[image: image1.wmf] 


IMDI Metadata Workshop 14./15. November 2002

Max-Planck-Institute for Psycholinguistics

NL Nijmegen

Report

This report is meant to describe the major points of discussion and the results of the IMDI workshop held at the MPI in Nijmegen. The workshop was necessary (1) to summarize the experience from the first two years of discussions within the ISLE project and of the actual usage of the IMDI metadata set in various projects and (2) to prepare the floor for the new projects called INTERA and ECHO where the IMDI set and tools will be used to realize a metadata domain of language resources of a critical size. In addition the ECHO project will contain the challenge to integrate other disciplines under one metadata umbrella without going via a Dublin Core gateway that would imply loosing much information. Further other criteria for the construction of a metadata set resulting for example from integrating annotated recordings about sport events such as soccer matches into the metadata domain were considered.

The workshop started within an introduction to the current IMDI infrastructure (based on the metadata set version IMDI 2.5) and a training course to offer everyone a deeper understanding of the concept of open, web-accessible metadata for resource discovery purposes - also for those persons for whom this topic is new. The second point was to check which of those parties that were interested in participating in the INTERA and the ECHO project as data providers are still interested and how to proceed in this question after the two projects have officially started. The first day was finished with a talk about future perspectives of metadata and the requirements of the Semantic Web. Almost the whole second day was devoted to the new suggestions made by the MPI how the metadata set should be changed to become the version 3.0. The last agenda point was devoted to discussing procedural matters.

1. Introduction to the IMDI infrastructure

Daan Broeder gave an overview about the current IMDI definitions and tools (overheads see Appendix 1). During the discussion the following points were raised by participants:

· The option to have distributed metadata repositories (even local ones on the scientists notebook) is of great relevance to the linguists.

· The possibility to easily create your own “virtual” corpus subset in which the user can browse and search for some amount of time is also very valuable, since it will create a virtual workbench.

· It was pointed out that it is very difficult to handle flexible controlled vocabularies (CV). This point was commented upon by a few other discussants. Flexibility was seen as a necessity, since there is no stable ontology yet, i.e. closed controlled vocabularies would offend users, since they can’t express what they need. On the other hand it is true that user defined extensions may lead to over-specifications and therefore to problems when searching for some phenomena. This can be compensated by regular checks on the usage and guided interceptions. It was argued that links to recommended CV maintained by ISO TC37/SC4 would be an interesting option for the future.

· It was also pointed out that a large set of  CVs are difficult to be presented to the user. This can only be achieved by hierarchies which will lead to the well-known classification problems, i.e. some users will not find the item in the class they expect.

· It was argued that the session concept may not be appropriate for many language resources, since people don’t want to reorganize their corpus. It has to be understood that the session concept is just one mechanism that can be used by a user - but does not have to be used. The BAS experience is that the effort to manage a large corpus is gigantic and that much time has to be invested to offer efficient access structures. According to this experience IMDI is the way to go and it makes sense to invest this time and to optimally map the corpus to the available IMDI mechanims.

2. Training Course

(this course was given by one of the IMDI users at the MPI)

Birgit Hellwig demonstrated how to use the editor and browser (overheads see appendix 2). During the presentations the following points were raised:

· To the surprise of the IMDI designers a key-value pair field was used for management purposes. A check mark was used to mark those resources that needed changes. This mark was deleted when the necessary changes were done. With the search tool it is very easy to find those corpus elements that are not yet ready.

· The fact that IMDI has just one date for a session is too rigid in many cases.

· The editor could be improved by prohibiting impossible combinations such as: Type: graphic, Format: wav. Editor could control for correctness.

· What to do if the session contains a change in topic? Two solutions can be chosen: (1) Split into two sessions where possible. (2) Just list all the topics that occur in a session.

· Split into metadata and annotation in different databases/files is a problem when one wants to do a combined search on metadata and resource content. This is necessary in many cases.

· The IMDI editor will support the usage of other CV imported from some repository. This is seen as problematic, since the database could contain various inoperable sets.

· For many the editor may offer too many options such that people don’t dear to use it. There was a plea for a simple mechanism with help of which people can easily input the most relevant specifications. 

· User friendliness and simplicity was seen as one of the major key points of success. The editor could be configured such that certain fields are not shown perhaps. 

