
	james joyce
	2

	7
	j.r.r. tolkien
	-2 
	
	7
	Lord byron
	14
	
	7
	ernest hemingway
	7

	8
	ernest hemingway
	15 
	
	8
	charles dickens
	-4
	
	8
	walt whitman
	-1

	9
	edgar poe
	9 
	
	9
	paulo coelho
	53
	
	9
	edgar poe
	-5

	10
	jules verne
	1 
	
	10
	immanuel kant
	20
	
	10
	henry james
	1


FIRST POSITIONS IN SCIENCE
	
	2008
	
	
	
	2005
	
	
	
	2001
	

	1
	albert einstein
	0 
	
	1
	albert einstein
	0
	
	1
	albert einstein
	0

	2
	noam chomsky
	1 
	
	2
	Marie curie
	0
	
	2
	marie curie
	9

	3
	Charles darwin
	1 
	
	3
	Noam chomsky
	4
	
	3
	charles Darwin
	0

	4
	marie curie
	-2 
	
	4
	charles darwin
	-1
	
	4
	sigmund freíd
	0

	5
	sigmund freud
	4 
	
	5
	Isaac newton
	0
	
	5
	isaac newton
	-3

	6
	isaac newton
	-1 
	
	6
	Blaise pascal
	4
	
	6
	thomas edison
	0

	7
	Thomas edison
	5 
	
	7
	galileo galilei
	4
	
	7
	noam chomsky
	0

	8
	carl sagan
	2 
	
	8
	alexander von humboldt
	4
	
	8
	louis pasteur
	0

	9
	milton friedman
	4 
	
	9
	sigmund freud
	-5
	
	9
	carl sagan
	-4

	10
	galileo galilei
	-3 
	
	10
	carl sagan
	-1
	
	10
	blaise pascal
	-1

	11
	blaise pascal
	-5 
	
	11
	Louis pasteur
	-3
	
	11
	galileo galilei
	-1

	12
	louis pasteur
	-1 
	
	12
	thomas edison
	-6
	
	12
	alexander von humboldt
	2


FIRST POSITIONS IN GRAPHIC ARTS

	
	2008
	
	
	
	2005
	
	
	
	2001
	

	1
	leonardo da vinci
	0 
	
	1
	leonardo da vinci
	0
	
	 
	 leonardo da vinci
	 0

	2
	andy warhol
	1 
	
	2
	salvador dalí
	1
	
	2
	andy warhol
	0

	3
	salvador dali
	-1 
	
	3
	Andy warhol
	-1
	
	3
	salvador dalí
	0

	4
	pablo picasso
	6 
	
	4
	frida kahlo
	7
	
	4
	pablo picasso
	0

	5
	Vincent van gogh
	6 
	
	5
	paul cézanne
	9
	
	5
	vincent van gogh
	0

	6
	claude monet
	1 
	
	6
	Henri matisse
	6
	
	6
	claude monet
	0

	7
	frida kahlo
	-3 
	
	7
	claude monet
	-1
	
	7
	el greco
	1

	8
	gustav klimt
	1 
	
	8
	el greco
	-1
	
	8
	marc chagall
	4

	9
	el greco
	-1 
	
	9
	gustav klimt
	6
	
	9
	diego rivera
	-2

	10
	joan miro
	4 
	
	10
	Pablo picasso
	-6
	
	10
	paul klee
	1

	11
	paul gauguin
	4 
	
	11
	vincent van gogh
	-6
	
	11
	frida kahlo
	-2


FIRST POSITIONS IN ONE WORD

	
	2008
	
	
	
	2005
	
	
	
