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Introduction

This report consists of three parts: the first part consists of questions raised on the first day, and answers that came up in discussion. These are often of a general kind but are organised in terms of the sections of the ontology that we examined.  On the second day we examined ideas associated with the topic we had been given, Tense and Aspect, including Mood, Illocutionary Force and Evidentiality.   Points relating to these are listed in part 2.  As we worked through the ontology we commented on the GOLD document.  These are found in the accompanying document, the annotated version of the GOLD document.

Summary of important points from Day 1

1.   Overarching questions

Q1. 
Where does linguistics stop?  Who is our audience?

e.g.  Q2. If our audience includes descendants of speakers, should we be including kinship structures in our ontology since these have linguistic manifestations, e.g. kinship pronouns, kinship agreement markers

A.
Suggest that working groups be formed with librarians for examples to create ontologies for these overlapping domains overall, and with anthropologists for a specific domain such as kinship.

Q2.
Is our audience people at the start of data analysis, or at the archiving end of it, or both?

A.
Yes to both.

A1. We need an LNGS101 COPE – possibly a generic COPE=GOLD – which contains what a graduate student sitting down needs to understand.  So they can look at their data and make a pass at analysing it.  In fact we need them to start early so that they don't get wedded to weird understandings and labels.

A2.  We need people to consider  GOLD when archiving their data.

However,  the focus is not on helping linguists but on plugging the results into the worldwide community – we want to buy interoperability.  The hook for the individual is making work open to typology, and perhaps for gaining help as to what other people have called similar concepts.

Q3.
How do people learn what the labels mean?

A.
Same as Group 2:   The definitions are inadequate, and it is hard to find the paper/online versions.  We need to have  attached to each label 

(i) a field guide to that label e.g. for perfective  you'd go to Östen Dahl's Field guide to TMI, (ii) lots of examples that you should see if you can translate into the language concerned using the morpheme concerned.  

It is possible that the Field Guide should in fact be a TWIKI space where people discuss and add to information [but can't delete previous information...].   However, we may need to be even more prescriptive – requiring them to scroll down the description and examples before they can enter the term 'perfective '.

Q.4 .
How can we present the information to users in a helpful way?  

A. We probably can't separate  GOLD as an interface from GOLD as the underlying knowledge.  It is difficult to distinguish concept from term-set.   But perhaps it would help people to approach it in a visually different way – opening out rather than drilling down.  There are other types of display tools which are designed to display network graphs in effective ways, e.g. library catalogue lists displayed in network displays – dynamic and done in XML.

Q5
GOLD is an ontology but it has been presented to us as a hierarchy.  

This has presented problems because we can't see the cross-cutting property  relations,  even though some of them have been built in.  It is not a strict taxonomy, because the principles of differentiation do not stay the same not only across levels but even within levels.   

This relates to a problem between universal and language –particular instantiations?  For example, we might have definiteness as a feature in the morphosyntactic  feature ontology.  But in English we don't have a feature definiteness. We have definite articles and indefinite articles as parts of speech. in the GOLD ontology

Q6.
If the ontology is to work universally how do we reconcile local differences of classification, and do we build them in?   

A. we didn't solve this, but came up with several examples.

(i) For example, the ontology includes 'definite article' and 'indefinite article' as parts of speech.  But definiteness must be a morphosyntactic feature for those languages that take agreement in definiteness.  So why in the part of the speech class don't we have just 'article', and allow articles to be marked for the features +/-definite?

(ii) Do we interpret the English auxiliary WILL as future and ED as past – or do we interpret WILL as part of auxiliaries along with modals?

Q7.
Should we build in implicational universals such as those produced by typologists?

A.  We probably should not include putative universals, since they can be falsified by investigating more languages. Ontologists don't make claims about the world, and if you take that seriously you should not have putative universals in systems.  You should have only concepts that build them.  But the concepts we need should be those manifested in the world – we don't want to have 700 cases that don't exist anywhere we build on our knowledge of the world.

Q8.
What do we do if one morpheme has two distinct meanings? E.g. English 'with' can be glossed as 'comitative', or 'instrumental'.

There are several suggestions

(i)
Gloss it with an overarching category, CASE

(ii)
What happens if you have two categories with little in common, e.g. NOMINATIVE and PAST TENSE?  In that case, have two homonymous morphemes 'with=INST', 'with=COM'.  Use the lexicons, not GOLD to search for answers to questions such as "what languages have a single morpheme for 'comitative' and 'instrumental'.

(iii) Maybe you should say something like benefactive has as its primary or basic use the benefactive situation.  TDS has to deal with it – and has taken a prototype stance – daughter nodes may or may not have the same set of features as the prototype.

Polyfunctionality/polysemy/homonymy is a serious problem.  In GOLD you can't have an underspecified class – you can have an overspecified class.  You can have INST+COM, this maps to both verb and noun but not to an underspecified thing, which maps to both. But what sense does it make to say it is both an adjective and a noun?   Many people wouldn't buy it.  But perhaps they will if they realise that they would want both to be brought up by a search.

We need instructions which say that something can belong to more than one category simultaneously.

