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Tags for ldentifying Languages
Abstr act

Thi s docunent describes the structure, content, construction, and
semantics of |anguage tags for use in cases where it is desirable to
i ndi cate the | anguage used in an information object. It also

descri bes how to register values for use in |l anguage tags and the
creation of user-defined extensions for private interchange.

Status of This Meno

Thi s docunent specifies an Internet Best Current Practices for the
Internet Community, and requests discussion and suggestions for
i mprovenents. Distribution of this neno is unlimted.

Copyright Notice

Copyright (c) 2009 I ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunent authors. Al rights reserved.

This docunent is subject to BCP 78 and the | ETF Trust’'s Lega
Provisions Relating to | ETF Docunents in effect on the date of
publication of this docunment (http://trustee.ietf.org/license-info).
Pl ease revi ew these docunents carefully, as they describe your rights
and restrictions with respect to this docunent.

This docunent nay contain material from | ETF Docunents or | ETF
Contributions published or nmade publicly avail abl e bef ore Novenber
10, 2008. The person(s) controlling the copyright in some of this
materi al may not have granted the I ETF Trust the right to all ow
nmodi fi cations of such material outside the | ETF Standards Process.
Wt hout obtaining an adequate |license fromthe person(s) controlling
the copyright in such materials, this docunent may not be nodified
outside the | ETF Standards Process, and derivative works of it may
not be created outside the | ETF Standards Process, except to format
it for publication as an RFC or to translate it into |anguages other
than Engli sh.
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1. Introduction

Human bei ngs on our planet have, past and present, used a nunber of
| anguages. There are many reasons why one would want to identify the
| anguage used when presenting or requesting infornmation.

The | anguage of an information itemor a user’s |anguage preferences
often need to be identified so that appropriate processing can be
applied. For exanple, the user’s |anguage preferences in a Wb
browser can be used to sel ect Wb pages appropriately. Language

i nformati on can al so be used to sel ect anong tools (such as
dictionaries) to assist in the processing or understandi ng of content
in different | anguages. Know edge about the particular |anguage used
by sone piece of information content m ght be useful or even required
by sone types of processing, for exanple, spell-checking, conmputer-
synt hesi zed speech, Braille transcription, or high-quality print
renderi ngs.

One neans of indicating the | anguage used is by labeling the
informati on content with an identifier or "tag". These tags can al so
be used to specify the user’s preferences when selecting information
content or to |abel additional attributes of content and associ at ed
resour ces

Soneti mes | anguage tags are used to indicate additional |anguage
attributes of content. For exanple, indicating specific information
about the dialect, witing system or orthography used in a docunent
or resource nay enable the user to obtain information in a formthat
they can understand, or it can be inportant in processing or
rendering the given content into an appropriate formor style.

Thi s docunment specifies a particular identifier nmechani sm(the
| anguage tag) and a registration function for values to be used to
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formtags. It also defines a nechanismfor private use val ues and
future extensions.

Thi s docunent repl aces [ RFC4646] (which obsol eted [ RFC3066] which, in
turn, replaced [RFCL766]). This docunent, in conmbination wth

[ RFC4A647], conprises BCP 47. For a list of changes in this docunent,
see Section 8.

The key words "MJST", "MJST NOT", "REQUI RED', "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",
"SHOULD', "SHOULD NOT", "RECOMMVENDED', "MAY", and "OPTIONAL" in this
docunent are to be interpreted as described in [RFC2119].

2. The Language Tag

Language tags are used to help identify |anguages, whether spoken
written, signed, or otherw se signaled, for the purpose of

communi cation. This includes constructed and artificial |anguages
but excl udes | anguages not intended primarily for hunman

communi cati on, such as programm ng | anguages.

2.1. Syntax

A |l anguage tag is conmposed froma sequence of one or nore "subtags”
each of which refines or narrows the range of |anguage identified by
the overall tag. Subtags, in turn, are a sequence of al phanuneric
characters (letters and digits), distinguished and separated from
other subtags in a tag by a hyphen ("-", [Unicode] W+002D)

There are different types of subtag, each of which is distinguished
by length, position in the tag, and content: each subtag’s type can
be recogni zed solely by these features. This nakes it possible to
extract and assign sonme senmantic information to the subtags, even if
the specific subtag val ues are not recogni zed. Thus, a |anguage tag
processor need not have a list of valid tags or subtags (that is, a
copy of some version of the | ANA Language Subtag Registry) in order
to perform comon searching and natching operations. The only
exceptions to this ability to infer neaning fromsubtag structure are
the grandfathered tags listed in the productions 'regular’ and
"irregular’ below. These tags were registered under [RFC3066] and
are a fixed list that can never change.

The syntax of the language tag in ABNF [ RFC5234] is:

Language-Tag = | angtag ; normal |anguage tags
/ privateuse ; private use tag
/ grandf at hered ; grandfathered tags

Phillips & Davis Best Current Practice [ Page 4]



RFC 5646

| angt ag

| anguage =

extl ang =

scri pt =

region

~

vari ant

~

ext ensi on =

si ngl et on

privat euse

gr andf at her ed

~

i rregul ar

Phillips & Davis

Language Tags

| anguage

["-" script]
["-" region]
*("-" variant)
*("-" extension)
[ l

-" privateuse]

2* 3ALPHA
["-" extlang]

4ALPHA
5* BALPHA

3ALPHA
*2("-" 3ALPHA)

4ALPHA

2ALPHA
3DDGA T

5*8al phanum
(DA T 3al phanum

singleton 1*("-

DAT

%x41- 57
" 59- 5A
Wx61-77
Wx79-7A

X" LE("-

i rregul ar
regul ar

"en- GB- oed"
"i-am"
"i-bnn"
"i-defaul t"
"i -enochi an
"i - hak"
"i-klingon"
"i-1ux"
"i-m ngo"

Best

shortest | SO 639 code
sonetines foll owed by

ext ended | anguage subt ags

or reserved for future use

or registered | anguage subtag

sel ected | SO 639 codes
permanently reserved

| SO 15924 code

| SO 3166-1 code
UN M 49 code

regi stered variants

(2*8al phanum))

Current Practice

Si ngl e al phanunerics

x" reserved for private use
0-9
A- W
Y- Z
a- w
y - 2z

(1*8al phanum))

non-redundant tags regi stered
during the RFC 3066 era

irregular tags do not match
the 'l angtag’ production and
woul d not ot herw se be

consi dered ' wel | -formed
These tags are all valid,

but nost are deprecated

in favor of nore nodern

subt ags or subtag

conbi nati on
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/ "i-navaj 0"
/[ "i-pwn"
/ "i-tao"
/[ "i-tay"
/ "i-tsu"
/ "sgn-BE- FR'
/ "sgn- BE- NL"
/ "sgn- CH DE"
regul ar = "art-Ioj ban" ; these tags match the | angtag
/ "cel -gaulish” ; production, but their subtags
!/ "no- bok" ; are not extended | anguage
/ "no-nyn" ; or variant subtags: their meaning
/ "zh-guoyu" ; is defined by their registration
/" zh- hakka" ; and all of these are deprecated
/[ "zh-mn" ; in favor of a nore nodern
/ "zh-m n- nan" ; subtag or sequence of subtags
!/ "zh-xi ang"
al phanum = (ALPHA / DIAT) ; letters and nunbers

Fi gure 1: Language Tag ABNF
For exanpl es of |anguage tags, see Appendi x A

Al'l subtags have a naxi mum |l ength of eight characters. Witespace is
not permtted in a language tag. There is a subtlety in the ABNF
production 'variant’: a variant starting with a digit has a m ni nrum

I ength of four characters, while those starting with a letter have a
m ni num | ength of five characters.

Al t hough [ RFC5234] refers to octets, the | anguage tags described in
this docunent are sequences of characters fromthe US-ASCI | [| S0646]
repertoire. Language tags MAY be used in docunents and applications
that use other encodings, so |ong as these enconpass the rel evant
part of the US-ASCI| repertoire. An exanple of this would be an XM
docunent that uses the UTF-16LE [ RFC2781] encodi ng of [ Uni code].

2.1.1. Formatting of Language Tags
At all times, |anguage tags and their subtags, including private use
and extensions, are to be treated as case insensitive: there exist
conventions for the capitalization of sone of the subtags, but these
MJUST NOT be taken to carry neaning.

Thus, the tag "m-Cyrl-MN' is not distinct from"McYRL-m" or "m\-
cYrL-M1" (or any other conbination), and each of these variations
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conveys the sane neani ng: Mongolian witten in the Cyrillic script as
used in Mongoli a.

The ABNF syntax al so does not distingui sh between upper- and

| ower case: the uppercase US-ASCI| letters in the range 'A through
"Z' are always considered equival ent and mapped directly to their US-
ASCI | | owercase equivalents in the range "a’ through 'z'. So the tag
"I-AM" is considered equivalent to that value "i-am" in the
“irregul ar’ production.

Al t hough case distinctions do not carry neaning in | anguage tags,
consistent formatting and presentati on of |anguage tags will aid
users. The fornat of subtags in the registry is RECOWENDED as the
formto use in |language tags. This format generally corresponds to
t he conmon conventions for the various | SO standards from which the
subt ags are derived

These conventions i ncl ude:

0 [1S0639-1] recommends that | anguage codes be witten in | owercase
(' m’ Mongol i an).

o [1S0O15924] recommends that script codes use |lowercase with the
initial letter capitalized ("Cyrl’ Cyrillic).

o [1SO3166-1] recomends that country codes be capitalized (* MN
Mongol i a) .