	2001
	

	1
	washington
	0 
	
	1
	washington
	0
	
	1
	washington
	0

	2
	Clinton
	2 
	
	2
	kennedy
	5
	
	2
	christ
	1

	3
	Dalí
	34 
	
	3
	Lincoln
	1
	
	3
	clinton
	1

	4
	Disney
	1 
	
	4
	Clinton
	-1
	
	4
	lincoln
	-2

	5
	Lincoln
	-2 
	
	5
	Disney
	0
	
	5
	disney
	0

	6
	Christ
	3 
	
	6
	jefferson
	2
	
	6
	newton
	0

	7
	kennedy
	-5 
	
	7
	Newton
	-1
	
	7
	kennedy
	2

	8
	madonna
	27 
	
	8
	Einstein
	5
	
	8
	jefferson
	-1

	9
	jefferson
	-3 
	
	9
	Christ
	-7
	
	9
	gore
	7

	10
	Bach
	18 
	
	10
	Darwin
	18
	
	10
	dalí
	39

	11
	Hugo
	5 
	
	11
	Show
	1
	
	11
	joyce
	0

	12
	Gore
	6 
	
	12
	shakespeare
	4
	
	12
	shaw
	1


What have we learnt with those measurements? 
First of all that whereas culture and business are closely associated (as in music or cinema) the bias towards American culture is obvious. However in the themes where culture stands in itself (like in literature, science or graphic arts) the cultural representation in the Net, as measured across personalities, is not biased. The presence of French authors in literature or French researchers is clear as is the presence of Spanish speaking painters. In the first two campaigns an initial handicap was sensed for French related cultures and much more for Spanish related and it was overcome in 2005. Since then there is no global change and this is why the 2008 campaign will be probably the last with that methodology.

The Internet is a media and the events in real life are reflected extremely fast … and may fade with the same speed. This explains the surge and decline of some personalities who are boosted by an historical event (like a movie for Che Guevara in 2008) or more subtle, by some sociological trend making them more or less fashionable (it is interesting for instance to see the respective move of cyber-fame of Albert Camus and Jean-Paul Sartre).
Some sort of “globalized culture” can be sensed in the Net and although the measurement has not been realized it is very probable that this culture excludes highly important elements or personalities which are extremely relevant to local cultures but has not get their way to globality. Yet, as for the language, the issue of how minority culture (or cultures nor really minority with victims of digital divide like Indigenous People) are represented in the net is widely open.
VI- EVALUATION OF THE METHOD

6,1- ITS UNIQUENESS & ADVANTAGES
The method holds the following assets:
- It makes logical and productive use of the most versatile tools of the Internet, the SE, and during many years the limitation of only measuring the indexed space was answered by this strong argument: what practical existence is that of a page which is not indexed beyond a close circle of relatives?
- It has been during many years one of the very few which has exposed transparently its process (and even the details of the data).

- Even if the argument of the impossibility of a perfectly neutral selection of terms is correct, as far as culture is concerned, all precautions has been taken both in terms of linguistic and culture to minimize biases and offer the most practically equivalent set of terms so to give trust to the results.
- The statistical method is serious and standard and the consistency of the 13 measurement campaigns realized so far have built additional trust towards the products.
- As opposed to the other existing methods, it has allowed the measurement of other spaces than the web and to derive more fine results per language and per country which represent the only existing approximation of that sort leading to the creation of powerful indicators.
- It has been so far the only effort offering a consistent set of measurements so to give perspective on the subject (since all other offers has been in general a one time shot or at best replicated only once).
6,2- ITS INCONVENIENTS & LIMITATIONS

The method exposed holds however a number of limitations of different types:

- It is limited to a very short number of languages and the marginal cost to add a new language is relatively high. It is certainly not the appropriate method for generalization of the weight of languages in the Net whereas algorithms of language recognitions applied to crawled data base of the web pages (as in the LOP) are without doubt the standard method of the future.

- It does not provide absolute value for language and the estimation of the absolute presence of English is made by non systematic process appearing everyday more problematic.

