
LT resources – lecture 8

Lars Borin

Språkbanken
Department of Swedish

University of Gothenburg
<lars.borin@svenska.gu.se>

<http://spraakbanken.gu.se/personal/lars/>

LT Resources
MLT, 6th October, 2011

overview

1. why standards?
2. levels of standards
3. some important standardization efforts
4. why these formats and frameworks?
5. some LT infrastructure initiatives

why standards?

Bird & Simons (2003) list the following problem areas
for digital language data portability:

1. content
2. format
3. discovery
4. access

5. citation
6. preservation
7. rights

And they conclude:
“We need [. . . ] open source tools based on agreed
data models [. . . ] connected to portable data
formats” (Bird & Simons 2003: 580)

why standards?

(Nancy Ide & Laurent Romary 2007:
Towards international standards for language resources)



standards are often overwhelming. . .

(p. 185 of the USB 2.0 specification [xxviii+622 pp.])

. . . but they let you focus on the fun parts

levels of standards

wrt the data:

I basic data formats
I metadata standards
I data model

frameworks
I information content

and structure

wrt status of ‘standard’:

I widely used formats
I de-facto standards
I international (ISO,

W3C, etc.) standards

data formats vs. information content

(Why is it not enough to say “It’s XML”?)



basic format standards

I e.g.:
I Unicode <http://www.unicode.org>

(≡ ISO/IEC 10646)
I XML (eXtensible Markup Language)

<http://www.w3c.org/XML/> (W3C)
I JSON (Javascript Object Notation)

<http://www.json.org/>
I RDF (Resource Description Framework)

<http://www.w3.org/RDF/> (W3C)
I . . .

I (plus media formats. . . )

metadata standards

I e.g.:
I Dublin Core <http://dublincore.org/>
I ISO 639(-1–3) <http://www.sil.org/iso639-3/>
I OLAC (Open Language Archives Community)

<http://www.language-archives.org/>
I CMDI (Component Metadata Infrastructure)

<http://www.clarin.eu/cmdi>

data model frameworks

I e.g.:
I the ISO TC37/SC4 standards and standard

proposals <http://www.tc37sc4.org/>
I the TEI/(X)CES text/corpus formats

<http://www.tei-c.org/>
<http://www.xces.org/>

I OWL (Web Ontology Language)
<http://www.w3.org/2004/OWL/>

information content and structure

I e.g.:
I the EAGLES morphosyntactic tagset standard
I GOLD (General Ontology for Linguistic

Description)
<http://www.linguistics-ontology.org/>

I ISO TC37/SC4 DCR <http://www.isocat.org/>



TC37/SC4: Data Category Registry (DCR) TEI

(X)CES TC37/SC4: Feature structures



TC37/SC4: Lexical Markup Framework some other ISO TC37/SC4 standards

I word segmentation
I linguistic annotation framework
I morpho-syntactic annotation framework
I syntactic annotation framework
I semantic annotation framework

OWL why these formats and frameworks?

First, there are good extrinsic reasons for using them:

I Unicode (an ISO standard) and XML (a W3C
standard) have a large and growing tool base
and can be expected – because they are
international standards – to be both portable
and long-lived

I There is excellent support for converting into and
out of XML from/to other data formats



why these formats and frameworks?, 2

There are also some intrinsic reasons for using them:

I Unicode and XML are basic; the others build on
them, directly or indirectly:

I RDF (a W3C standard) and the ISO TC37/SC4
standards/ proposals have XML bindings (i.e.,
agreed ways of expressing them using XML)

I OWL (a W3C standard) is expressed using RDF

I metadata are expressed either directly in XML or
in RDF/OWL

why OWL as linguistic description
framework?

I A modern W3C format, OWL has a growing tool base
I OWL promises principled and sound automatic merging of

information from distributed information sources (in fact,
this is its raison d’être)

I Such information sources – called ontologies in the
terminology of the OWL community – grow in number, in all
domains

I There is great interest in providing OWL versions of several
ISO TC37/SC4 standards

I Choosing OWL as linguistic representation framework can
potentially ensure interoperability between language
resources in the narrower sense, multimedia components,
and domain knowledge bases

why these formats and frameworks?, 3

Summing up, we could say that

I Unicode provides a standardized way of
expressing (written) linguistic content

I XML provides a standardized way of processing
form

I OWL provides a standardized way of processing
content

when in Rome. . .

(Nancy Ide & Laurent Romary 2007:
Towards international standards for language resources)



some LT infrastructure initiatives

I ELRA <http://www.elra.info>
I LDC <http://www.ldc.upenn.edu>
I CLARIN <http://www.clarin.eu>
I FlareNet <http://www.flarenet.eu>
I META-NET <http://www.meta-net.eu>

(META-NORD <http://www.meta-nord.eu>,
CAESAR, METANET4U)

I SILT <http://www.anc.org/SILT>
I Språkbanken <http://spraakbanken.gu.se>

SILT

META-NORD Språkbanken