An inplenentation can reproduce this format wi thout accessing the
registry as follows. Al subtags, including extension and private
use subtags, use lowercase letters with two exceptions: two-letter
and four-letter subtags that neither appear at the start of the tag
nor occur after singletons. Such two-letter subtags are all
uppercase (as in the tags "en-CA-x-ca" or "sgn-BE-FR') and four-
letter subtags are titlecase (as in the tag "az-Latn-x-latn").

Note: Case folding of ASCII letters in certain |ocales, unless
careful ly handl ed, sometimes produces non-ASClI| character val ues.
The Uni code Character Database file "Special Casing.txt"

[ Speci al Casi ng] defines the specific cases that are known to cause
problenms with this. |In particular, the letter i’ (U+t0069) in
Turki sh and Azerbaijani is uppercased to U+0130 (LATIN CAPI TAL LETTER
| WTH DOT ABOVE). |nplenenters SHOULD specify a | ocal e-neutra
casing operation to ensure that case folding of subtags does not
produce this value, which is illegal in | anguage tags. For exanple,
if one were to uppercase the region subtag 'in’ using Turkish locale
rul es, the sequence U+0130 WO004E would result, instead of the
expected "IN .
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2.2. Language Subtag Sources and Interpretation

The nanespace of | anguage tags and their subtags is admi nistered by
the Internet Assigned Nunbers Authority (l1ANA) according to the rules
in Section 5 of this docunent. The Language Subtag Registry

mai ntai ned by 1ANA is the source for valid subtags: other standards
referenced in this section provide the source material for that
registry

Term nol ogy used in this docunent:

0o "Tag" refers to a conplete | anguage tag, such as "sr-Latn-RS" or
"az-Arab-IR'. Exanples of tags in this docunent are enclosed in
doubl e-quotes ("en-US").

0 "Subtag" refers to a specific section of a tag, delimted by a
hyphen, such as the subtags 'zh’, "Hant’, and "CN in the tag "zh-
Hant - CN'. Exanples of subtags in this docunent are enclosed in
single quotes ('Hant').

0 "Code" refers to values defined in external standards (and that
are used as subtags in this docunment). For exanple, 'Hant’ is an
[1S0O1L5924] script code that was used to define the "Hant’ script
subtag for use in a | anguage tag. Exanples of codes in this
docunent are enclosed in single quotes ('en’, 'Hant’).

Language tags are designed so that each subtag type has unique | ength
and content restrictions. These nmake identification of the subtag’ s
type possible, even if the content of the subtag itself is
unrecogni zed. This allows tags to be parsed and processed wi thout
reference to the |l atest version of the underlying standards or the

| ANA registry and nakes the associated exception handling when
parsing tags sinpler.

Some of the subtags in the I ANA registry do not cone from an
underlying standard. These can only appear in specific positions in
a tag: they can only occur as prinmary |anguage subtags or as variant
subt ags.

Sequences of private use and extension subtags MJST occur at the end
of the sequence of subtags and MJST NOT be interspersed with subtags
defined el sewhere in this docunent. These sequences are introduced
by singl e-character subtags, which are reserved as foll ows:

o0 The single-letter subtag 'x' introduces a sequence of private use
subtags. The interpretation of any private use subtag is defined
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solely by private agreenent and is not defined by the rules in
this section or in any standard or registry defined in this
docunent .

The single-letter subtag i’ is used by sone grandfathered tags,
such as "i-default", where it always appears in the first position
and cannot be confused with an extension

Al'l other single-letter and single-digit subtags are reserved to
i ntroduce standardi zed extension subtag sequences as described in
Section 3.7.

Pri mary Language Subtag

The primary | anguage subtag is the first subtag in a | anguage tag and
cannot be omitted, with two exceptions:

(0]

The single-character subtag 'x’ as the primary subtag indicates
that the | anguage tag consists solely of subtags whose neaning is
defined by private agreenent. For exanple, in the tag "x-fr-CH'
the subtags 'fr’ and 'CH do not represent the French | anguage or
the country of Switzerland (or any other value in the | ANA
registry) unless there is a private agreenent in place to do so.
See Section 4.6.

The single-character subtag 'i’ is used by sone grandfathered tags
(see Section 2.2.8) such as "i-klingon" and "i-bnn". (CQher
grandf at hered tags have a primary | anguage subtag in their first
position.)

The following rules apply to the prinmary | anguage subtag:

1

Two- character primary | anguage subtags were defined in the | ANA
registry according to the assignnments found in the standard "I SO
639- 1: 2002, Codes for the representation of nanes of |anguages --
Part 1. Al pha-2 code" [IS0639-1], or using assignments
subsequently nmade by the 1SO 639-1 registration authority (RA) or
gover ni ng standardi zati on bodi es.

Three-character primary | anguage subtags in the | ANA registry
wer e defined according to the assignnents found in one of these
additional SO 639 parts or assignnents subsequently nmade by the
rel evant | SO 639 registration authorities or governing

st andar di zati on bodi es:

A, "1SO 639-2:1998 - Codes for the representati on of names of
| anguages -- Part 2: Al pha-3 code - edition 1" [l S0639-2]

Best Current Practice [ Page 9]
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B. "I1SO 639-3:2007 - Codes for the representati on of names of
| anguages -- Part 3: Al pha-3 code for conprehensive coverage
of | anguages" [| S0639- 3]

C. "1SO 639-5:2008 - Codes for the representati on of nanes of
| anguages -- Part 5: Al pha-3 code for |anguage fanilies and
groups" [1S0639-5]

3. The subtags in the range 'qaa’ through 'qtz' are reserved for
private use in | anguage tags. These subtags correspond to codes
reserved by SO 639-2 for private use. These codes MAY be used
for non-registered prinmary | anguage subtags (instead of using
private use subtags following 'x-'). Please refer to Section 4.6
for nmore information on private use subtags.

4. Four-character |anguage subtags are reserved for possible future
st andar di zat i on.

5. Any | anguage subtags of five to eight characters in length in the
| ANA registry were defined via the registration process in
Section 3.5 and MAY be used to formthe primary | anguage subtag
An exanpl e of what such a registration mght include is the
grandfathered | ANA regi stration "i-enochian". The subtag
"enochian’ could be registered in the ANA registry as a prinary
| anguage subtag (assum ng that |1SO 639 does not register this
| anguage first), making tags such as "enochi an- AQ' and "enochi an-
Latn" valid.

At the time this docunent was created, there were no exanpl es of
this kind of subtag. Future registrations of this type are

di scouraged: an attenpt to register any new proposed prinmary

| anguage MJUST be nmade to the |1 SO 639 registration authority.
Proposal s rejected by the |1 SO 639 registration authority are
unlikely to neet the criteria for primary | anguage subtags and
are thus unlikely to be registered.

6. O her values MUST NOT be assigned to the prinmary subtag except by
revision or update of this docunent.

When | anguages have both an | SO 639-1 two-character code and a three-
character code (assigned by 1SO 639-2, |1SO 639-3, or ISO 639-5), only
the 1SO 639-1 two-character code is defined in the I ANA registry.

Wien a | anguage has no | SO 639-1 two-character code and the | SO
639-2/ T (Terni nol ogy) code and the | SO 639-2/B (Bibliographic) code
for that |anguage differ, only the Term nol ogy code is defined in the
| ANA registry. At the tinme this docunent was created, all |anguages
that had both kinds of three-character codes were al so assigned a
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2.

2

two-character code; it is expected that future assignnents of this
nature will not occur.

In order to avoid instability in the canonical formof tags, if a
two-character code is added to | SO 639-1 for a | anguage for which a
three-character code was already included in either SO 639-2 or |SO
639-3, the two-character code MUST NOT be registered. See

Section 3. 4.

For exanple, if sone content were tagged with 'haw (Hawaiian), which
currently has no two-character code, the tag would not need to be
changed if 1SO 639-1 were to assign a two-character code to the
Hawai i an | anguage at a | ater date.

To avoid these problens with versioning and subtag choice (as
experienced during the transition between RFC 1766 and RFC 3066), as
well as to ensure the canonical nature of subtags defined by this
docunent, the | SO 639 Registration Authority Joint Advisory Conmittee
(1SO 639/ RA-JAC) has included the followi ng statenent in
[1s0639.prin]:

"A |l anguage code already in |1SO 639-2 at the point of freezing | SO
639-1 shall not later be added to I SO 639-1. This is to ensure
consi stency in usage over tinme, since users are directed in
Internet applications to enploy the al pha-3 code when an al pha-2
code for that |anguage is not available."

. 2. Extended Language Subt ags

Ext ended | anguage subtags are used to identify certain specially
sel ected | anguages that, for various historical and conpatibility
reasons, are closely identified with or tagged using an existing
primary | anguage subtag. Extended |anguage subtags are al ways used
with their enclosing primary | anguage subtag (indicated with a
"Prefix’ field in the registry) when used to formthe | anguage tag.
Al'l | anguages that have an extended | anguage subtag in the registry
al so have an identical prinmary |anguage subtag record in the
registry. This prinmary |anguage subtag is RECOMVENDED for forning
the | anguage tag. The following rules apply to the extended | anguage
subt ags:

1. Extended | anguage subtags consist solely of three-letter subtags.
Al'l extended | anguage subtag records defined in the registry were
defined according to the assignnments found in [l S0639-3].
Language col |l ections and groupi ngs, such as defined in
[1S0639-5], are specifically excluded from bei ng extended
| anguage subt ags.
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2. Extended | anguage subtag records MJST include exactly one
"Prefix’ field indicating an appropriate subtag or sequence of
subtags for that extended |anguage subtag.