- It measures the presence of language in the indexed part of the SEs. This inconvenient, in our opinion, was unimportant during the first timeframe of the study for the extrapolation was sensible when the SEs covered above 60% of the visible web and the space covered by different SEs were very close. Starting in 2005 this inconvenient is getting more serious and nowadays the evolution of SEs makes it certainly a killer argument unless the method can be pursued without dependency on SEs.
- Some of the indicators use figures which are either controversial (as the number of speakers per language in the world) or quite unreliable (as the number of speakers per language which are Internet users) and this obviously impact the confidence interval of some of our indicators.
VII- EVALUATION OF OTHER METHODS

A number of alternative methods for measuring the space of languages in the web were realized during the time frame and published and numerous publications of results were made without exposition of the methods.

BABEL TEAM: A joint initiative from Alis Technologies and the Internet Society

The first effort, which was presented as the very first although it was made several months after our first studies, is of Alis Technology, a Canadian company, and was published with the support of Internet Society in June 1997. Although the report
 announced two measurements per year will be realized, this remained a one time shot. In spite of this it is very interesting to analyze since it offered the first trial of what would become the method used later by OCLC twice (in 1999 and 2002) to support the media hype about the steady presence of English at 80% in the web in the time-frame.
The Alis method is based on a random sample of 8000 web sites on home page of which
 an algorithm of language recognition is applied (with capacity to identify 17 different languages) to obtain the language repartition and extrapolate to the whole web. Before extrapolation a visual checking is made in a subset of the sites to locate the error of recognitions and from there apply some corrections on the results which are not exposed in the documentation.
The method is transparently exposed and even some of the data (the list of IP numbers which were analyzed). The main inconvenient of the method has been indeed that it has not held the promise of replication and remained a one time shot.

The method shows clear limitations which we consider remove any trust to the results
 and are important to understand to appreciate the OCLC method which remains the main reference on that subject.

1) The method presupposes that Home Pages represent fairly the language distribution in the whole web in spite the fact that many sites in other language does have the home page in English or bilingual.

2) The algorithm of language recognition were not (and are still not although they have improved since 1997) totally reliable and they tend to offered biased results in favor if English (today LOP estimated at 10% the error rate). But those are minor hang-ups compare to the following two.

3) In terms of statistics one can question the fact that 3000 severs selected randomly would represent the reality of a universe of, at that time, around one million servers (this is 0,3%)… It is true that, for instance political surveys are able to forecast, with good precision, the results of an election process but the sample is not taken random, on the contrary,  it is built carefully to hold a fair representation of the topology of the whole electing population (age, sex, location…). Furthermore, the only manner to evaluate the working hypothesis has not been processed which lead to the next, last and major limitation.
4) The standard protocol to perform in such situation is not to realize one shot of the random measurement but to repeat it a sufficient number of times, say 100 for instance and analyze the distribution of the random variable in order to understand its statistical behavior (as we have done in our method). Taking only one shot to that measurement is absolutely meaningless in terms of statistics (although it is understandable that the manual checking the method required make it unpractical to realize).

If the measurement would have been repeated several times, the results being analyzed statistically it would have been possible to obtain a confidence interval around the average of the results for each language. Then it would have been wise to check the first point about the biases of language recognition algorithms.
OCLC Web Characterization Project

OCLC is a famous project which has offered consistent and reliable data on Internet demographics. However, the data produced for the language presence on the web have retaken and pursued the Alis methodology and suffered from the same limitations we have described previously. It projected the same figure of 72% for the English presence in the Web in 1999 and 2002 for the two measurement campaigns ever realized with the same methodology
. 
The last publication [OCLC2], made in 2002, concludes “that growth in the public Web, measured by the number of Web sites, has reached a plateau.” and “there are no signs that this US-centric, English-dominated distribution of content is shifting toward a more globalized character”. 
At the same date, our study indicated English at 50% and an extremely visible trend of globalization of the web! Being the unique US based source of information in the subject and beneficiating from the credits of prestigious OCLC, this study supported, on the basis of a flawed methodology, the concept of English remaining steady in the web universe against all obvious and visible trends and involuntary served as reference for media reports conveying the story of a Web dominated by English in a steady proportion around 80%. 
Even when times elapsed and it became en evidence than the demographic of the web was evolving with a unique speed, this remains the main reference of papers as late as 2005 as in Paollillo’s paper [UN], while it was documented that English Speaking part of Internet users dropped from 60% to less than 30% between 1999 and 2005! 
INKTOMI STUDY
In February 2000, Inktomi, one of the Search Engine Company at this time
, circulated in the web with a very efficient marketing the result of its “study”
 about the presence of English in the web with the following results:

	LANGUAGE
	PROPORTION (%)

	English
	86.54

	German
	5.83

	French
	2.36

	Italian
	1.55

	Spanish
	1.23

	Portuguese
	0.75

	Dutch
	0.54

	Finnese
	0.50

	Swedish
	0.36

	Japanese
	0.34


In spite the obvious fact that the total of mentioned languages reached 100% and  although many other languages were present in the web and the real absolute value of English shall obviously be computed paying attention to the rest of the languages, this marketing operation, which was retaken as a reliable source, contributed heavily for the disinformation on the space of English in the web in 2000 and years later as a figure around 80% and witnessed the lost of scientific consideration as regard to that very subject… If the rest of languages is estimated to reach 20% then the absolute value of English presence in the web based on Inktomi data would be around 70%.

COMPLEMENT OF THE EMPTY SPACE

Starting in March 1998 with AltaVista (and following later with Google), we discovered than some SEs had the courtesy to inform about the compositions of their indexes by language as they perceived it. Asking to search an expression such as “ –bhjvfvvj” (meaning search for all except nothing) the answer would be the whole index with the total of indexed pages; the same query for a given language would produce the estimation form the SEs of the number of pages in this language. 
The form of the expression made us call this simple method to obtain a first gross estimation of languages in the web “the complement of empty space method”. Obviously this method reflects the strong bias of language recognition algorithms towards English
 and is just to be taken a first gross approximation of language in the Net. In any case we used frequently
 this method to check the evolution of English and the growth of new languages.
As July 3rd 2008 Google would reflect this language repartition in its data base
:

	LANGUAGE
	TOTAL PAGES
	PERCENTAGE

	Arabic
	340,000,000
	0.68%

	Bulgarian
	169,000,000
	0.34%

	Catalan
	46,400,000
	0.09%

	Chinese (simplified)
	3,770,000,000
	7.49%

	Chinese (traditional)
	796,000,000
	1.58%

	Croatian
	113,000,000
	0.22%

	Checo
	269,000,000
	0.53%

	Danish
	249,000,000
	0.49%

	Dutch
	583,000,000
	1.16%

	English
	25,580,000,000
	50.82%

	Estonian
	129,000,000
	0.26%

	Finlandese
	225,000,000
	0.45%

	French
	1,750,000,000
	3.48%

	German
	2,470,000,000
	4.91%

	Greek
	148,000,000
	0.29%

	Hebrew
	290,000,000
	0.58%

	Hungarian
	278,000,000
	0.55%

	Islandese
	27,100,000
	0.05%

	Indonesian
	132,000,000
	0.26%

	Italian
	951,000,000
	1.89%

	Japonese
	3,040,000,000
	6.04%

	Korean
	968,000,000
	1.92%

	Letonian
	43,200,000
	0.09%

	Lituanian
	95,600,000
	0.19%

	Norvegian
	255,000,000
	0.51%

	Polish
	675,000,000
	1.34%

	Portuguese
	828,000,000
	1.65%

	Romanian
	254,000,000
	0.50%

	Russian
	1,470,000,000
	2.92%

	Serbian
	61,800,000
	0.12%

	Slovakian
	181,000,000
	0.36%

	Slovenian
	97,500,000
	0.19%

	Spanish
	2,180,000,000
	4.33%

	Sweden
	116,000,000
	0.23%

	Turkish
	835,000,000
	1.66%

	Armenian
	2
	0.00%

	Bielorussian
	959,000
	0.00%

	Esperanto
	3,740,000
	0.01%

	Persan
	116,000,000
	0.23%

	Tagalo
	8,300,000
	0.02%

	Thailandese
	418,000,000
	0.83%

	Ucranian
	69,100,000
	0.14%

	Vietnamese
	301,000,000
	0.60%

	TOTAL
	50,332,699,002
	100.00%


Our follow-up of this information has allowed us to verify that a large number of sources had been using this method, starting in 2000, as a technique to project “their” original language estimation in the web
. In any case, since 2005 the results presented by Google with that method are totally unreliable as they vary considerably for one shot to the other one.
XEROX STUDY (2001)

A study was published in 2001 [XER] using an original linguistic technique based on the frequency of commonly occurring words in the corpus as predicators of presence. The study presents results for 1996, 1999 and 2000 and therefore should be considered as the first historical study on language presence in the web. The method produced results quite lower than ours:
	RATIO TO ENGLISH


	XEROX

10/96
	XEROX

8/99
	XEROX

2/2000
	FUNREDES

8/2000

	German
	3.8%
	7.1%
	6.9%
	11%

	French
	3.7%
	5.4%
	5.7%
	7.33%

	Spanish
	1.7%
	4.0%
	3.9%
	8.41%

	Italian
	2.0%
	2.9%
	2.8%
	4.60%

	Portuguese
	1.7%
	2.1%
	2.4%
	3.95%


LANGUAGE OBSERVATORY PROJECT (LOP)

Since 2003, Language Observatory Project (LOP) has been run at Nagaoka University of Technology in Japan. This project has been developing a language identification machine which can identify language, script and encoding of a web page using a statistic method widely used in text processing which is said to offered an error rate of 9% with a scope of 350 languages to be identified. Using a crawler developed by University of Milano, LOP has collected and identified about 100 million web pages under Asian (except China, Japan and Korea to avoid mass processing) and African ccTLDs in 2006 and 2007. 
This research shows that, in 2006 and 2007, respectively 40% and 41% of web pages are written in English in Asian ccTLD domains and 73% and 82% of pages in African ccTLD domains (see [LOP1] and [LOP2]). The project will be extended to ccTLDs of other regions or gTLD domains. 
LOP has obtained the following results for the languages of our focus (2007):
	
	English
	Spanish
	French
	Italian
	Portuguese
	Romanian
	Deutch
	Catalan

	Asia
	41.5%
	0.02%
	0.25%
	0.01%
	0.03%
	0.03%
	0.21%
	0.04%

	Africa
	82.1%
	0.11%
	7.0%
	0.07%
	1.2%
	0.03%
	0.82%
	0.04%


LOP, a large consortium of scientists and experts of universities and organizations spanning 20 countries, has certainly the potential to evolve into a reference project for the measurement of language diversity in the Net. Its current orientation makes it a unique tool for the control of the presence of minority languages. If and when the crawling space would be possibly set to the whole web universe it would produce the result which has been waited for years (within the limitation of the language recognition algorithms which are still close to 10% error rate).
CATALAN POLYTEHCNIC UNIVERSITY (UPC)/IDESCAT
A project started in 2003 by the Statistics Institute of Catalan Government and realized by UPC. It collected a data base of some 30 millions domain name from which it extracts a subset of 2 millions from which it applies language recognition algorithms, as in the LOP project.