· It was suggested that the editor should have pictograms where possible.

· It was argued that people with legacy data may need automatic conversion procedures. MPI offered to give support and send existing conversion routines.

3. Project Formation Discussion

Peter Wittenburg and Sven Strömqvist presented the list of institutions that showed an interest in participating as data providers in the two projects. 

· Everyone still is committed (as far as the parties were present) and wants to participate. University of Tübingen will participate only with the Tusnelda corpus. 

· LIMSI was mentioned as being interested in participating

· It was agreed that the responsible INTERA and ECHO partners will send letters and questionnaires after the projects have started officially. It was hoped that email and telephone conversions will be sufficient to exactly understand how the metadata creation and integration process will take place. The goal is to come to an official subcontract that states what is delivered and how much money will be made available for this purpose.

· It has to be organized per partner which procedure will be optimal. Various possibilities are given: (1) Local people get training and do the MD creation work. (2) The corpus is sent completely to a responsible partner such that the work is done in the partner’s lab. (3) Some mixed form is the most probable scenario.

· It was asked in how far additional training courses could be given at local centers such that several people can participate. This would help to disseminate the knowledge. There seems to be enough travel money to develop such a program.

· University of Helsinki argued that some of their corpora qualified them to take part in INTERA instead of just ECHO

· Is was asked whether there other interesting candidates for being data provider. It seems that Jonathan Harrington from Kiel University is interested to participate with a phonetic corpus. The University of Turku (Finland) was mentioned.

· It was made clear that the responsible partners in ECHO have to write a report about the intended subcontracting partners to document which data will be offered. So within INTERA we will have to have a balanced plan that can be accepted by the EU.

· It was argued that we have to establish criteria for the quality of the delivered metadata to prevent the situation that metadata is delivered with most fields empty.

4. Talk about future perspective 

Peter Wittenburg gave a talk about future perspectives for metadata and their relevance for the Semantic Web. (overheads see appendix 3).

· During the discussion it was clarified that we have a mission to solve in INTERA and ECHO. The metadata descriptions we are creating are not just for us, but should be such that in future people can discover resources as well. Therefore it is important to invest time and fill in as many fields as possible.

· The relevance of the new ISO SC was stressed in the discussion.

5. IMDI Version 3 Proposal

Daan Broeder described the proposal in detail (document see appendix 4 and overheads see appendix 5). Afterwards Peter Wittenburg presented the ideas how to integrate lexicon metadata descriptions. In the direct discussion ?? major points were raised:

· It was mentioned that the TEI group is revitalized. The TEI header suggestions could give major input to the definition of CVs for some elements. Collaboration between TEI and IMDI would be useful.

· The notion of annotations and written resources are highly overlapping. It was felt that it was too early to mix them into one block. First we have to wait on experiences in how metadata for written resources will be filled in. 

· The question how video material and written resources can be bundled cannot be answered in general. IMDI provides several possibilities of bundling. It is the researcher who has to sort out what is most suitable in terms of recovery and management.

6. Short Talks

Various participants presented their views and experience.

6.1 Enabler List

Wittenburg referred to the questionnaire from the Enabler project that was part of the handouts material (see also appendix 6). Valuable hints were given. Most items were already in the IMDI set, could be added by key-value pairs or as descriptions. At least one item is missing as a searchable element: evaluation state. It might be necessary to allow queries for evaluated corpora. Daan and Stelios will meet in Pisa and go through the list again.

6.2 Multimedia/Multimodal Perspective

Jean-Claude Martin gave an overview about the needs resulting from the ISLE project where an overview was created about many multimodal resources. Based on the overview he presented a list of points which is listed in the following (a X means that this point is already included in the IMDI set).