3. Extended | anguage subtag records MJST include a ’'Preferred-
Value’. The 'Preferred-Value' and ’'Subtag’ fields MJST be
i denti cal

4. Although the ABNF production 'extlang permits up to three
ext ended | anguage tags in the | anguage tag, extended | anguage
subt ags MUST NOT i ncl ude anot her extended | anguage subtag in
their "Prefix’. That is, the second and third extended | anguage
subtag positions in a | anguage tag are permanently reserved and
tags that include those subtags in that position are, and will
al ways renmin, invalid.

For exanpl e, the macrol anguage Chinese (’zh’) enconpasses a nunber of
| anguages. For conpatibility reasons, each of these |anguages has
both a prinary and extended | anguage subtag in the registry. A few
sel ected exanpl es of these include Gan Chinese ('gan’'), Cantonese
Chi nese ('yue'), and Mandarin Chinese ('cm’). Each is enconpassed
by the nmacrol anguage ' zh’ (Chinese). Therefore, they each have the
prefix "zh" in their registry records. Thus, Gan Chinese is
represented with tags begi nning "zh-gan" or "gan", Cantonese with
tags begi nning either "yue" or "zh-yue", and Mandarin Chinese with
"zh-cmm" or "cmm". The | anguage subtag 'zh’ can still be used

wi t hout an extended | anguage subtag to | abel a resource as sone
unspecified variety of Chinese, while the primary | anguage subtag
("gan’, 'yue’, 'cmm’) is preferred to using the extended | anguage
form("zh-gan", "zh-yue", "zh-cm").

2.2.3. Script Subtag

Script subtags are used to indicate the script or witing system
vari ations that distinguish the witten forns of a | anguage or its
dialects. The following rules apply to the script subtags:

1. Script subtags MJST follow any primary and extended | anguage
subt ags and MUST precede any other type of subtag.

2. Script subtags consist of four letters and were defined according
to the assignnents found in [ISOL5924] ("Infornation and
docunentation -- Codes for the representati on of nanes of
scripts"), or subsequently assigned by the | SO 15924 regi stration
aut hority or governi ng standardi zati on bodies. Only codes
assigned by 1SO 15924 will be considered for registration
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3. The script subtags 'Qaaa’ through 'Qabx’ are reserved for private
use in | anguage tags. These subtags correspond to codes reserved
by 1SO 15924 for private use. These codes MAY be used for non-
regi stered script values. Please refer to Section 4.6 for nore
i nformati on on private use subtags.

4. There MJST be at nobst one script subtag in a | anguage tag, and
the script subtag SHOULD be onitted when it adds no
di stinguishing value to the tag or when the primary or extended
| anguage subtag’'s record in the subtag registry includes a
" Suppress-Script’ field listing the applicable script subtag.

For exanple: "sr-Latn" represents Serbian witten using the Latin
script.

2.2.4. Region Subtag

Regi on subtags are used to indicate |linguistic variations associ ated
with or appropriate to a specific country, territory, or region.
Typically, a region subtag is used to indicate variations such as
regi onal dialects or usage, or region-specific spelling conventions.
It can also be used to indicate that content is expressed in a way
that is appropriate for use throughout a region, for instance,
Spani sh content tailored to be useful throughout Latin Anerica.

The following rules apply to the regi on subtags:

1. Region subtags MJST follow any primary | anguage, extended
| anguage, or script subtags and MJST precede any other type of
subt ag.

2. Two-letter region subtags were defined according to the
assignnents found in [ISO3166-1] ("Codes for the representation
of names of countries and their subdivisions -- Part 1: Country
codes"), using the list of al pha-2 country codes or using
assi gnnents subsequently nade by the | SO 3166-1 mai nt enance
agency or governing standardi zation bodies. |In addition, the
codes that are "exceptionally reserved" (as opposed to
"assigned") in 1SO 3166-1 were also defined in the registry, with
the exception of UK, which is an exact synonymfor the assigned
code 'GB'.

3. The region subtags "AA', "QM-"Q', 'XA' -'XZ', and 'ZZ are
reserved for private use in | anguage tags. These subtags
correspond to codes reserved by | SO 3166 for private use. These
codes MAY be used for private use region subtags (instead of
using a private use subtag sequence). Please refer to
Section 4.6 for nore infornmation on private use subtags.
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4. Three-character region subtags consist solely of digit (nunber)
characters and were defined according to the assignnents found in
the UN Standard Country or Area Codes for Statistical Use
[UN_M 49] or assignnments subsequently nade by the governing
standards body. Not all of the UN M 49 codes are defined in the
| ANA registry. The follow ng rules define which codes are
entered into the registry as valid subtags:

A.  UN nuneric codes assigned to ’'macro-geographica
(continental)’ or sub-regions MIST be registered in the
registry. These codes are not associated with an assigned
| SO 3166-1 al pha-2 code and represent supra-national areas,
usual Iy covering nore than one nation, state, province, or
territory.

B. UN nuneric codes for 'econom c groupings’ or ’other
groupi ngs’ MJST NOT be registered in the 1 ANA registry and
MUST NOT be used to form | anguage tags.

C. Wen | SO 3166-1 reassigns a code fornerly used for one
country or area to another country or area and that code
already is present in the registry, the UN nunmeric code for
that country or area MIST be registered in the registry as
described in Section 3.4 and MJST be used to form | anguage
tags that represent the country or region for which it is
defined (rather than the recycled | SO 3166-1 code).

D. UN nuneric codes for countries or areas for which there is an
associ ated | SO 3166-1 al pha-2 code in the registry MJST NOT
be entered into the registry and MJUST NOT be used to form
| anguage tags. Note that the | SO 3166-based subtag in the
registry MJST actually be associated with the UN M 49 code in
qguesti on.

E. For historical reasons, the UN nuneric code 830 (Channel
I sl ands), which was not registered at the tine this docunent
was adopted and had, at that time, no correspondi ng | SO
3166-1 code, MAY be entered into the ANA registry via the
process described in Section 3.5, provided no | SO 3166-1 code
wi th that exact neani ng has been previously registered.

F. Al other UN numeric codes for countries or areas that do not
have an associ ated | SO 3166-1 al pha-2 code MJST NOT be
entered into the registry and MUST NOT be used to form
| anguage tags. For nore informati on about these codes, see
Section 3.4.
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The al phanuneric codes in Appendix X of the UN document MJST NOT
be entered into the registry and MJUST NOT be used to form

| anguage tags. (At the time this docunment was created, these
val ues mat ched the | SO 3166-1 al pha-2 codes.)

There MUST be at npbst one region subtag in a | anguage tag and the
regi on subtag MAY be omitted, as when it adds no di stinguishing
val ue to the tag.

For exanpl e:

2. 2.

"de- AT" represents German ('de’) as used in Austria (' AT ).

"sr-Latn-RS" represents Serbian ('sr’) witten using Latin script
("Latn’) as used in Serbia ('RS).

"es-419" represents Spanish ('es’) appropriate to the UN-defined
Latin America and Caribbean region (’419').

Vari ant Subt ags

Vari ant subtags are used to indicate additional, well-recognized
variations that define a |language or its dialects that are not
covered by other available subtags. The following rules apply to the
vari ant subt ags:

1

Vari ant subtags MUST foll ow any prinmary | anguage, extended
| anguage, script, or region subtags and MJST precede any
extension or private use subtag sequences.

Vari ant subtags, as a collection, are not associated with any
particul ar external standard. The neaning of variant subtags in
the registry is defined in the course of the registration process
defined in Section 3.5. Note that any particular variant subtag
m ght be associated with sonme external standard. However,
association with a standard is not required for registration.

More than one variant MAY be used to formthe | anguage tag.

Vari ant subtags MJST be registered with | ANA according to the
rules in Section 3.5 of this docunent before being used to form

| anguage tags. |In order to distinguish variants from other types
of subtags, registrations MJST neet the follow ng | ength and
content restrictions:

1. Variant subtags that begin with a letter (a-z, A-Z) MJIST be
at least five characters |ong.
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2. Variant subtags that begin with a digit (0-9) MJST be at
| east four characters |ong.

5. The same variant subtag MJST NOT be used nore than once within a
| anguage tag.

*  For exanple, the tag "de-DE-1901-1901" is not valid.

Variant subtag records in the Language Subtag Registry MAY include
one or nore 'Prefix’ (Section 3.1.8) fields. Each 'Prefix’ indicates
a suitable sequence of subtags for formng (with other subtags, as
appropriate) a | anguage tag when using the variant.

Most variants that share a prefix are mutually exclusive. For
exanpl e, the German orthographic variations '1996" and ' 1901' SHOULD
NOT be used in the sane tag, as they represent the dates of different
spelling reforns. A variant that can neaningfully be used in

conbi nation with another variant SHOULD include a 'Prefix’ field in
its registry record that lists that other variant. For exanple, if
anot her German variant 'exanple’ were created that nade sense to use
with 1996’ , then 'exanple’ should include two 'Prefix’ fields: "de"
and "de-1996".

