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1
Introduction

This document describes the naming of concepts in XBRL taxonomies.  It sets out the main approaches to naming and considerations which may influence the choice between approaches.
Concepts in XBRL are facts which may be reported about a business activity.  Concept names are the character strings which uniquely identify each concept.  The XBRL Specification [SPEC] defines concepts and other technical terms used in this RFC.   

XML rules on names of elements, such as concepts, simply state that:  

· Names can contain letters, numbers, and other characters 
· Names cannot start with a number or punctuation character other than _ or : 
· Names cannot start with the letters xml (or XML, or Xml, etc) 
· Names cannot contain spaces or the characters &, %, > and < 
Any name can be used; no words are reserved.  The XBRL Specification [SPEC] does not impose any additional restrictions on concept names.  In principle, names are simply character strings whose internal content should not influence processing.  They do not have to convey semantic meaning, since the meaning and uses of XBRL elements are conveyed by other features of XBRL, including the label and other linkbases, data types and various other attributes.  Names may be random strings.  

In practice, XBRL taxonomy creators have found it useful to define conventions for the creation of names.  In particular, XBRL International’s Financial Reporting Taxonomies Architecture [FRTA] document, published as a formal recommendation on 25 April 2005, sets out guidelines based on the use of the Label CamelCase Concatenation (LC3) convention.  

The fundamental principle of the FRTA rules on element names is:  

“Element names MUST be based on an appropriate presentation label for the element. A label SHOULD be a natural language expression that is meaningful to experts in the domain covered by a taxonomy (for example, “Revaluo Propio”, “Restatement of Fixed Assets”).”  

While FRTA rules on naming have been followed by the developers of many taxonomies, a number of questions over the appropriateness and application of these rules have arisen.  

For example, questions have arisen over how to apply them in taxonomies aimed at markets which use Chinese, Japanese, Arabic or other non-European character sets.  Another potential issue is that the existing FRTA rules can result in long names because the labels required clearly to identify some elements may be lengthy.
This document examines these issues.  It describes alternative means of defining element names and sets out the considerations which may influence a choice between these approaches.  It seeks public comment on these issues as part of the process of establishing best practices for XBRL projects.  

2
Main approaches to the naming of concepts
There are four main alternatives for the naming of concepts in XBRL:

a. Random character string

b. Alphanumeric string which is not human readable but based on a logical set of rules.  (For example, AS-INT-63 or _032663 identify an asset of a particular type.)

c. Human-readable name derived from a unique element label in the main language of the taxonomy.  The character set used may be either a full character set for that language or a simplified character set.
d. Human-readable name derived from the standard element label in English, even where this is not the main language of the users at which the taxonomy is aimed.

3
Current practices for XBRL concept naming

A range of different approaches to naming concepts in XBRL taxonomies are currently in use around the world.  While taxonomies using naming based on FRTA rules are in the majority, other approaches are arising or being suggested as taxonomy projects grapple with differing issues and requirements.  

France and Poland are among the countries defining element names in their national language rather than English.  In Canada, there is a legal requirement to provide both English and French language support in the taxonomy.  This led to a design decision to use English for the element names and supply a French label set simultaneously with the publication of the taxonomy.  

In Japan, the FSA and EDINET design choice was to supply element names in English with a Japanese label set.  For example, the EDINET element labelled “現金預け金” has the name “CashAndDueFromBanksAssetsBNK” 

The Shanghai Stock Exchange taxonomy uses element names in Pinyin.  For example: “BaoGaoQiShiShiDeLiRunFenPeiFangAnZhiXingQingKuang” (see http://www.xbrl-cn.org/cn/lcid/rpt/ie/2006-12-31/clcid-ie-2006-12-31.xsd) 

The Shenzhen Stock Exchange uses element names in double-byte Chinese characters.  For example: “原拟订的本年度经营计划的成本” (see http://imetrix.edgar-online.com/taxonomy/local/www.xbrl-cn.org/cn-csrc-ci-qr-2004-12-31.xsd).

The Bank of Spain’s Mutual Guarantee Companies taxonomy uses abstract names.  For example, the element labelled “Riesgos Total” has the name “i20002”.  
Appendix B sets outs examples of current approaches in more detail.  
4 
Considerations affecting approach to concept naming
4.1
General principles

General factors which may influence the choice of concept naming may include:  
· The broad purposes for which a taxonomy is developed and the way it may be used.  