· number of participants




X, can be seen in participant list

· number of participants to be seen at the same time

is seen as relevant by several participants

· body parts in the resource




X, should be part of a description

· profile of typical users




X, should be part of a description

· annotated modalities




X, is indicated by Annotation Units

· visible modalities





X, a field is available, perhaps extension of CV

· media used





X, is part of the Type/Format element

· several dates





IMDI has only one date, other dates are not seen

as searchable and therefore in a description, to 

be debated

· day time useful to keep order



is missing, useful for management purposes

· project description above session 



X, possible to create a supernode

· sharing of common info




efficiency tool needed, since users can create 

own hierarchies inheritance not useful

· WoZ is not a task but a protocol



not part of the corresponding CV

· in case of WoZ topic can be different


same point

· need several resource links from an annotation unit

is missing in IMDI, necessity not clear

· several media links from an annotation unit


X, can be several media references in IMDI

· duration of media file




should be part of a description, not searchable

· tool used to annotate




X, is part of Type/Format specification

· what about statistical analysis files



X, are seen as part of referenced material

6.3 View from the Dutch Spoken Corpus

Nelleke Oostdijk presented their experience with IMDI and their wishes. Have used several fields from the TEI header format proposal and added a few own elements. These are integrated partly as key-value pairs which is acceptable for the project. Most people will not use provided info anyhow since people don’t read manuals. Nelleke explained one point that has to do more with the organization than with the metadata set itself: The considerations with respect to sample sizes of a corpora can not be stored in the IMDI metadata, it will be further discussed if it is possible to record such data at the corpus level. Further, she expressed the wish to be able to search for sessions with multiple annotations created for example by different transcribers. It was questioned whether this should not be expressed also as key-value pair, since it is very project specific.

6.4 Lexicon: from Metadata to Schema

Wim Peters explained that lexicon interoperability cannot be achieved with metadata descriptions of course, since it misses the details about the microstructure. A bottom-up approach as proposed in the ELITE project proposal would achieve this. In the discussion it was expected that a realization of the ELITE scenario would change the view on lexica. While lexica currently are isolated resources, a lexicon in ELITE would be just a set of blocks in an interrelated domain of lexical blocks, i.e. there are not isolated units anymore that can be described by metadata.

It was mentioned that  it should be possible to differentiate between task oriented and topic oriented lexica (Romary). The direction of translation of dictionaries should also be marked (Ostler). It seems that a measure of the size of a dictionary (number of entries) should specify if it are head entries or subentries.

6.5 Requirements from the ECHO Project

Strömqvist and Eichberg explained the need for cross-discipline activities in ECHO. Strömqvist in particular pointed out how important IMDI type metadata descriptions are for industry, the creators of educational material and schools to easily identify whether there is material that is useful for their work. Eichberg explained that in history of arts metadata have a long tradition already, since many photos are described with metadata to enable their quick discovery. This is done via the MIDAS database in their case that is an implementation of the MIDAS rules. These are accepted as a basis of description by a number of European institutions.

7. Discussion about Version 3 Details

In the discussion three major points were addressed: (1) ??, (2) the encoding of the content and the suggestions for written resources. 

· Wrt the second point the elements Task, Modality, Languages were not discussed. The different suggestions made so far for the other two elements were explained:

· The current IMDI version distinguishes in Communication Context and Genre, both having three subcategories.

· The suggestion made by Johnson and Dwyer at an LREC workshop ???.

· The experience from the MPI saying that the Communication Context fields were understandable, but the separation into genre subcategories created problems - nobody could use them easily.

· The new proposal to simply have genre and subgenre as elements. 

· Massimo ?? and others in the audience found the distinction into CommunicationContext and Genre important and also the subcategorization of the CommunicationContext field. It was mentioned that the current and proposed IMDI set lacks a subclassification  for “channel” and “socialcontext ” in Content.CommunicationContext

· Instead of reducing this description the audience agreed on an extension with two other subcategories that are very important for many multimedia recordings:

· Summarizing, one can say that there was an agreement to keep the distinction between communication context and genre, to extend the Communication Context sub-classification and to eliminate the genre subclassification.

· For written resources the following points were made:

· a size field in “words”; finally it was agreed that “word” is a good unit for giving linguistically meaningful approximate estimates of the size of a corpus. Every linguist knows how to translate the size information to the various languages.

· The CV of Resource.Type should have the entries ParallelCorpus and AlignedCorpus

· Choukri refers to his category document provided to the ISLE project. This has to be checked again.

· The coming workshop about annotation structures within the ISO framework may come up with suggestions for tier labels.

· Is there a need to determine what the primary languages are in case of bilingual children. It was argued that this issue is not relevant for searching. Therefore the researcher should mention it in a description.