The project shows the following results for 2005, which are relatively close compared to our study.
	LANGUAGE
	 UPC
	FUNREDES

	English
	42.9 %
	45 %

	Catalan
	0.16 %
	0.14% (2007)

	Spanish
	3.4 %
	4.60 %

	German
	6.2 %
	6.94 %

	French
	6.2 %
	4.95 %

	Italian
	7.9 %
	3.05 %


And the following results for 2006, which are quite different from the first shot…
	LANGUAGE
	 UPC

	English
	71.8 %

	Catalan
	0.47 %

	Spanish
	2.14 %

	German
	14.5 %

	French
	3.8 %

	Italian
	0.7 %


CULTURES IN THE NET

The only attempt we have found to make an estimation of the cultural biases in the Net beyond ours was from a group of Spanish researchers in 2003 [CER]. The fact is this work has just retaken our simplistic methodology and tried to enhance it. The marginal improvement
 does not seem worth the marginal cost increment
 and the result does not bring new lights on the subject.
VIII - PERSPECTIVES

The field of linguistic diversity in the Internet is now getting out of a period of difficulties and lack of interest from the International Organizations and the Academic Word. The need for linguistic policies to defend or promote languages in the Net is getting more awareness every day, and the requirements on reliable indicators come naturally together. Projects such as the LOP are indicating new approaches capable to produce wide information on the presence of languages in the Net. Yet, the requirements are complex and go beyond the proportion of language; the usage of languages (in email, in chat, in the visited sites) is still an unknown element although it holds still more importance than the static presence
. 

In that context the Funredes/Union Latine study could be symptomatic of the prehistoric period of linguistic diversity in the Net and the current evolution of Search Engines shows it has reached its limits. Yet, the niche for an alternative method to crosscheck the results of other methods which are relying on Language Recognition Algorithms which are not yet offering sufficient precision could remain for a while. The price for such method to still bring meaningful outputs goes thru a redesign of the part of the methodology which stands on SEs. 

The evolution of our methods call for a system of crawling the web and applying the linguistic component directly during the crawl, cumulating counters to check the results at the end of the crawling process. This would open the room for parallel processing of the scanned pages and adding some type of quality evaluation together with the counting of words.
We are currently investigating the feasibility and cost of such evolution and looking for partnership to convey the heavy part of crawling.
Besides, we are trying, in collaboration with Antilles-Guyane University to add French Creoles in the list of processed languages.
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� Head of FUNREDES (� HYPERLINK "http://funredes.org" ��http://funredes.org�), Member of Executive committee of MAAYA network (� HYPERLINK "http://maaya.org" ��http://maaya.org�), Researcher at Université Antilles-Guyane in Martinique.


� Head of the Department of Terminology and Language Industries of Union Latina (http://dtil.unilat.org/) and Executive Secretary of MAAYA network.


� Head of FUNREDES branch in Spain.


� See � HYPERLINK "http://funredes.org/lc2005/english/L1.html" ��http://funredes.org/lc2005/english/L1.html�


� See � HYPERLINK "http://funredes.org/lc2005/english/C1.html" ��http://funredes.org/lc2005/english/C1.html� 


� Other methods in the time-frame were one time shot and most of them would not offer a complete description of the methodological process.


� ICT4D stands for ICT for Development. NGOs working in that field try to use ICT to empower persons, communities and countries to change positively their socio-economic conditions. Linguistic diversity in the net is considered an important issue for the fight against the digital divide.


� Some fine papers which has not been selected in the final report for space reason and can be read in � HYPERLINK "http://funredes.org/lc/english/unesco/" ��http://funredes.org/lc/english/unesco/� 


� As witnessed in the last Internet Governance Forum in Rio de Janeiro, where a panel coordinated by Brazilian Minister of Culture, Gilberto Gil and with the presence of Maaya’s President Adama Samassekou, was dedicated to the theme.  See � HYPERLINK "http://www.intgovforum.org" ��http://www.intgovforum.org� and especially this link: � HYPERLINK "http://www.intgovforum.org/Rio_Meeting/IGF2-Diversity-13NOV07.txt" ��http://www.intgovforum.org/Rio_Meeting/IGF2-Diversity-13NOV07.txt� 


� The correlation of the regions in the world with high/low biological diversity with the number of spoken languages shows questioning evidences