· The practical consequences of naming decisions for implementers, extenders and other users.

· The use and maintenance of a taxonomy over its entire lifecycle. 

· For existing taxonomies, the impact of any changes of approach on current implementers, extenders and users.

The following sections outline the main considerations which may determine the choice of approach in an individual taxonomy project.  They are not intended as exhaustive examinations of each issue.  
4.2
Understandability of concept names

Some XBRL implementers, extenders and other technical users find it very helpful to have concept names which are easily intelligible to human readers.  This enables them directly to examine and manipulate XBRL schema and linkbase files, which are very difficult, if not impossible, to understand if concepts are represented by abstract names.  Although most routine tasks involved in the creation of taxonomies and instance documents should be accomplished with software which hides the concept names from users, some problems will inevitably occur during complex development.  Experience has shown that these may be best resolved by examining and amending the underlying files.  Some tasks involved in selecting, replacing and reorganising data may also be performed most efficiently by directly manipulating the underlying files rather than through intermediate software.  
XBRL data is also typically identified in implementations by concept names, since this intended as the unique and reliable identifier of the data concerned.  In many implementations, technical analysis of XBRL data, particularly after export, relies on the use of intelligible concept names.  
The requirement for intelligible names led to the FRTA rule that concept names should be based on appropriate presentation labels.  This has proved a simple and effective rule for software developers to implement in taxonomy creation software and for taxonomy authors to use.  

4.3
Stability of concept names
A basic requirement for most implementers and extenders is that the names of concepts should not change between versions of a taxonomy.  However, presentation labels may change over the lifetime of a taxonomy because of changes in terminology or editing to improve clarity or consistency.  
If concept names change because of such changes to labels, implementers and extenders may be faced with significant additional work and costs, as well as potential confusion, in mapping between different versions of taxonomies.  General versioning solutions which support automated mapping in these cases are not yet available and, in any case, unnecessary changes in concept names still threaten additional work and risk.

A general approach adopted by a number of taxonomies, such as US GAAP and Japan’s EDINET, is to fix concept names according to an appropriate presentation label when the first version of a taxonomy is finalised.  Thereafter the names remain unchanged even if the labels go through editing changes.
This approach appears to provide a satisfactory basis for defining concept names which are both stable and intelligible.  However, over time it may lead to at least some concepts having names which diverge significantly from their labels.  Depending on one’s point-of-view, this may be seen as a source of potential confusion or as a useful means of reaffirming the underlining meaning of an element.  This approach may also not suit circumstances in which labels are repeatedly and heavily amended between versions.  

Clearly, names which are based on an abstract string should provide an easy guarantee of stability.  
4.4
Length of concept names
The length of concept names based on labels varies between taxonomies, but in European languages they appear to average between 40 and 60 characters.  Some names in some taxonomies exceed well over 100 characters.  By contrast, names based on abstract strings (whether random or logically constructed) may average only about 10 characters and are unlikely to need to exceed 20 characters.  
The use of names based on labels thus increases the size of both taxonomies and instances.
It is open for debate, however, whether this increase in size has any significant impact on the performance of XBRL applications or on the progress of XBRL projects.  Other factors may have a dominant impact on performance and the size of instances.  At least some major projects have reported that they have not suffered any issues from the use of lengthy names.  Further evidence from projects on these points would be welcome.  
It is also argued that concept names which exceed around 80 characters in camel case are self-defeating because they are too awkward to read.  It is open to debate whether (a) the existence of a relatively limited number of very long names is a real issue for XBRL implementation and (b) whether hybrid solutions which reduce the length of very long names are worth considering.  A related issue is whether taxonomy authors should strive more strongly to restrict label length, since long labels may anyway be awkward to read in typical instance creation applications.
4.5
Language of human readable concept names
If concept names are based on labels, then a further point to be determined is the language and character encoding of the concept names.
The logic of the points outlined in section 4.2 is that the language and character set used for the names should be that most suited to technical users and implementers of the taxonomy.
However, international taxonomies, such as IFRS, may be adopted and extended in a variety of countries with different languages.  Currently, if these taxonomies adopt the label-based approach, they typically use the English-language linkbase as the basis for naming.  This is because English is seen as the language most likely to be understood by business or technical users around the world.  It is also the main language of XBRL International.  
However, the use of English may raise political or cultural objections.  If English is not understood, its use will not aid the intelligibility of concept names.  In these circumstances, it may be argued that abstract names are preferable.  On the other hand, it may be argued that English is widely understood by the technical user base of XBRL and having concept names which are intelligible to a large proportion of that base is preferable to adopting abstract names.  
This is an issue on which authors of international taxonomies may wish to conduct their own research among their user-base.  Feedback from these investigations would be useful.  
5
Best Practices