· The matter of language code was discussed, since there is no possibility to include dialects. It was argued that the SIL people should be contacted in case of requests in this respect. IMDI will rely on the official Ethnologue list which will become soon an ISO standard. Dialects could be mentioned in description files. 

· A library of application profiles was suggested as solution to cater for the specialized metadata needs of subdomains e.g. multimodal resources

· Two discussions were stopped during the meeting and small subgroups were formed: (1) The WR-Type group will work on the issues Written Resource typing  of the V3 proposal. The group has the following members: an ELRA person, Pirkko Suihkonen, Nelleke Oostdijk, a person from CST in Kopenhagen was suggested. (2) A group that will continue to discuss the content description matter. It will include Penny Brown, Massimo ??, a person from Strömqvists lab and Peter Wittenburg will ask Heidi Johnson and Arienne Dwyer to participate.

8. Process Issues and Links to Other Initiatives

Wittenburg explained first what kinds of agreements have been made with OLAC. (1) There is a will to synchronize the controlled vocabularies as much as possible. (2) There is the will of agreeing to one schema for CV repositories. (3) There is an openness to open bridges such that both sides can do metadata harvesting. 

The IMDI team will work out a new version of the mapping document (see ISLE-IMDI web-site) when both new versions of the two metadata sets will officially be released. During the discussion it turned out that the IMDI domain needs flexibility at the level of controlled vocabularies, i.e. the synchronization to OLAC CVs may not be as simple. Further, the status of the schema for CVs was not clear. For the rest the interaction between IMDI and OLAC was appreciated.

There is a strong link from IMDI to the new ISO TC37/SC4 committee, since Laurent Romary is the chair of it and Peter Wittenburg got the task to lead the Work Item on metadata. This will guarantee that the requirements from the IMDI domain will be considered in the ISO discussions and that IMDI will take profit from the progress within ISO. It is expected that in the long run ISO can operate as an umbrella to develop a metadata framework for the Semantic Web.

The need of new boards for IMDI was discussed briefly. It was agreed that especially the Steering Board should be revised to take care that the committed institutions and projects are represented. The MPI people will make a proposal that will be discussed in the projects. Wrt the advisory board we will simply add interested and committed people if they like to be involved. It will be the Steering Board that will have to help in finding decisions in case of ongoing debates. 

The MPI team made statements that the tools for the new version will become available in March. This is a guideline for the creation of the new version of the metadata set. The MPI team is committed to develop a conversion script from the old to the new IMDI versions that will be tested first on the large MPI corpus of course. It was agreed that everyone committed should have a careful look at the current proposal and make comments. Based on the discussions the MPI team will present a new version that still is a draft proposal.

Khalid Choukri (ELRA) finally explained their specific needs that result from the interaction with industry. Industry needs information about application areas, pricing policy and access rights. Further he asked for a simple interface, i.e. that the user will be confronted with subsets. The inherent complexity should be hidden. Application profiles were suggested by the MPI team and this will be worked out.

Conclusion

The workshop was very successful in so far as various teams from the INTERA and ECHO project took part of the training and discussion and could offer valuable comments to the further development of the IMDI infrastructure. We see three major aspects that have to be sorted out soon:

1. The wishes of the “community” were expressed by the participating people and it is not surprising that new wishes for extensions came on table. Therefore, some parts will get more detailed than they are now. On the other hand there is a wish for simplicity at the user interface. This is what normally happens in discussions. So, we will ask everyone involved for being very careful with respect to extending the set. Project specific aspects can be described by key-value pairs or in descriptions. Further, the tools have to be adapted where possible to hide complexity for the so-called “naive” user.

2. The content description needs further debate, although this debate may not last for long time. It seems that there is a trend to accept sub-categories under Communication Context, but remove all sub-categorization under Genre. There are too many different views amongst linguists so that one can expect that the fields would not be used or be used “wrongly”. That should be avoided.

3. The sub-blocks for Written Resources and Lexica need further inspections by the experts.

4. Collapsing Collectors and Participants to one entry with an extended role field also deserves some further consideration.

The most other aspects seem to be stable.
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� A local training course is already scheduled in Leipzig for January 2003 and U Lund has similar plans also for January. MPI people will give such a course.





