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Abstract
The paper discusses the basic principles for describing fiespef texts to be stored in a corpus and suggestsatindestl that is used
in the majority of corpora developed at the University eéds and can be potentially employed for describing texts in apysco
collecting activity. The standard defines the minimal subSéags and attributes that are necessary for describktg stored in a
corpus. The proposed text typology helps to position a conpdesr development with respect to a reference corpusitcg\at pos-
sible features by explicit selection of a subset of featto be considered in the study.

extend only its most delicate classifications. Thesgmée
1. Introduction text discusses only the basic parameters for describing

There are several frameworks for describing propertie%extS in the corpus. The complete version of the guide-
of texts. In particular, Text Encoding Initiative (TEI) pro €S, including exact names of tags and values, as well as
vides a very extensive set of tags and attributes foocen elaborate examples, is available from (Sharoff, 2003).

ing text headers. However, many TEI tags are irrelevant

for the purposes of corpus development, for instance, 2. Thetext typology

because they are aimed at library activities, whitke re-

duced set from the TEI-Lite guidelines is too narrow, e.g2.1. Preliminary consider ations

it leaves few options for describing the profile of ext According to the TEI guidelines (Sperberg-McQueen,
the same time, even though the TEI guidelines are hugg,,-narq, 2001), a text stored in a corpus is described by
they are not specific enough, because they lack a text tfs header 4teiHeaders). From the viewpoint of encoding

pology proper, for instance, they do not suggest the taxoRys in 4 corpus we need two obligatory elements in the
omy of basic problem domains or the set of properties q{o5qer:

the intended audience. A version of a text typology is , 5 file descriotion. tagaed<fileDesc> containina a
offered by John Sinclair (1996) within the EAGLES * . inliogranhical description of the fext .

(European Advisory Group on Language Engineering . ) .
Standards) guidelines. However, unlike TEI it does not ° &!ext profile, taggedkprofileDesc>, containing clas-
define a set of tags and attributes. What is more irapprt sificatory and contextual information about the text.
it does not always deal with text types that are freginent The bibliographical description of the text is retained
general-purpose corpora, such as types of newspaper tef@g documentation purposes, but the set of obligatory bib
or fiction, so it requires an extension. liographical elements is reduced to the text title, the te
Development of various corpora at the University ofSiZ€ in words, and the source from which the text was
Leeds has led to identification of basic categoriesdte ~ received, while other elements possible in TEI, for i
scribing text properties and the set of XML elememis a Stance, the author, publisher, publication date, edition,
attributes for encoding them in corpus headers. The prgsBN. etc, are optional. The reason for reducing thefse
posed set of categories inherits the EAGLES guidelinédPliographical elements is two-fold. First, many égpof
and amends them on the basis of problems encounteredi@ts in a corpus lack a complete publication statement,
describing text collections, while every attempt hasnbe for instance, texts existing only in the electroniarfoor
made to borrow from the TEI guidelines the set of XMLSPOken texts. Second, many types of corpus collection
elements and attributes for encoding the categorie§Ctivity do not require the exact bibliographical imfar-
XCES (XML Corpus Encoding Standard) offers anothefion, and concentrate instead on the classificationxt$ te
set of XML elements, including those used for describind® nsure the representativeness and balance ofrihiesco
text “headers”. The XCES set is compatible with tis T 1tis more natural to consider information about ¢txe of
guidelines, but it does not add any extra text typologyeXts as a part the text typology, but the tag has lefen |
scheme, so the description below concentrates on the U8, the file description section for the sake of contphity
of TEI and EAGLES. with TEI. _ _ .
The aim of the study is to define thénimal subset of The text typology proper is stored in the text profile
tags and attributes that are necessary for describing tesiection (mostly in thetextDesc> element) and is based
stored in a corpus using a TEdpatible markup and a ©n two text-internal (I) and three text-internal (Ejgae-
principled text typology. The full set of TEI tags can be t€rs identified in the EAGLES classification (Sinclair
used for corpus encoding, if necessary. On the other, hant996): » . .
the description does claim that it is suitable as thergén ~ * E.1. origin — matters concerning the origin of the
framework for metatextual annotation in the majority of ~text that are thought to affect its structure or content
corpus development projects leaving the possibility to
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- E.2. state — matters concerning the appearance of - information about the author as a person, if it is

the text, its layout and relation to non-textual matter, available, is given within the TEIl elemerpar-
at the point when it is selected for the corpus. ticDesc>, including the following attributes:
« E.3. aims — matters concerning the reason for role="author|speaker”, sex="m|f", andage.
making the text and the intended effect it is expected The experience of using the proposed set of categories
to have. for coding large corpora shows that typically this infarm
« 1.1. topic — the subject matter, knowledge domain(s)ion is readily available. The only exceptions are &u-
of the text. thor's age and first language, which may require extra

. 1.2. style — the patterns of language that are thoughiftvestigation. Typically, it is enough to keep the défa
to correlate with external parameters. choicesage="mid”, i.e. 25-60 (the approximate age limits