XBRL International is seeking comments on this document so that it can consider if and how to amend its current recommendation on naming of elements set out in FRTA.  Practical evidence from XBRL projects on any points relevant to concept naming will be particularly valuable.  
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Appendix B – Table of current practices
	Taxonomy
	Labels
	Label role and language
	Concept name
	Comment

	IFRS Taxonomy
	Acquisition-date fair value of equity interest in acquiree held by acquirer immediately before acquisition date
	Standard (en)
	AcquisitiondateFairValueOfEquityInterestInAcquireeHeldByAcquirerImmediatelyBeforeAcquisitionDate
	LC3 from standard (or verbose) English label.

	
	Acquisitions through business combinations [abstract]
	Standard (en)
	AcquisitionsThroughBusinessCombinationsAbstract
	

	
	Acquisitions through business combinations
	Verbose (en)
	
	

	
	Changes in issued capital
	Standard (en)
	ChangesInIssuedCapital
	

	
	Total changes in issued capital
	Total (en)
	
	

	US GAAP Taxonomy
	Gas Purchase Payable
	Standard (en)
	GasPurchasePayable
	LC3 from standard (or verbose) English label.

	
	Accounts Payable and Accrued Liabilities [Abstract]
	Standard (en)
	AccountsPayableAndAccruedLiabilitiesAbstract
	

	Polish GAAP Taxonomy
	Kapitał własny
	Standard (pl)
	KapitalWlasny
	LC3 from standard Polish label with changing special signs to ASCII.

	
	Issued capital
	Standard (en)
	
	

	German GAAP Taxonomy 
	Vorräte
	Standard (de)
	bs.ass.currAss.inventory
	Using abbreviated English structure derived from German terse label reflecting hierarchy structure.

	
	Vorräte
	Terse (de)
	
	

	
	Inventories
	Standard (en)
	
	

	
	unbeschränkt haftende Gesellschafter  (Kapitalkontenentwicklung für Personenhandelsgesellschaften)
	Standard (de)
	kke.unlimitedPartners
	

	
	unbeschränkt haftende Gesellschafter
	Terse (de)
	
	

	
	General partners (statement of changes in capital accounts of commercial partnerships)
	Standard (en)
	
	

	
	General partners
	Terse (en)
	
	

	EDINET (Japan) Taxonomy
	Vehicles and vessels, net
	Standard (en)
	VehiclesAndVesselsNetMED
	LC3 from Verbose 
English label.

	
	Vehicles and vessels, net-MED
	Verbose (en)
	
	

	
	車両及び船舶（純額）
	Standard (jp)
	
	

	
	車両及び船舶（純額）、社会医療法人
	Verbose (jp)
	
	

	Shanghai Stock Exchange (SSE)
	Cash paid for fees and commissions
	Standard (en)
	ZhiFuShouXuFeiJiYongJinDeXianJin
	Using Pinyin.

	
	支付手续费及佣金的现金
	Standard (zh)
	
	

	Shenzhen Stock Exchange 
	主营业务及其结构与前一期相比发生重大变化的情况及原因说明
	Standard (zh)
	主营业务及其结构与前一报告期相比发生重大变化的情况及原因说明
	Double-byte Chinese characters for concept name (derived from standard Chinese label); concept IDs numeric.

	Spain, Mutual Guarantee Companies
	Riesgos Total
	Standard (es)
	i20002
	Abstract name

	SBR Australia
	Assets Cash And Liquid Assets Other Financial Institutions Excluding Securities Sold Not Delivered And Security Settlements Amount
	Standard (en)
	Assets.CashAndLiquidAssets.OtherFinancialInstitutionsExcludingSecuritiesSoldNotDeliveredAndSecuritySettlements.Amount
	According to ISO11179 reflecting the hierarchy structure and data type.

	NTCA
	Bedrag willekeurige afschrijving op bedrijfsmiddelen Nederland IB
	Standard (nl)
	BusinessAssetRandomDepreciationNetherlandsIncomeTaxTotal
	LC3 with 'essentials' in front, no English labels
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