Q9.
 What are the links between 2-3-5

2. Concepts from Morphological Unit (from Core)

3. Concepts from Syntactic Unit

5. Concepts from Part Of Speech [derived from Syntactic Unit]

Q1. 
Is the structure which has Morphological unit and Syntactic unit as sisters and 'part of speech' correct?

A.
The ontology as presented to us is a taxonomy, and does not include property relations.  'Part of speech' is a grammatical unit, which may be realised as a morphological unit or as a syntactic unit.

2. Concepts from Morphological Unit (from Core)

Q1. 
Is it appropriate to have a taxonomy which includes form (clitic, bound root) and meaning/function (inflectional and derivational units)?

A.
This is a hierarchy, not a taxonomy.  We should consider whether some of these ideas, such as derivation and inflection are crosscutting properties.  

Q2.
Is it appropriate to have a taxonomy which includes proclitic and enclitic, but not prefix, infix and suffix?

A.
Either mark the position (pro/en, pre/in/suf), or don't mark it.

Q.3
If we include prefix, suffix, should we also include ablaut and reduplication and the patterns from Semitic roots?

A.
There is a tension here between creating a terminological database and an ontology, and between using terms, which the user expects, and not using them, or using terms they don't expect.

Q.4. Should we consider Semitic templatic roots simply as bound roots?

A.
Question noted.

5. Concepts from PartOfSpeech 

Q1.
What is Part of Speech a class of?

A.
A class of types, not tokens.

Q2.
How do I say that there is no distinct class of Adjectives, but that the concepts expressed by Adjectives are expressed by Nouns?

A.
We say that the word belongs to both classes.  This creates a problem with precategorial roots.  The system requires classification of such forms as, say, both Noun and Verb.

Q.3
Transitivity

Classifying verbs as intransitive, transitive and ditransitive raises several concerns.  If these subclasses are to be kept, they need expanding to include semi-transitive and ambi-transitive, and perhaps stative etc.  If they are to be kept, then we need to consider how to include the complement-taking possibilities of nouns, adjectives and adpositions.

A.
What we have to have here is not a list of choices, but a set of relationships – to build a complex category expressing the subcategorization possibilities.  This means distinguishing the number of arguments a predicate has from the way they are expressed by case, or as parts of speech or phrase, NPs, AdjPs, clauses, VPs etc, Adps.

Q.4 
Do we allow complex features, e.g. having names for commonly used collocations of features e.g. imperfect =imperfective+past –
A.
Question noted

CONCRETE SUGGESTION

TO PARTS OF SPEECH ADD

a subclass of cardinal directions, directionals

a subclass of conversational noises (turn-taking, back-channeling, floor-holding)

a subclass of ideophones (mimetic words)

Summary of important points from Day 2   TAM and polarity

Tense, mood, aspect, evidentiality, polarity – a continuum

· There aren’t really any discrete categories in the area of tense, mood, aspect etc.

· An ideal ontology should reflect the non-discrete character of the categories
Difference between Force and Mood?

· Force is on a different level (speech act theory)

· Distinguish speech act type and sentence/clause type
· Hard to understand differences between hierarchies (diagrams and numbering)

· Some of the labels are hard to understand
Relate ontology to IGT!
· IGTs don't have to be just one tier and

· …ontology should match up with the tiers (David Nathan)…

· …or at least, the tools should be compatible with the ontology

Do not list combinations with a compositional semantics!

· You do not really need things like FutureInFuture, PastIn Present etc. which are really combinations of relative and absolute tenses

· Difficult cases: the Pluperfect – a combination of Past and Perfect or an independent entity?
Don’t hide the perfect!
· Perfect and progressive are hidden under ”phasal aspect” together with ”inceptive”, whatever that is
Mood is grammatical
· Moods like Subjunctive, Portative etc. typically show up in certain types of subordinate clauses

· …are best described as parts of constructions

· …and should probably be united under the heading ”Non-indicative moods”
Should irrealis be in?
· Yes, say the Australianists and Austronesianists (Austrists?)

· Maybe, say typologists – it is questionable whether irrealis has sufficient cross-linguistic coherence

Where should question particles go?

· The position of a question particle may reflect the focus structure of a sentence

· How are significant word order choices represented in an IGT?
Down-to-earth vs. Up-in-the-clouds categories

· Should categories in the ontology be based on nitty-gritty empirical data or on lofty philosophical speculation?
Different kinds of futures: mixtures of tense, aspect, and modality 

· It’ll rain vs. It’s going to rain

· I’ll open the window vs. I’m going to open the window

· Jag öppnar fönstret vs. Jag tänker öppna fönstret

· Ja otkroju okno vs. Ja budu otkryvat’ okno

An afterthought added by Ö.D.:

In some sections of the ontology (notably Aspect and Voice) definitions have been culled from several different works with rather disparate terminologies and theoretical frameworks. The definitions have not been integrated with each other stylistically or content-wise, and terms are often left undefined. In other cases, definitions are from general encyclopedias or the like, while references to standard works in the particular area are lacking. Thus, Corbett's books on Gender and Number do not seem to have been consulted.

Appendix

See attached  annotated  copy of the GOLD ontology.