For exanpl e:
"sl -nedi s" represents the Natisone or Nadiza dial ect of Slovenian

"de- CH 1996" represents German as used in Switzerland and as
written using the spelling reformbeginning in the year 1996 C E

2.2.6. Extension Subtags

Ext ensi ons provi de a nmechani smfor extending | anguage tags for use in
various applications. They are intended to identify information that
is commonly used in association with |anguages or |anguage tags but
that is not part of |anguage identification. See Section 3.7. The
followi ng rules apply to extensions:

1. An extension MJIST follow at |least a primary |anguage subtag.
That is, a | anguage tag cannot begin with an extension.
Ext ensi ons extend | anguage tags, they do not override or repl ace
them For exanple, "a-value" is not a well-forned | anguage tag,
while "de-a-value" is. Note that extensions cannot be used in
tags that are entirely private use (that is, tags starting with
"x-").
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2.

For exanple, if an extension were defined for the singleton

Ext ensi on subtags are separated fromthe other subtags defined in
this docunent by a single-character subtag (called a
"singleton"). The singleton MIST be one allocated to a
registration authority via the nechani smdescribed in Section 3.7
and MUST NOT be the letter *x’, which is reserved for private use
subt ag sequences.

Each singl eton subtag MJST appear at nobst one time in each tag
(other than as a private use subtag). That is, singleton subtags
MUST NOT be repeated. For exanple, the tag "en-a-bbb-a-ccc" is

i nval i d because the subtag 'a appears twice. Note that the tag
"en- a- bbb-x-a-ccc" is valid because the second appearance of the
singleton "a is in a private use sequence.

Ext ensi on subtags MJST neet whatever requirenents are set by the
docunent that defines their singleton prefix and whatever
requirenents are provided by the nmaintaining authority. Note
that there m ght not be a registry of these subtags and
val i dating processors are not required to validate extensions.

Each extension subtag MJST be fromtwo to ei ght characters |ong
and consist solely of letters or digits, with each subtag
separated by a single '-’. Case distinctions are ignored in
extensions (as with any | anguage subtag) and nornmalized subtags
of this type are expected to be in | owercase.

Each singleton MIST be foll owed by at |east one extension subtag.
For exanple, the tag "tlh-a-b-foo" is invalid because the first
singleton "a is followed i nmedi ately by another singleton 'b’.

Ext ensi on subtags MJUST follow all prinmary | anguage, extended
| anguage, script, region, and variant subtags in a tag and MJST
precede any private use subtag sequences.

Al'l subtags follow ng the singleton and before another singleton
are part of the extension. Exanple: In the tag "fr-a-Latn", the
subtag 'Latn’ does not represent the script subtag 'Latn’ defined
in the | ANA Language Subtag Registry. Its meaning is defined by
the extension ’'a’.

In the event that nore than one extension appears in a single
tag, the tag SHOULD be canonicalized as described in Section 4.5,
by ordering the various extension sequences into case-insensitive
ASCI | order.

r' and

it defined the subtags shown, then the following tag would be a valid
exanpl e: "en-Lat n- GB- boont - r - ext ended- sequence- x- pri vat e"
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2.2.7. Private Use Subtags

Private use subtags are used to indicate distinctions in |anguage
that are inportant in a given context by private agreenent. The
following rules apply to private use subtags:

1. Private use subtags are separated fromthe other subtags defined
in this docunent by the reserved single-character subtag '’

X .

2. Private use subtags MJST conformto the format and content
constraints defined in the ABNF for all subtags; that is, they
MUST consist solely of letters and digits and not exceed ei ght
characters in length

3. Private use subtags MJST follow all primary |anguage, extended
| anguage, script, region, variant, and extension subtags in the
tag. Another way of saying this is that all subtags foll ow ng
the singleton 'x’ MJST be considered private use. Exanple: The
subtag 'US in the tag "en-x-US" is a private use subtag.

4. A tag MAY consist entirely of private use subtags.

5. No source is defined for private use subtags. Use of private use
subtags is by private agreenent only.

6. Private use subtags are NOT RECOMMENDED where alternatives exi st
or for general interchange. See Section 4.6 for nore infornmation
on private use subtag choice

For exanpl e, suppose a group of scholars is studying sone texts in
medi eval Greek. They might agree to use sone collection of private
use subtags to identify different styles of witing in the texts.
For exanple, they m ght use ’'el-x-koine’ for docunents in the
"comon" style while using 'el-x-attic’ for other docunents that
mmc the Attic style. These subtags would not be recogni zed by
out si de processes or systens, but might be useful in categorizing
various texts for study by those in the group

In the registry, there are al so subtags derived from codes reserved
by 1SO 639, ISO 15924, or |1SO 3166 for private use. Do not confuse
these with private use subtag sequences follow ng the subtag 'x’.
See Section 4.6.

2.2.8. Gandfathered and Redundant Regi strations
Prior to RFC 4646, whol e | anguage tags were registered according to

the rules in RFC 1766 and/or RFC 3066. All of these registered tags
remain valid as | anguage tags
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Many of these registered tags were nade redundant by the advent of
either RFC 4646 or this docunment. A redundant tag is a grandfathered
regi stration whose individual subtags appear with the same semantic
meaning in the registry. For exanple, the tag "zh-Hant" (Traditiona
Chi nese) can now be conposed fromthe subtags 'zh’ (Chinese) and
"Hant’ (Han script traditional variant). These redundant tags are
mai ntained in the registry as records of type 'redundant’, nostly as
a matter of historical curiosity.

The remai nder of the previously registered tags are "grandfat hered".
These tags are classified into two groups: 'regular’ and "irregul ar’

Grandfathered tags that (appear to) match the 'langtag’ production in
Figure 1 are considered 'regular’ grandfathered tags. These tags
contain one or nore subtags that either do not individually appear in
the registry or appear but with a different semanti c neani ng: each
tag, inits entirety, represents a | anguage or collection of

| anguages.

Grandf at hered tags that do not match the '|angtag’ production in the
ABNF and woul d otherwi se be invalid are considered "irregul ar’
grandfathered tags. Wth the exception of "en-GB-oed", which is a
variant of "en-GB", each of them in its entirety, represents a

| anguage.

Many of the grandfathered tags have been superseded by the subsequent
addi ti on of new subtags: each superseded record contains a
"Preferred-Value' field that ought to be used to form | anguage tags
representing that value. For exanple, the tag "art-lojban" is
superseded by the prinmary | anguage subtag 'jbo’.

2.2.9. dasses of Confornmance

| mpl enent ati ons sonetinmes need to describe their capabilities with
regard to the rules and practices described in this docunent. Tags
can be checked or verified in a nunber of ways, but two particul ar
cl asses of tag conformance are fornally defined here.

A tag is considered "well-forned" if it confornms to the ABNF
(Section 2.1). Language tags may be well-formed in terms of syntax
but not valid in terns of content. However, many operations

i nvol ving | anguage tags work well w thout know ng anythi ng about the
meani ng or validity of the subtags.

A tag is considered "valid" if it satisfies these conditions:

o The tag is well-forned.
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o Either the tag is in the Iist of grandfathered tags or all of its
primary | anguage, extended | anguage, script, region, and variant
subt ags appear in the | ANA Language Subtag Registry as of the
particul ar registry date.

0 There are no duplicate variant subtags.
o There are no duplicate singleton (extension) subtags.

Note that a tag’s validity depends on the date of the registry used
to validate the tag. A nore recent copy of the registry m ght
contain a subtag that an ol der version does not.

A tag is considered valid for a given extension (Section 3.7) (as of
a particular version, revision, and date) if it neets the criteria
for "valid" above and al so satisfies this condition

Each subtag used in the extension part of the tag is valid
according to the extension.

A der specifications or |anguage tag inplenentations sonetines
reference [ RFC3066]. A wider array of tags was considered well -
fornmed under that document. Any tags that were valid for use under
RFC 3066 are both well-forned and valid under this docunent’s syntax;
only invalid or illegal tags were well-formed under the earlier
definition but no longer are. The |anguage tag syntax under RFC 3066
was:

obs-l anguage-tag = primary-subtag *( "-"
pri mary-subtag = 1*8ALPHA

subt ag = 1*8(ALPHA / DIAT)

subt ag )

Fi gure 2: RFC 3066 Language Tag Syntax

Subt ags designated for private use as well as private use sequences

i ntroduced by the 'x' subtag are avail able for cases in which no
assigned subtags are available and registration is not a suitable
option. For exanple, one might use a tag such as "no-QQ', where ' QQ
is one of a range of private use | SO 3166-1 codes to indicate an

ot herwi se undefined region. Users MJUST NOT assign | anguage tags that
use subtags that do not appear in the registry other than in private
use sequences (such as the subtag 'personal’ in the tag "en-x-
personal "). Besides not being valid, the user also risks collision
with a future possible assignnent or registrations.

Note wel | : although the ’'Language-Tag’ production appearing in this
docunent is functionally equivalent to the one in [ RFC4646], it has
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been changed to prevent certain errors in well-formedness arising
fromthe old 'grandfathered production.

