
Preface

Anyonewho hasworked with corporawill be all too awareof differencesbetweenthem. De-
pendingon thedifferences,it may, or maynot, be reasonableto expectresultsbasedon onecorpus
to alsobe valid for another. It may, or may not, be appropriatefor a grammar, or parser, basedon
oneto performwell on another. It may, or may not, be straightforward to port an applicationfrom
a domainof thefirst text typeto a domainof thesecond.Currently, characterisationsof corporaare
mostlytextualandinformal. A corpusis describedas“Wall StreetJournal”or “transcriptsof business
meetings”or “foreign learners’essays(intermediategrade)”.It wouldbedesirableto beableto place
anew corpusin relationto existing ones,andto beableto quantifysimilaritiesanddifferences.

Allied to corpus-similarityis corpus-homogeneity. An understandingof homogeneityis a pre-
requisiteto a measureof similarity – it makeslittle senseto comparea corpussampledacrossmany
genres,like theBrown, with a corpusof weatherforecasts,without first accountingfor theonebeing
broad,theothernarrow.

Giventhecentralityof corporato contemporarylanguageengineering,it is remarkablehow little
researchtherehasbeenoncorpussimilarity. Theonly well-understoodmeasureis cross-entropy, from
InformationTheory, which is widely usedin languagemodelling,particularlyfor speechrecognition
(see,eg, Roukos1996).However it is not clearwhether, or where,it is a goodmeasure,andthereis
someevidencethatit doesnotmatchour intuitions(Kilgarriff andRose1998,Kilgarriff in press).

Biber’s work (1989,1995)on corpuscharacterisation,comingfrom sociolinguistics,hasmadea
considerableimpact,with variousresearchersapplyingthemodelin languageengineering(eg Folch
et al 2000)or subjectingit to critical scrutiny (Lee 2000). Studiesin text classification,genreand
sublanguagearealsosalient,but it is rarely evident how well the technologiesdevelopedin these
fieldsaresuitedto measuringcorpussimilarity or homogeneity.

Thereareof coursemany waysin which two corporawill differ, anddifferentkindsof difference
will be relevant for different kinds of purposes.Thus,similarity suchthat a part-of-speechtagger
developedfor onecorpusworkswell in theother, maydiffer from similarity for MachineTranslation.
We currently lack a sophisticatedvocabulary for talking aboutthe variousways in which corpora
differ, andhopethattheworkshopwill contribute to thedevelopmentof one.

Wewelcomedcontributionsconcernedwith measuringandcomparingcorporafrom any field.
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Folch, Helka, Serge Heiden,Benôit Habert,Serge Fleury, Gabriel Illouz, PierreLafon, Julien Nioche and

SophiePrévost2000.TyPTex: Inductivetypologicaltext classificationby multivariatestatisticalanalysis
for NLP systemstuning/evaluation.In Proc.2ndLREC,Athens,Greece.Pp141–148.

Kilgarriff, Adam.In press.Comparingcorpora.Int. Jnl. CorpusLinguistics.
Kilgarriff, AdamandTony Rose.1998.Measuresfor corpussimilarity andhomogeneity. In Proc. EMNLP–3,

pages46–52,Granada,Spain,June.ACL-SIGDAT.
Lee, David. 2000. Modelling Variation in spoken and written language: the multidimensionalapproach

revisited. Ph.D.thesis,Universityof Lancaster.
Roukos, Salim,1996. Language Representation, chapter1.6. NSFandEU Survey of theStateof theArt in

HumanLanguageTechnologies,www.cse.ogi/CSLU/HLTsurvey.html.

AdamKilgarriff
Co-chair

iii



Programme Committee

DouglasBiber NorthernArizonaUniversity
JeremyClear Universityof Birmingham
TedDunning MusicMatchSoftware,Inc.
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