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Abstract

An increase of the number of the real time applications and the Internet hosts make the Internet
architecture changed. Current Internet architecture has some problems to process the real time traffics.
To solve these problems, a new Internet architecture is proposed as the Integrated Service model. In
the current Internet, as multicast protocols, the QoS multicast and the best-effort multicast have been
studied in their separate network environments. But, the Integrated Service Packet Network is a
heterogeneous network composed of the QoS delivery domain and the best-effort delivery domain.
Thus, those separated multicast protocols have limitations in an ISPN. In this paper, we propose a
multicast protocol for the ISPN with the QoS and the best-effort multicastings, and analyze the
performance of this protocol. As a result, we find that the packet losses are same for hybrid multicast
and best-effort multicast when the bandwidth is sufficient. But, if there exist some background
traffics, the hybrid multicast has less packet loss than that of the best-effort multicast.
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