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Introduction

Working Group #6 had one of the more challenging topics of the six working groups, for two reasons.  First, the general topic area of Resource and Data Discovery is quite broad.  Second, outside of extensive information OLAC, the EMELD site currently has very little information on tools in this area, so there was very little for us to start with.  The EMELD site should not really be faulted, however; with the exception of OLAC, there are very few linguistically-oriented tools that do resource and data discovery.  Our group focused on general-purpose tools that could be used, enhancements that could be made to OLAC and EMELD’s interface to OLAC to make the location of resources easier, changes to OLAC’s metadata for the purposes of more refined searches, and the kinds of tools that linguists might want that could provide unified interfaces for manipulating data within discovered resources.  Although our group’s discussion covered a large number of topics, many of which were far reaching, and all relevant to resource and data discovery, we will concentrate here on the topics most relevant to EMELD and its website.  We hope that the EMELD team will be able to glean relevant information from the following report for additions/changes to the EMELD and LinguistList sites.
What Linguists Want

Quote:  “The corner of Archive and Corpora.” – Terry Langendoen

We discussed a number of resources that linguists want:

1. Corpora

2. Archives

3. Linguists who work on specific languages

4. Speakers of languages

5. Resources that have data that exist only in legacy formats

a. E.g., not online

b. The “shoebox registry” – a registry of legacy data sites or resources (shoebox referring to actual shoeboxes that can be found in some linguist’s closets)
6. Resources for languages, where those for genetically related languages are provided if nothing can be found for the primary
7. Linguistic “data”, specific kinds of linguistic data types (e.g., constructions)

Currently, the infrastructure for finding various kinds of linguistically related resources is rather fractured.  There is no one place linguists can go.  OLAC does provide linguists the ability to find 1 and 2.  LinguistList has a really good interface and search facility for 3.  The Query Room (accessible via EMELD, but on the Rosetta site, link now dead) does (did?) provide 4, but only for a very few languages.  Nothing systematic for 5-7 is really available (although ODIN comes closest for 7 at this time).
Some additional materials that linguists might want, which overlap with the needs of language communities (especially in revitalization efforts) include:

8. Unicode fonts

9. Keyboard layouts

10. Font Converters 

11. POS taggers/OCR software, etc.

We did not go into further detail on 8-11 (but they may give more ideas to the EMELD site developers).
How Linguists Might Find What They Want
Quote:  “Produced by linguists, for linguists, with hardly any use by linguists.” – Thorsten Trippel

If linguists are to search for material, especially on the Web, services should be provided that go beyond what is available through Google.  Google does a surprisingly good job of locating all sorts of Web content, including materials and resources for a variety of languages.  Actually, some linguists stop at Google before looking elsewhere, and have become quite adept specifying the necessary keywords to pull up material of interest.  The problem with Google is low recall (that is, lots of noise).  OLAC is better, in that it provides language name and code search, and thus finds resources unambiguously.  The biggest problem with OLAC is coverage; with 35 archives (one added in the past two years), one is not getting a large list of available resources.
Although we spent some time discussing OLAC and problems with its metadata, issues that were dealt with in detail by Working Group #4, one issue that we felt important to stress is the difficulty that resources providers may have with registering with OLAC.  It is no easy task.  We felt that a simplification of the work needed to register a resource with OLAC could lower the bar to many more potential resource providers.  Right now only the most tenacious contend with the rather onerous metadata creation and registration process.  We suggest finding a person who could be dedicated to supporting OLAC, who could simultaneously market OLAC while assisting with metadata creation and resource registration.  Such a person could have the effect of vastly increasing the number of available resources and over time we felt that the effects would snowball as more resource providers would register with OLAC once its position as the “place to go” was well established.

We also discussed an “Archive/Corpus Mall”, where linguists could look for any available archives or corpora (“the one-stop shop for all your archive/corpus needs”).  There was some disagreement in the group as to whether EMELD or LinguistList should create such a resource since in many ways it would duplicate what OLAC is or will be doing.  However, if such a “mall” were to be created, it could register as a resource through OLAC.
Another problem that our group brought up was the fact that even when resources are located, users must often contend with idiosyncratic interfaces to the data.  This is not a new problem.  We have all certainly heard complaints about idiosyncratic interfaces to databases and corpora since computers could run on 110V.  The problem is that with each new resource, new interfaces must be learned, which lessens utility and acts as a barrier to some very useful resources (we discussed some, but no names will be mentioned here).  

We felt it important that data formats, as dictated through our best practice efforts, can only help with the community uptake of various linguistic resources.  If users do not have to learn new interfaces for each new resource, but can rely on the tools they already know, they are more likely to use a resource.  Thus, data focused tools such as tgrep and tgrep2 which work with a very large set of data that exists in a standardized format (namely treebanks) should become the norm.  Best practice should dictate standardized data formats because the expense of tool creation can be spread across a larger number of resources and corpora when standardized formats are used, simultaneously ensuring tool and resource use.
Finally, there exists a large body of legacy data that exists in both electronic and hardcopy forms, with a growing percentage of the former making its way to the Web.  We cannot ignore the fact that legacy data will be with us for a very long time, despite noble efforts to promote best practice for current and future resources.  EMELD and affiliates have contended with conversions for some of body of legacy data, but there are no systematic efforts.  We feel that systematic efforts to make this body of data available to search and use should be undertaken.  Data aggregators, such as Baden Hughes’ and ODIN, might be models for tools that manipulate legacy resources and content.

Specific Changes to the EMELD Site (not necessarily discussed above)

Tools room

· Need services listed 

· Services to list include

· Aggregators

· Search tools

Archive/Corpus Mall (maybe)
· Ultimately should be OLAC

· (May harvest from Natural Language Software Registry and OLAC)