� The estimate of the population of speakers (first or second language) for the main spoken languages is:


X = NUMBER OF SPEAKERS 


(MILLIONS)�
LANGUAGES�
�
X > 500�
CHINESE(S), ENGLISH, INDU(S)�
�
200 < X < 500�
SPANISH, RUSSIAN, ARABIC(S)�
�
100 < X < 200�
BENGALI, PORTUGESE, JAPANESE, INDONESIAN, GERMAN, FRENCH�
�



� http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ainu_language


� http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Yagan


� World network for Linguistic Diversity: � HYPERLINK "http://maaya.org" ��http://maaya.org�


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.unesco.org/cgi-bin/webworld/portal_observatory/cgi/page.cgi?d=1&g=Cultural_Diversity_and_Multilingualism/index.shtml" ��http://www.unesco.org/cgi-bin/webworld/portal_observatory/cgi/page.cgi?d=1&g=Cultural_Diversity_and_Multilingualism/index.shtml�


� Leaded by Professor Mikami, at Nagaoka University of Technology, the Language Observatory (� HYPERLINK "http://www.language-observatory.org/" ��http://www.language-observatory.org/�) constitutes a world-wide consortium of partners.





� � HYPERLINK "http://funredes.org/lc2005/" ��http://funredes.org/lc2005/�


� � HYPERLINK "http://funredes.org/lc/" ��http://funredes.org/lc/�


� � HYPERLINK "http://funredes.org/lc2005/L6/english/evol.html" ��http://funredes.org/lc2005/L6/english/evol.html� 


� PHP is a computer language for producing dynamic web pages. 


� The figure which is given by SEs of the number of pages occurrence with the searched field.


� Diacritics are present in most of the language using Latin alphabet, but not so in English. They allow often to identify different meanings (caña in Spanish has a different meaning as of cana, côte in French is different of cote or of côté). The Internet, following the patterns of English, used at the begenning not to allow codification of diacritics..


� And, in certain cases, providing appropriate corrections.


� By “index of the Search Engine” it is meant here the whole set of the web pages indexed by the SE. The percentage of the visible web indexed has been varying since the beginning of the study from more than 80% to less than 30%. It seemed reasonable to consider that the results were representing the whole space when the share was above 80%. Nowadays and since 2005, the reality is that the SEs index less than 30% of the web universe and then indirect linguistic biases in the selection of the index makes the extrapolation impossible. This trend seems to be now getting stronger and maybe irreversible (see scheme in chapter “Search Engines”).


� The invisible web (also called deep web) is the sum of dynamic pages produced by data bases or other programmed mechanisms for dynamic pages. Some authors estimated it could be 100 and 500 times larger than the visible web [WP].


� Note that the counting of word by SE is independent of upper or lower cases.


� As a matter of fact we had to go thru various hundreds of words to reach the final table and the process was the result of an intense team work lasting several months and marked by the intensity of collaborative exchanges between Union Latina and Funredes teams and within each institutions.


� See for instance � HYPERLINK "http://funredes.org/lc2005/english/L4index.html" ��http://funredes.org/lc2005/english/L4index.html�


� A new sample of more than 200 expressions was created.


� Every new trend in the evolution of figures has always be interpreted logically as a result of some sociological change in the Net, as for instance when French took back on Spanish as the result of the Internet in France getting over the Minitel resistance (Minitel is a very low cost terminal connected to a phone line to allow telematic applications of Videotex type).


� This is unfortunately the situation with Google since 2005 which has obliged us after months of trials to discard it for our study and use instead Yahoo (Altavista). The number of occurrences exposed by Google for a certain word with any language and any domain parameters being, against logic, much lower than the sum of the number of occurrences by language or by domain…


� This may open durable loss of niche for Google as in the case of using Exalead to search the French speaking web.


� It is more and more frequent that non English pages are completed with dynamic advertisements in English.