. e . L for the unmarked language), and assume that the author is
Below | consider specific encoding guidelines accord-

. . ; : . —a standard native speaker, unless there are reasons to be
ing to categories defined in EAGLES. The only exceptiono o otherwise, for example, in a corpus of teenage lan-
is the split of E.3 into two separate categories. That fi ! !

describes the intended audience, while the second a%gage, or a corpus of FL learners, or a corpus of dialects.

dresses the aims intended in making the text.
One important issue concerns the representatioreof tl‘?'g' E2..State o . )
ambiguity of parameters: some categories are mutually The primary classification of texts with respect teith
exclusive and allow only one reasonable value from thehysical appearance concerns the two standard speech
set (for instance, the sex of the author, if it imwn), ~modes: written and spoken. In addition to them Sinclair
while others allow several interpretations (for inst the (1996) suggests to use thectronic mode “to emphasise
text topic, when political, economical and medical issuefhat language transmitted in electronic media is ndequi
are discussed in one text). It is natural to descrive pthe same as the older established modes”. In thenturre
rameters of the first type in terms of values of biés, ~ Proposal the use of the electronic mode is restricted to
for instance,sex="m[flu", meaning that the attribute can €lectronic communication, such as emails, electronic
take one of the three values, f or u. For parameters of forums or chat rooms, because they are similar to spoke
the second type, TEI provides the possibility to defin€ommunication modes in the spontaneity of production
taxonomies and refer to them usinatref tags, for in- (like face-to-face or telephone conversations), bey th

stancexcatref target="appsci politics" scheme="topic" /> lack prosodic information. Another mode (written-to-be-
spoken) has been added from the experience in the BNC.
2.2. EL1 Origin The TEI tag for encoding this category<ishannel> with

. . . the attributenode="w|s|e|ws".
E1l is reflected in the TEI guidelines by several dozens Written texts can be classified into printed texts (

of tags and attributes, including those coding the place - ; :
birth, the place of writing the text and foreign language ublished for mass production), typed materials (reports

K by th thor. The tvnol d by Sinclai nd documentation), and correspondence (official and
Known by e author. The typology proposed by sinclalfe .gqna)y - Sinclair (1996) distinguishes between four
is also quite elaborate. They are potentially releant

o ; types of printed texts, such bBsoks, newspapers, maga-
describing text properties, but the very elaborate annot ines andephemera, however, it seems sensible to have a
tion scheme is not practical for a large corpus ctingis lass for news witﬁ further aistinction betweetroad-
of several thousands of documents. It is also unlikely th% cet tabloids andnewswires
we can get much information about, for instance, fprei ' '
languages known by the author and circumstances of text .
production, when we develop a corpus of newspaper text .'4' E_3'1' Audience o

At the same time, both EAGLES and TEI guidelines In this respect both TEI and EAGLES guidelines
miss the important issue of authorship, distinguishinguggest compelementary classification criteria, whieh a
texts created by explicitly named authors, texts attributetpo diverse for the majority of corpus projects. In our
to a corporate body, and texts created by unknown a@rojects we adopted a subset to which both classification
thors. Corporate authorship assumes that the text repie@ntribute. First, we encode the size of the audietise,
sents the position of a corporate body and is typicall{inguishing between texts aimed at the private audience o
subjected to external editing. It is the frequent case i€ public audience measured in approximately 100s,
coding user manuals, editorials, newswires, advertisd~000s, 100,000s and millions. For some applications, we
ments, etc (they typically lack the explicitty named au-Wwill need to distinguish the sex and/or age of the intended
thor). Unnamed authors (in contrast to corporate “avaudience, for instancehild, teen, adult, senior. Finally,
thors”) speak for themselves, but we have no informnati We should distinguish between two parameters related to
about them. This is the frequent case in exchange on eldbe level of education of the intended audience:

tronic forums, messages on notice boards, etc. + education in general, coded fagh, low or x — some
The minimal set of tags proposed for coding the origin ~ text are aimed specifically at the higher or lower
of a written text includes: educated audiences, the default value,isvhich
« information about the time of text creation (it i$-su means that no preference can be given)
ficient to give the year or the period of several years + audience constituency with respect to specific pro-
« information about the authorship with the following fession, coded agublic, informed or professional —
authorship typessingle — created by a single author, distinguishing between. the general public, informed
mult — by several named co-autharsiporate — by a lay people and professionals.
corporate authogynknown — by an unknown author; The classification of the audience with respect to its

size may be different in very specific projects, for in
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stance, in those concerned with the private audience o  latter is the published variety of letters, typically
with minor languages (which have less than several mil-  from/to prominent persons);
lion speakers, the notion of the audience size for thasn « instruction — with the subsetiextbook (types of text-

to be scaled). The same applies to the audience age. For pooks are distinguished according to their audi-
instance, projects collecting texts for children roagsify ences)manual (like flat-pack assembly, software or
their intended age in greater detail. do-it-yourself manuals)practical-how-to (this cate-