3. Registry Format and Mai ntenance

The | ANA Language Subtag Registry ("the registry") contains a
conprehensive list of all of the subtags valid in | anguage tags.

This allows inplenmenters a straightforward and reliable way to
val i date | anguage tags. The registry will be maintained so that,
except for extension subtags, it is possible to validate all of the
subt ags that appear in a | anguage tag under the provisions of this
docunent or its revisions or successors. |n addition, the neaning of
the various subtags w Il be unanbi guous and stable over tine. (The
nmeani ng of private use subtags, of course, is not defined by the
registry.)

This section defines the registry along with the nai ntenance and
updat e procedures associated with it, as well as a registry for
extensions to | anguage tags (Section 3.7).

3.1. Format of the | ANA Language Subtag Registry

The | ANA Language Subtag Registry is a machine-readable file in the
format described in this section, plus copies of the registration
forns approved in accordance with the process described in

Section 3.5.

The existing registration forns for grandfathered and redundant tags

taken from RFC 3066 have been mmintai ned as part of the obsolete RFC

3066 registry. The subtags added to the registry by either [RFC4645]
or [ RFC5645] do not have separate registration forns (so no forns are
archived for these additions).

3.1.1. Fil e Format

The registry is a [Unicode] text file and consists of a series of
records in a format based on "record-jar" (described in
[record-jar]). Each record, in turn, consists of a series of fields
that describe the various subtags and tags. The actual registry file
i s encoded using the UTF-8 [ RFC3629] character encoding.

Each field can be considered a single, logical |ine of characters.
Each field contains a "field-nane" and a "field-body". These are
separated by a "field-separator”. The field-separator is a COLON
character (W+003A) plus any surroundi ng whitespace. Each field is
term nated by the new ine sequence CRLF. The text in each field MJST
be in Uni code Normalization Form C (NFC)
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A collection of fields forms a "record". Records are separated by
lines containing only the sequence "%4 (U+0025 U+0025).

Al though fields are logically a single line of text, each line of
text in the file format is limted to 72 bytes in length. To
acconmodate this, the field-body can be split into a nultiple-Iline
representation; this is called "folding". Folding is done according
to customary conventions for line-wapping. This is typically on

whi t espace boundaries, but can occur between other characters when

t he val ue does not include spaces, such as when a | anguage does not
use whitespace between words. In any event, there MJST NOT be breaks
inside a multibyte UTF-8 sequence or in the nmiddle of a conbining
character sequence. For nore information, see [UAX14].

Al though the file format uses the Unicode character set and the file
itself is encoded using the UTF-8 encoding, fields are restricted to
the printable characters fromthe US-ASCI| [l S0646] repertoire unless
otherwi se indicated in the description of a specific field

(Section 3.1.2).

The format of the registry is described by the follow ng ABNF

[ RFC5234]. Character nunbers (code points) are taken from Uni code,
and termnals in the ABNF productions are in terns of characters
rat her than bytes.

registry = record *("9%6 CRLF record)
record = 1*field
field = ( field-nane field-sep field-body CRLF )
field-name = (ALPHA / DIAT) [*(ALPHA/ DIGAT / "-") (ALPHA/ DIAT)]
field-sep = *SP ":" *SP
field-body = *([[*SP CRLF] 1*SP] 1*CHARS)
CHARS = (W21- 10FFFF) ; Uni code code points
Figure 3: Registry Format ABNF
The sequence '..’' (UW+002E U+002E) in a fiel d-body denotes a range of

val ues. Such a range represents all subtags of the sane |ength that
are in al phabetic or nunmeric order within that range, including the
val ues explicitly mentioned. For exanple, 'a..c’ denotes the val ues
a’, 'b’, and 'c¢’', and '11..13 denotes the values ’'11', '12', and
'13".

Al fields whose field-body contains a date value use the "full-date"

format specified in [RFC3339]. For exanple, "2004-06-28" represents
June 28, 2004, in the G egorian cal endar
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3.1.2. Record and Field Definitions

There are three types of records in the registry: "Fil e-Date"
"Subtag", and "Tag".

The first record in the registry is always the "Fil e-Date" record.
This record occurs only once in the file and contains a single field
whose field-nane is "File-Date". The field-body of this record
contains a date (see Section 5.1), naking it possible to easily
recogni ze different versions of the registry.

Fil e-Date: 2004-06-28
%o

Figure 4: Exanple of the File-Date Record

Subsequent records contain nultiple fields and represent information
about either subtags or tags. Both types of records have an
identical structure, except that "Subtag" records contain a field
with a field-nane of "Subtag", while, unsurprisingly, "Tag" records
contain a field with a field-name of "Tag". Field-names MJST NOT
occur nore than once per record, with the exception of the
"Description’, "Comments’, and ’'Prefix’ fields.

Each record MJUST contain at |east one of each of the follow ng
fields:

o 'Type’
*  Type's field-body MJST consist of one of the follow ng strings:
"l anguage", "extlang", "script", "region", "variant",
"grandf at hered", and "redundant"; it denotes the type of tag or
subt ag.

o Either ’'Subtag’ or 'Tag

* Subtag’'s field-body contains the subtag being defined. This
field MUST appear in all records whose ' Type’ has one of these
val ues: "l anguage", "extlang", "script", "region", or
"variant".

* Tag's field-body contains a conplete |anguage tag. This field
MUST appear in all records whose ' Type' has one of these
val ues: "grandfathered" or "redundant". |If the 'Type' is
"grandfathered", then the 'Tag’ field-body will be one of the
tags listed in either the "regular’ or 'irregular’ production
found in Section 2.1.
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0 ’'Description

* Description’s field-body contains a non-normative description
of the subtag or tag.

o 'Added’

* Added’s field-body contains the date the record was registered
or, in the case of grandfathered or redundant tags, the date
the correspondi ng tag was regi stered under the rul es of
[ RFC1766] or [RFC3066].

Each record MAY al so contain the follow ng fields:
0o 'Deprecated

* Deprecated s field-body contains the date the record was
deprecated. |In sone cases, this value is earlier than that of
the ' Added’ field in the sanme record. That is, the date of
deprecation preceded the addition of the record to the
registry

o 'Preferred-Val ue

* Preferred-Value' s field-body contains a canonical napping from
this record’ s value to a nodern equivalent that is preferred in
its place. Depending on the value of the 'Type' field, this
val ue can take different forns:

+ For fields of type ’'language’, ’'Preferred-Value' contains
the primary | anguage subtag that is preferred when forning
t he | anguage tag.

+ For fields of type "script’, 'region’, or ’'variant’,
"Preferred-Val ue’ contains the subtag of the same type that
is preferred for form ng the | anguage tag.

+ For fields of type 'extlang', ’'grandfathered , or
"redundant’, ’'Preferred-Value contains an "extended
| anguage range" [RFC4647] that is preferred for formng the
| anguage tag. That is, the preferred | anguage tag will
contain, in order, each of the subtags that appears in the
"Preferred-Value’'; additional fields can be included in a
| anguage tag, as described el sewhere in this docunent. For
exanpl e, the replacenment for the grandfathered tag "zh-nin-
nan" (M n Nan Chinese) is "nan", which can be used as the
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basis for tags such as "nan-Hant" or "nan-TW (note that the
ext ended | anguage subtag form such as "zh-nan-Hant" or "zh-
nan- TW can al so be used).

o 'Prefix’

* Prefix's field-body contains a valid | anguage tag that is
RECOMVENDED as one possible prefix to this record’ s subtag.
This field MAY appear in records whose 'Type' field-body is
either 'extlang’ or 'variant’ (it MJST NOT appear in any other
record type).

0 ' Suppress-Script’

* Suppress-Script’s field-body contains a script subtag that
SHOULD NOT be used to form | anguage tags with the associ at ed
primary or extended | anguage subtag. This field MJST appear
only in records whose ' Type' field-body is 'language’ or
"extlang'. See Section 4.1.

0 ' Macrol anguage’

* Macrol anguage’s field-body contains a primary |anguage subtag
defined by | SO 639 as the "nmacrol anguage" that enconpasses this
| anguage subtag. This field MJST appear only in records whose
"Type’ field-body is either 'language’ or ’'extlang’

0 'Scope’
* Scope’'s field-body contains infornmation about a prinmary or

ext ended | anguage subtag indicating the type of |anguage code
according to | SO 639. The values permitted in this field are

"macrol anguage", "collection", "special", and "private-use"
This field only appears in records whose 'Type' field-body is
either ’'language’ or 'extlang’. Wen this field is omtted,

the | anguage i s an individual |anguage.
o ’'Conmments’

* Comments’s field-body contains additional information about the
subtag, as deened appropriate for understanding the registry
and i npl enenting | anguage tags using the subtag or tag.

Future versions of this docunent mght add additional fields to the
registry; inplenentati ons SHOULD ignore fields found in the registry
that are not defined in this docunent.
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3.1.3. Type Field

The field ' Type’ contains the string identifying the record type in
which it appears. Values for the 'Type’' field-body are: "Il anguage"
(Section 2.2.1); "extlang" (Section 2.2.2); "script" (Section 2.2.3);
"region" (Section 2.2.4); "variant" (Section 2.2.5); "grandfathered"
or "redundant" (Section 2.2.8).

3.1.4. Subtag and Tag Fields

The field *Subtag’ contains the subtag defined in the record. The
field ' Tag' appears in records whose 'Type' is either 'grandfathered
or 'redundant’ and contains a tag regi stered under [RFC3066].

