Preface

Anyonewho hasworked with corporawill be all too aware of differencesbetweenthem. De-
pendingon the differencesjt may, or may not, be reasonabléo expectresultsbasedon onecorpus
to alsobe valid for another It may, or may not, be appropriatefor a grammay or parsey basedon
oneto performwell on another It may or may not, be straightforvard to port an applicationfrom
adomainof thefirst text type to a domainof the second.Currently characterisationsf corporaare
mostlytextualandinformal. A corpusis describedas“Wall StreetJournal”or “transcriptsof business
meetings’or “foreign learners’essaygintermediategrade)”. It would bedesirableo beableto place
anew corpusin relationto existing ones,andto be ableto quantify similaritiesanddifferences.

Allied to corpus-similarityis corpus-homogeneityAn understandingpf homogeneityis a pre-
requisiteto a measureof similarity — it makeslittle senséo comparea corpussampledacrossmary
genres|ike the Brown, with a corpusof weatherforecastswithoutfirst accountingor the onebeing
broad,the othernarraw.

Giventhe centralityof corporato contemporaryanguagesngineeringit is remarkabléhow little
researchtherehasbeenon corpussimilarity. Theonly well-understoogneasurés cross-entroyp from
InformationTheory whichis widely usedin languagemodelling, particularlyfor speechrecognition
(see,eg, Roukos 1996). However it is not clearwhether or where,it is a goodmeasureandthereis
someevidencethatit doesnot matchour intuitions (Kilgarriff andRose1998,Kilgarriff in press).

Biber's work (1989,1995)on corpuscharacterisatiorgomingfrom sociolinguisticshasmadea
considerablempact,with variousresearcherapplyingthe modelin languagesngineeringeg Folch
et al 2000)or subjectingit to critical scrutiry (Lee 2000). Studiesin text classificationgenreand
sublanguagere also salient, but it is rarely evident how well the technologieslevelopedin these
fieldsaresuitedto measuringorpussimilarity or homogeneity

Thereareof coursemary waysin whichtwo corporawill differ, anddifferentkindsof difference
will be relevant for differentkinds of purposes.Thus, similarity suchthat a part-of-speechagger
developedfor onecorpusworkswell in theother maydiffer from similarity for MachineTranslation.
We currently lack a sophisticatedsocalulary for talking aboutthe variouswaysin which corpora
differ, andhopethatthe workshopwill contritbuteto the developmentof one.

We welcomedcontritutionsconcernedvith measuringandcomparingcorporafrom ary field.
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