� We spent months checking and discarding different hypothesis to explain such situation, like for instance if the burst of Asian countries was triggering a surge of English.


� See � HYPERLINK "http://vision2form.nl/websitedesign/search-engine-optimization/bigdaddy-structure.html" ��http://vision2form.nl/websitedesign/search-engine-optimization/bigdaddy-structure.html�  


� We have always taken as the best warranty of our method the fact that new campaigns always show some kind of continuity with the historical data and made an imperative point to support change of trends by some sound arguments about what was happening in the field (like for instance when Spanish slide below French after the first surge if Internet users in Latin America back in 1999).


� The squared root of  the squared standard deviation divided by the squared average.


� � HYPERLINK "http://global-reach.biz/globstats/index.php3" ��http://global-reach.biz/globstats/index.php3� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://http://www.internetworldstats.com/" ��http://http://www.internetworldstats.com/� 


� Source: Union Latina (2000)


� This is the estimate of the world population. Note however that the total of speakers would be a higher figure to take into account the persons who speak more than one language.


� 30% would be a guesstimate of the population of the World who speaks more than one language.


� Source Internet Word Stats (2005)


� This is the estimate of total Internet users.


� This is the percentage of the World population having Internet access


� Source Funredes/Union Latina (2005)


� Measured as the ratio of  % Web pages per language by % Internet users per language


� The experience of the massive experience of Minitel in France shows that when reaching 60% of penetration the remaining growth remains very slow in spite of the absence of direct cost.


� Mainly the .com and .org TLDs.


� Especially in relation with the percentage of US web site which are actually under the .US TLD, a figure which is hard to know and that we compute by trial and error to reach a 100% in the total.


� Sum of the studied language except English


� Sum of the rest of the World languages.


� Millions. Source Global Reach until 2005 and then Internetworldstats


� Computed as the ratio of % of production per % of Internet user in the given language.


� A decrease of productivity with a similar content production percentage indicates a growth of Internet users not followed by a subsequent growth of content.


� See http://www.funredes.org/lc2005/english/L4index.html


� http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Multilingual_statistics


� The only change was made in the second campaign to reach a more complete simple of personalities. After that we have kept the same sample.


� See � HYPERLINK "http://funredes.org/lc/espanol/cultura08/cultura08.htm" �http�� HYPERLINK "http://funredes.org/lc/espanol/cultura08/cultura08.htm" �://funredes.org/lc/espanol/cultura08/cultura08.htm�


� We have differentiated though the American English from the European English.


� Note that “bush” is not part of the sample. If it were, in 2008 it would have come second above “clinton”.


� � HYPERLINK "http://alis.isoc.org/palmares.en.html" ��http://alis.isoc.org/palmares.en.html� 


� Actually the number of sites which were analyzed is a little above 3000.


� The results gave the percentage of English in the web above 80%.


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.oclc.org/research/projects/archive/wcp/stats/intnl.htm" ��http://www.oclc.org/research/projects/archive/wcp/stats/intnl.htm� 


� It was bought by Yahoo in 2002 and disappeared.


� Absolutely no reference on the used methodology was ever reported.


� It is enough to sense this bias to make few experiments of searching a word in English and to see the high percentage of pages of other languages which are mistaken for English.


� Although, from time to time, the SEs stop offering this result.


� This has to be taken with precaution as the results change drastically from one measure to other…


� This is the case for example of Vilaweb which has made a good marketing in diffusing such results in 2001.


� http://www.language-observatory.org/


� As we always mentioned, our method is too simple to reflect the complexity of culture and the few improvements made the group of researchers did not manage to change that reality and offer a change of paradigm on the results.


� We shall confess pour surprise when we read the paper and discovered that this group preferred to pay a company to redo the programming we had already realized instead of opening a communication with us and looking for collaboration!


� The idea of using approaches such as the one used by Alexa.com to weight the linguistic behavior of users would be a very promising one.