The ' Subtag’ field-body MJUST foll ow the casing conventions described
in Section 2.1.1. Al subtags use |lowercase letters in the field-
body, with two exceptions:

Subt ags whose ' Type' field is "script’ (in other words, subtags
defined by |1SO 15924) MJST use titlecase.

Subt ags whose ' Type’ field is "region’ (in other words, the non-
nuneric regi on subtags defined by |1SO 3166-1) MJST use all
upper case.

The ' Tag’ field-body MIST be fornatted according to the rules
described in Section 2.1.1.

3.1.5. Description Field

The field 'Description’ contains a description of the tag or subtag
in the record. The 'Description’ field MAY appear nore than once per
record. The 'Description’ field MAY include the full range of

Uni code characters. At |east one of the 'Description fields MIST be
written or transcribed into the Latin script; additiona

"Description’ fields MAY be in any script or |anguage.

The 'Description’ field is used for identification purposes.
Descri pti ons SHOULD contain all and only that information necessary
to distinguish one subtag fromothers with which it mght be
confused. They are not intended to provide general background
information or to provide all possible alternate nanes or
designations. ’'Description’ fields don't necessarily represent the
actual native name of the itemin the record, nor are any of the
descriptions guaranteed to be in any particul ar | anguage (such as
English or French, for exanple).
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Descriptions in the registry that correspond to | SO 639, |SO 15924,

| SO 3166-1, or UN M 49 codes are intended only to indicate the
nmeani ng of that identifier as defined in the source standard at the
time it was added to the registry or as subsequently nodified, within
the bounds of the stability rules (Section 3.4), via subsequent
registration. The 'Description’ does not replace the content of the
source standard itself. ’'Description fields are not intended to be
the localized English names for the subtags. Localization or
transl ati on of |anguage tag and subtag descriptions is out of scope
of this docunent.

For subtags taken froma source standard (such as |1SO 639 or |SO
15924), the 'Description’ fields in the record are also initially
taken fromthat source standard. Miltiple descriptions in the source
standard are split into separate 'Description’ fields. The source
standard’ s descriptions MAY be edited or nodified, either prior to
insertion or via the registration process, and additional or
extraneous descriptions onitted or renoved. Each 'Description field
MUST be unique within the record in which it appears, and formatting
vari ations of the sanme description SHOULD NOT occur in that specific
record. For exanple, while the 1SO 639-1 code 'fy’ has both the
description "Western Frisian" and the description "Frisian, Wstern"
in that standard, only one of these descriptions appears in the
registry

To help ensure that users do not becone confused about which subtag
to use, 'Description’ fields assigned to a record of any specific
type (’'language’, 'extlang’, ’script’, and so on) MJST be uni que
within that given record type with the followi ng exception: if a
particular 'Description’ field occurs in nultiple records of a given
type, then at nost one of the records can onit the 'Deprecated

field. Al deprecated records that share a 'Description MJST have
the sane 'Preferred-Value', and all non-deprecated records MJST be
that ' Preferred-Value’. This neans that two records of the same type
that share a 'Description’ are also semantically equival ent and no
nore than one record with a given 'Description’ is preferred for that
meani ng.

For exanpl e, consider the 'l anguage’ subtags 'zza' (Zaza) and 'diq’
(Dimi). 1t so happens that 'zza’ is a macrol anguage enclosing 'diq
and thus also has a description in SO 639-3 of "Dinmli". This
description was edited to read "Dinmli (nmacrol anguage)" in the
registry record for 'zza' to prevent a collision

By contrast, the subtags 'he’ and 'iw share a 'Description value of

"Hebrew'; this is permtted because 'iw is deprecated and its
"Preferred-Value’ is ’'he’
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For fields of type 'language’, the first 'Description field
appearing in the registry corresponds whenever possible to the

Ref erence Nane assigned by 1SO 639-3. This helps facilitate cross-
ref erenci ng between | SO 639 and the registry.

When creating or updating a record due to the action of one of the
source standards, the Language Subtag Revi ewer MAY edit descriptions
to correct irregularities in formatting (such as m sspellings,

i nappropri ate apostrophes or other punctuation, or excessive or

m ssing spaces) prior to subnmitting the proposed record to the
ietf-languages@ana.org list for consideration

3.1.6. Deprecated Field

The field ’'Deprecated’ contains the date the record was deprecated
and MAY be added, changed, or renoved fromany record via the

mai nt enance process described in Section 3.3 or via the registration
process described in Section 3.5. Usually, the addition of a
"Deprecated’ field is due to the action of one of the standards

bodi es, such as |1SO 3166, withdrawing a code. Although valid in

| anguage tags, subtags and tags with a 'Deprecated’ field are
deprecated, and validating processors SHOULD NOT generate these
subtags. Note that a record that contains a ’Deprecated’ field and
no corresponding 'Preferred-Value' field has no replacenent nmappi ng.

In sone historical cases, it night not have been possible to
reconstruct the original deprecation date. For these cases, an
approxi mate date appears in the registry. Sone subtags and sone
grandf at hered or redundant tags were deprecated before the initia
creation of the registry. The exact rules for this appear in Section
2 of [RFC4645]. Note that these records have a 'Deprecated’ field
with an earlier date then the corresponding ' Added’ field!

3.1.7. Preferred-Val ue Field

The field 'Preferred-Value' contains a mappi ng between the record in
which it appears and another tag or subtag (depending on the record' s
"Type'). The value in this field is used for canonicalization (see
Section 4.5). In cases where the subtag or tag also has a
"Deprecated’ field, then the 'Preferred-Value is RECOWENDED as the
best choice to represent the value of this record when selecting a

| anguage tag.

Records containing a 'Preferred-Value' fall into one of these four
groups:
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1. 1SO 639 | anguage codes that were later withdrawn in favor of
ot her codes. These values are nostly a historical curiosity.
The "he'/'iw pairing above is an exanple of this.

2. Subtags (with types other than | anguage or extlang) taken from
codes or values that have been withdrawn in favor of a new code
In particular, this applies to region subtags taken from | SO
3166-1, because sonetines a country will change its nane or
administration in such a way that warrants a new region code. In
some cases, countries have reverted to an ol der nane, which mi ght
al ready be encoded. For exanple, the subtag 'ZR (Zaire) was
repl aced by the subtag 'CD (Denocratic Republic of the Congo)
when that country’s name was changed

3. Tags or subtags that have becone obsol ete because the val ues they
represent were |ater encoded. Many of the grandfathered or
redundant tags were | ater encoded by |1SO 639, for exanple, and
fall into this grouping. For exanple, "i-klingon" was deprecated
when the subtag 'tlh’ was added. The record for "i-klingon" has
a 'Preferred-Value of 'tlh

4. Extended | anguage subtags al ways have a mapping to their
identical primary | anguage subtag. For exanple, the extended
| anguage subtag 'yue’ (Cantonese) can be used to formthe tag
"zh-yue". It has a 'Preferred-Value' napping to the prinmary
| anguage subtag 'yue’, neaning that a tag such as
"zh-yue- Hant - HK* can be canonicalized to "yue-Hant-HK"

Records other than those of type 'extlang’ that contain a 'Preferred-
Value’ field MJUST al so have a 'Deprecated field. This field
contains the date on which the tag or subtag was deprecated in favor
of the preferred val ue.

For records of type "extlang’, the 'Preferred-Value field appears

wi thout a corresponding 'Deprecated field. An inplenentation MAY

i gnore these preferred val ue mappi ngs, although if it ignores the
mappi ng, it SHOULD do so consistently. |t SHOULD al so treat the
"Preferred-Value' as equivalent to the mapped item For exanple, the
tags "zh-yue-Hant-HK" and "yue-Hant-HK" are semantically equival ent
and ought to be treated as if they were the sane tag.

Cccasionally, the deprecated code is preferred in certain contexts.
For exanple, both "iw' and "he" can be used in the Java programing
| anguage, but "he" is converted on input to "iw', which is thus the
canoni cal formin Java
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"Preferred-Val ue’ nmappings in records of type 'region’ sonetines do
not represent exactly the sane neaning as the original value. There
are nmany reasons for a country code to be changed, and the effect
this has on the formation of |anguage tags will depend on the nature
of the change in question. For exanple, the region subtag ' YD
(Denocratic Yenen) was deprecated in favor of the subtag ' YE (Yenen)
when those two countries unified in 1990.

A ' Preferred-Value’ MAY be added to, changed, or rempved from records
according to the rules in Section 3.3. Addition, nodification, or
renoval of a 'Preferred-Value’ field in a record does not inply that
content using the affected subtag needs to be retagged.

The 'Preferred-Value' fields in records of type "grandfathered" and
"redundant" each contain an "extended | anguage range" [RFC4647] that
is strongly RECOMVENDED for use in place of the record s value. In
many cases, these mappings were created via deprecation of the tags
during the period before [ RFC4646] was adopted. For exanple, the tag
"no-nyn" was deprecated in favor of the | SO 639-1-defined | anguage
code ' nn’

The 'Preferred-Value’ field in subtag records of type "extlang" al so
contai ns an "extended | anguage range". This allows the subtag to be
deprecated in favor of either a single primary |anguage subtag or a
new | anguage- ext| ang sequence.

Usual ly, the addition, renoval, or change of a ’'Preferred-Val ue
field for a subtag is done to reflect changes in one of the source
standards. For exanple, if an |1 SO 3166-1 region code is deprecated
in favor of another code, that SHOULD result in the addition of a
"Preferred-Vvalue' field.

Changes to one subtag can affect other subtags as well: when
proposi ng changes to the registry, the Language Subtag Revi ewer MJST
review the registry for such effects and propose the necessary
changes using the process in Section 3.5, although anyone MAY request
such changes. For exanpl e:

Suppose that subtag ' XX has a 'Preferred-Value’ of "YY . If 'YY
| ater changes to have a 'Preferred-Value' of 'ZZ, then the
"Preferred-Value’ for XX MJST al so change to be ' 27

Suppose that a registered | anguage subtag ’'dialect’ represents a

| anguage not yet available in any part of 1SO 639. The later
additi on of a correspondi ng | anguage code in | SO 639 SHOULD result
in the addition of a 'Preferred-Value’ for ’'dialect’.
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3.1.8. Prefix Field

The field 'Prefix’ contains a valid | anguage tag that i s RECOVMENDED
as one possible prefix to this record’ s subtag, perhaps with other
subtags. That is, when including an extended | anguage or a vari ant
subtag that has at |least one "Prefix’ in a | anguage tag, the
resulting tag SHOULD nmatch at | east one of the subtag’s 'Prefix’
fields using the "Extended Filtering" algorithm (see [ RFC4647]), and
each of the subtags in that 'Prefix’ SHOULD appear before the subtag
itself.

The 'Prefix’ field MUST appear exactly once in a record of type
"extlang’. The 'Prefix’ field MAY appear nultiple tinmes (or not at
all) in records of type 'variant’. Additional fields of this type
MAY be added to a 'variant’ record via the registration process,
provided the 'variant’ record already has at |east one ’'Prefix’
field.

Each 'Prefix’ field indicates a particular sequence of subtags that
forma meaningful tag with this subtag. For exanple, the extended

| anguage subtag 'cmm’ (Mandarin Chinese) only nakes sense with its
prefix 'zh' (Chinese). Sinmilarly, 'rozaj’ (Resian, a dialect of

Sl oveni an) woul d be appropriate when used with its prefix ’sli

(Sl oveni an), while tags such as "is-1994" are not appropriate (and
probably not neaningful). Al though the "Prefix’ for 'rozaj’ is "sl"
ot her subtags m ght appear between them For exanple, the tag "sl-
I T-rozaj" (Slovenian, Italy, Resian) matches the 'Prefix’ "sl".

The ' Prefix’ also indicates when variant subtags nmake sense when used
together (many that otherw se share a "Prefix’ are nutually

excl usive) and what the relative ordering of variants is supposed to
be. For exanple, the variant ’1994' (Standardized Resian

ort hography) has several 'Prefix’ fields in the registry ("sl-rozaj",

"sl-rozaj - bi ske", "sl-rozaj-njiva", "sl-rozaj-osojs", and "sl-rozaj-
solba"). This indicates not only that '1994° is appropriate to use
with each of these five Resian variant subtags ('rozaj’, ’biske’

"njiva’, 'osojs’, and 'solba’), but also that it SHOULD appear
followi ng any of these variants in a tag. Thus, the | anguage tag
ought to take the form "sl-rozaj-bi ske-1994", rather than "sl-1994-
rozaj - bi ske" or "sl-rozaj-1994- bi ske"

If a record includes no 'Prefix’ field, a 'Prefix’ field MUST NOT be
added to the record at a later date. Oherw se, changes (additions,
deletions, or nodifications) to the set of 'Prefix’ fields MAY be
regi stered, as long as they strictly widen the range of |anguage tags
that are recomended. For exanple, a 'Prefix’ with the val ue "be-
Latn" (Belarusian, Latin script) could be replaced by the value "be"
(Bel arusi an) but not by the value "ru-Latn" (Russian, Latin script)
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or the value "be-Latn-BY" (Belarusian, Latin script, Belarus), since
these latter either change or narrow the range of suggested tags.

The field-body of the 'Prefix’ field MIUST NOT conflict with any
"Prefix’ already registered for a given record. Such a conflict
woul d occur when no valid tag could be constructed that would contain
the prefix, such as when two subtags each have a 'Prefix’ that
contains the other subtag. For exanple, suppose that the subtag
"avariant’ has the prefix "es-bvariant". Then the subtag 'bvariant’
cannot be assigned the prefix "avariant’, for that would require a
tag of the form "es-avariant-bvariant-avariant”, which would not be
val i d.

3.1.9. Suppress-Script Field

The field ' Suppress-Script’ contains a script subtag (whose record
appears in the registry). The field *Suppress-Script’ MJST appear
only in records whose ' Type' field-body is either 'language’ or
"extlang’. This field MUST NOT appear nore than one tinme in a
record

This field indicates a script used to wite the overwhelming majority
of docunments for the given | anguage. The subtag for such a script
therefore adds no distinguishing information to a | anguage tag and

t hus SHOULD NOT be used for nobst docunents in that |anguage.

Onmitting the script subtag indicated by this field hel ps ensure
greater conpatibility between the | anguage tags generated according
to the rules in this docunment and | anguage tags and tag processors or
consumers based on RFC 3066. For exanple, virtually all Icelandic
docunents are witten in the Latin script, naking the subtag 'Latn’
redundant in the tag "is-Latn".

Many | anguage subtag records do not have a ' Suppress-Script’ field.
The | ack of a ’'Suppress-Script’ night indicate that the |anguage is
customarily witten in nore than one script or that the | anguage is
not customarily witten at all. It night also nean that sufficient
i nformati on was not avail abl e when the record was created and thus
remai ns a candidate for future registration

3.1.10. Macrol anguage Field
The field 'Macrol anguage’ contains a prinary | anguage subtag (whose
record appears in the registry). This field indicates a | anguage
t hat enconpasses this subtag' s |anguage according to assignnents nade
by 1 SO 639- 3.

| SO 639-3 | abel s some | anguages in the registry as "nacrol anguages”
| SO 639-3 defines the term "macrol anguage" to nean "clusters of
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closely-rel ated | anguage varieties that [...] can be consi dered

di stinct individual |anguages, yet in certain usage contexts a single
| anguage identity for all is needed". These correspond to codes
registered in | SO 639-2 as individual |anguages that were found to
correspond to nore than one | anguage in | SO 639-3.

A | anguage contained within a macrol anguage is called an "enconpassed
| anguage". The record for each enconpassed | anguage contains a

" Macrol anguage’ field in the registry; the macrol anguages thensel ves
are not specially marked. Note that some enconpassed | anguages have
| SO 639-1 or |SO 639-2 codes.

The ' Macrol anguage’ field can only occur in records of type
"language’ or 'extlang’. Only values assigned by SO 639-3 will be
consi dered for inclusion. ' Macrolanguage' fields MAY be added or
renoved via the normal registration process whenever | SO 639-3
defines new values or withdraws old val ues. Macrol anguages are

i nformati onal, and MAY be renoved or changed if |SO 639-3 changes the
values. For nore infornmation on the use of this field and choosing
bet ween macr ol anguage and enconpassed | anguage subtags, see

Section 4.1.1.

For exanple, the |anguage subtags 'nb’ (Norwegi an Bokmal) and ' nn’
(Norwegi an Nynorsk) each have a ' Macrol anguage’ field with a val ue of
"no’ (Norwegian). For nore information, see Section 4. 1.

3.1.11. Scope Field

The field ' Scope’ contains classification information about a prinmary
or extended | anguage subtag derived from|SO 639. Mst |anguages

have a scope of 'individual’, which neans that the | anguage is not a
macr ol anguage, collection, special code, or private use. That is, it
is what one would normally consider to be 'a |language’. Any primary

or extended | anguage subtag that has no ' Scope’ field is an
i ndi vi dual | anguage.

" Scope’ information can sonetinmes be hel pful in selecting | anguage
tags, since it indicates the purpose or "scope" of the code
assignnment within 1SO 639. The avail abl e val ues are:

o ’'macrol anguage’ - Indicates a nmacrol anguage as defined by | SO
639-3 (see Section 3.1.10). A nmcrol anguage is a cluster of
closely related | anguages that are soneti nes considered to be a
si ngl e | anguage.

0o ’'collection’” - Indicates a subtag that represents a collection of

| anguages, typically related by sonme type of historical
geographical, or linguistic association. Unlike a nmacrol anguage,
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a collection can contain | anguages that are only | oosely rel ated
and a collection cannot be used interchangeably wi th | anguages
that belong to it.

0 ’'special’ - Indicates a special |anguage code. These are subtags
used for identifying linguistic attributes not particularly
associated with a concrete | anguage. These include codes for when
the | anguage is undetermni ned or for non-linguistic content.

0 ’'private-use’ - Indicates a code reserved for private use in the
underlying standard. Subtags with this scope can be used to
indicate a primary | anguage for which no | SO 639 or registered
assi gnnent exists.

The ' Scope’ field MAY appear in records of type 'language’ or
"extlang’. Note that many of the prefixes for extended | anguage
subtags will have a ' Scope’ of ’'macrol anguage’ (although sonme wll
not) and that nmany | anguages that have a ' Scope’ of ’'nmacrol anguage
wi || have extended | anguage subtags associated with them

The ' Scope’ field MAY be added, nodified, or renoved via the

regi stration process, provided the change mirrors changes nmade by | SO
639 to the assignnent’s classification. Such a change is expected to
be rare.

For exanple, the primary |anguage subtag 'zh’ (Chinese) has a ' Scope
of ' macrol anguage’, while its encl osed | anguage 'nan’ (M n Nan

Chi nese) has a ' Scope’ of 'individual’. The special value ’'und
(Undeterm ned) has a ' Scope’ of ’'special’. The 1SO 639-5 collection
"gemi (Gernani c | anguages) has a ' Scope’ of 'collection’

3.1.12. Comments Field

The field 'Comments’ contains additional information about the record
and MAY appear nore than once per record. The field-body MAY include
the full range of Unicode characters and is not restricted to any
particular script. This field MAY be inserted or changed via the
regi stration process, and no guarantee of stability is provided.

The content of this field is not restricted, except by the need to
register the information, the suitability of the request, and by
reasonabl e practical size limtations. The prinmary reason for the
"Comments’ field is subtag identification -- to help distinguish the
subtag fromothers with which it might be confused as an aid to
usage. Large anpunts of information about the use, history, or
general background of a subtag are frowned upon, as these generally
belong in a registration request rather than in the registry.
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3.2. Language Subtag Revi ewer

The Language Subtag Revi ewer noderates the ietf-|anguages@ ana.org
mailing list, responds to requests for registration, and perforns the
other registry maintenance duties described in Section 3.3. Only the
Language Subtag Reviewer is permtted to request | ANA to change,
update, or add records to the Language Subtag Registry. The Language
Subt ag Revi ewer MAY del egate |ist noderation and other clerica

duties as needed.

The Language Subtag Reviewer is appointed by the 1 ESG for an
indefinite term subject to renoval or replacenent at the | ESG s

di scretion. The IESGwi |l solicit nominees for the position (upon
adoption of this document or upon a vacancy) and then solicit
feedback on the noninees’ qualifications. Qualified candidates
should be fanmiliar with BCP 47 and its requirenents; be willing to
fairly, responsively, and judiciously adm nister the registration
process; and be suitably inforned about the issues of |anguage
identification so that the reviewer can assess the clains and draw
upon the contributions of |anguage experts and subtag requesters.

The subsequent performance or decisions of the Language Subtag

Revi ewer MAY be appeal ed to the I ESG under the sanme rul es as other

| ETF deci sions (see [ RFC2026]). The IESG can reverse or overturn the
deci si ons of the Language Subtag Revi ewer, provide guidance, or take
ot her appropriate actions.

3.3. Mintenance of the Registry

Mai nt enance of the registry requires that, as codes are assigned or
wi t hdrawn by | SO 639, |SO 15924, |SO 3166, and UN M 49, the Language
Subt ag Revi ewer MJST eval uate each change and deternine the
appropriate course of action according to the rules in this docunent.
Such updates follow the registration process described in

Section 3.5. Usually, the Language Subtag Reviewer will start the
process for the new or updated record by filling in the registration
formand subnmitting it. |If a change to one of these standards takes
pl ace and t he Language Subtag Revi ewer does not do this in a tinely
manner, then any interested party MAY submit the form Thereafter
the registration process continues normally.

Note that sone registrations affect other subtags--perhaps nore than
one--as when a region subtag is being deprecated in favor of a new
val ue. The Language Subtag Reviewer is responsible for ensuring that
any such changes are properly registered, with each change requiring
its own registration form
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The Language Subtag Revi ewer MUST ensure that new subtags neet the
requi renents el sewhere in this docunent (and nost especially in
Section 3.4) or subnmit an appropriate registration formfor an
alternate subtag as described in that section. Each individua
subtag affected by a change MJST be sent to the
ietf-languages@ana.org list with its own registration formand in a
separ ate nessage

3.4. Stability of 1 ANA Registry Entries

The stability of entries and their nmeaning in the registry is
critical to the long-termstability of |anguage tags. The rules in
this section guarantee that a specific |language tag’'s neaning is
stable over tine and will not change.

These rul es specifically deal with how changes to codes (i ncl uding
wi t hdrawal and deprecati on of codes) maintained by |ISO 639, |SO
15924, 1SO 3166, and UN M 49 are reflected in the | ANA Language
Subtag Registry. Assignments to the | ANA Language Subtag Registry
MJUST follow the following stability rules:

1. Values in the fields ' Type’', 'Subtag’, ’'Tag', and ' Added’ MJST
NOT be changed and are guaranteed to be stable over tine.

2. Values in the fields 'Preferred-Value' and 'Deprecated MAY be
added, altered, or renoved via the registration process. These
changes SHOULD be linited to changes necessary to mirror changes
in one of the underlying standards (1SO 639, |SO 15924, | SO
3166-1, or UN M 49) and typically alteration or renmoval of a
"Preferred-Value’ is limted specifically to region codes.

3. Values in the 'Description’ field MIUST NOT be changed in a way
that would invalidate any existing tags. The description MAY be
br oadened sonewhat in scope, changed to add infornmation, or
adapted to the nobst common nodern usage. For exanple, countries
occasional ly change their nanes; a historical exanple of this is
"Upper Vol ta" changing to "Burkina Faso"

4, Values in the field 'Prefix’ MAY be added to existing records of
type 'variant’ via the registration process, provided the

"variant’ already has at |least one "Prefix'. A 'Prefix field
SHALL NOT be registered for any 'variant’ that has no existing
"Prefix’ field. |If a prefix is added to a variant record,

"Comment’ fields MAY be used to explain different usages with
the various prefixes.

Phillips & Davis Best Current Practice [ Page 36]



RFC 5646 Language Tags Sept ember 2009

5. Values in the field "Prefix' in records of type 'variant’ MAY
al so be nodified, so long as the nodifications broaden the set
of prefixes. That is, a prefix MAY be replaced by one of its
own prefixes. For exanple, the prefix "en-US" could be repl aced
by "en", but not by the prefixes "en-Latn", "fr", or "en-US-
boont". If one of those prefix values were needed, it would
have to be separately registered.

6. Values in the field "Prefix’ in records of type ’'extlang MJST
NOT be added, nodified, or renoved.

7. The field "Prefix’ MJST NOT be renoved fromany record in which
it appears. This field SHOULD be included in the initial
registration of any records of type ’'variant’ and MJST be
included in any records of type 'extlang’

8. The field ' Coments’ MAY be added, changed, nodified, or renoved
via the registration process or any of the processes or
consi derations described in this section

9. The field ' Suppress-Script’ MAY be added or renoved via the
regi stration process.

10. The field ' Macrol anguage’ MAY be added or renoved via the
regi stration process, but only in response to changes nade by
| SO 639. The ' Macrol anguage’ field appears whenever a | anguage
has a correspondi ng macrol anguage in |1SO 639. That is, the
" Macrol anguage’ fields in the registry exactly match those of
I SO 639. No other macrol anguage mappings will be considered for
regi stration.

11. The field ' Scope’ MAY be added or renpved froma prinary or
ext ended | anguage subtag after initial registration, and it NMNAY
be nodified in order to match any changes nmade by | SO 639.
Changes to the ' Scope’ field MIUST mirror changes made by | SO
639. Note that primary or extended | anguage subtags whose
records do not contain a 'Scope’ field (that is, nbst of then)
are individual |anguages as described in Section 3.1.11

12. Primary and extended | anguage subtags (other than independently
regi stered val ues created using the registration process) are
created according to the assignnments of the various parts of |SO
639, as follows:

A. Codes assigned by 1SO 639-1 that do not conflict with
existing two-letter primary | anguage subtags and that have
no corresponding three-letter primary defined in the
registry are entered into the I ANA registry as new records
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of type 'language’. Note that |anguages given an | SO 639-1
code cannot be given extended | anguage subtags, even if
enconpassed by a nacrol anguage.

Codes assigned by 1SO 639-3 or 1SO 639-5 that do not
conflict with existing three-letter prinmary |anguage subtags
and that do not have | SO 639-1 codes assigned (or expected
to be assigned) are entered into the | ANA registry as new
records of type 'language’. Note that these two standards
now conprise a superset of |SO 639-2 codes. Codes that have
a defined ' macrol anguage’ mapping at the tine of their

regi stration MJUST contain a ' Macrol anguage’ field.

Codes assigned by |1 SO 639-3 MAY al so be considered for an
ext ended | anguage subtag registration. Note that they MJST
be assigned a primary | anguage subtag record of type

"l anguage’ even when an 'extlang record is proposed. Wen
consi deri ng extended | anguage subtag assi gnnent, these
criteria apply:

1. If a language has a macrol anguage mappi ng, and that
macr ol anguage has ot her enconpassed | anguages that are
assi gned extended | anguage subtags, then the new
| anguage SHOULD have an 'extlang record assigned to it
as well. For exanple, any |anguage with a nacrol anguage

of "zh' or "ar’ would be assigned an 'extlang’ record.

2. '"Extlang' records SHOULD NOT be created for |anguages if
ot her | anguages enconpassed by the nacrol anguage do not
al so include 'extlang records. For exanple, if a new
Serbo-Croatian (’'sh’) |anguage were registered, it would
not get an extlang record because other |anguages
enc