Our experience with corpus coding shows that parame-  gory encodes more descriptive text varieties in com-
ters of the audience present the biggest problems for cod-  parison to manuals);

ers describing text properties. The decision on the size
sex or education of the intended audience can be ma§e6 | 1. Domains
only on the basis of a subjective judgement, e.g. can wé ~_ " ) o
treat a cookery book as aimed at the female audience? Sinclair (1996) mentions the frequent variation of top-
This means that the inter-annotator agreement is auite | 1€S within a single document or conversation and rejects
and cannot be used as the basis for a subcorpus selectit¢ applicability of any general classification sys{soch
The problem with audience parameters is also corrob@S Dewey Decimal Classification). Instead, he ltits
rated by the assignment of audience level codes in tHBaINS considered in various cla_ssmc%tmn and corpus
BNC bibliographical database (audience level coding iptudies and refers to the unsuitability of “trying tcaage
the BNC roughly corresponds to the general audiencd hierarchy of simple topic labels”. However, in praaitic
education in the proposed scheme). As the result, t#erms the list of 30 odd domains is too fine-grainedhat
audience level for a propaganda leaflet from a brewin§a@me time, development of a corpus in a specific domain
company (text A14 in the BNC) is treated as mediumMay require a more delicate classification. N_everﬁsele
while the audience level for a text from a car magazin€Uch a classification should start from a node in tee h
(ABW) is low, but the values can be swapped over withol@'¢hy. Even though any classification of topics is not
any reservation. The parameter of audience constituenépmplete and may be irrelevant for several projecesyp
(based on EAGLES) looks more reliable and rarely causé¥e risk proposing a set of general categories that ean b
listing also students and specialists, may cause a conflitst-level categories in the list below aim at thenplete
sion, so it has been narrowed down to only three valu¢®Verage of all possible domains of corpus collection
with professionals conflated with specialists and stteden activity, while second-level categories are provisiamal
with informed audience (education, as the most probabl@ay be amended (or extended) in more delicate projects:
purpose of production texts aimed for students is delatsci (maths, biology, physics, chemistry, geo, ...)
scribed below in E3.2). appsci (ag'rlcultu'r('a, medicine, ecology, engineering, com-
puting, military, transport, ...)
. socsci (law, history, philosophy, psychology, sociology,
2.5. E3.2. Aims gnthropolog{/, Ignguagpe,yedﬁcgtion, gy) »
Aims of text production are not mentioned in either thepolitics (inner, world)
TEI guidelines or the BNC, however, they are importantommerce (finance, industry)
for corpus development. The EAGLES guidelines payife This is a general domain that is used for fiction,

more attention to them, but the original EAGLES scheme conversation, etc.
is not well documented and needs amendments to takets  (visual, literature, architecture, performing)
into account most frequent text types: leisure (sports, travels, entertainment, fashion...)

« discussion— texts aimed at discussing a state of af- The labels associated with states whenever possible
fairs (including typical newspaper articles, researcHollow the practice of the domain codes used in the BNC
papers, travel stories, etc); Sinclair proposes the fo(Kilgarriff, 1995), but some have been changed to reflect
lowing subtypesargument, position, polemic, but additional dimensions of classification, such as the goals
does not elaborate on their specific properties; of text production, or to generalise over topics.

« information—Sinclair (1996) restricts the category to
reference compendia, while in corpora we find suc2-7. 12. Styles
subclasses aseference, data (police reports, pat- This is another “notorious” notion, because “Although
ents, summaries, etajewswires (a Reuters message a great deal is talked about style, and there are several
informing about an earthquake differs from a Guardparameters of organisation proposed in the literatoese
ian reportage about rescue efforts on the site, the ladre no agreed standards for any one parameter” (Sjnclair
ter is classified adiscussion); 1996). After reviewing conflicting proposals, he defines

« recommendation — recommendations differ from style as: “the way texts are internally differentiat¢deo
discussions as they provide an incentive for doing othan by topic; mainly by the choice of the presence or
abstaining from doing something; the proposed subabsence of some of a large range of structural and lexical
classes differ from the EAGLES seifdvice, legal,  features, e.g. verbs in the active or passive moodepoli
advertisement; ness markers and mitigators”. At the same time David Lee

« recreation — the two important subclasses &teon (2001) claims that “I believe there is actually more con-
andnonfiction, with the following list of fiction sub- Sensus on these issues than users of these terms them-
classesgenfi, myst-crime-fi, scifi, histfi, adventurefi, ~ Selves realise”, adopts the analysis proposed by Sinclair
lovefi, humorfi, drama, poetry (a modified version of and offers an example that differentiates styles from gen
the Brown Corpus list of the fiction genres); the list'€S: _
of nonfiction subclasses follows the EAGLES set: SO when we say of a text, “It has a very informal
biography, autobiography, memoirs, letters-pub (the style,” we are characterising not thenre to which
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it belongs, but rather the text producer’s use of lan- the classification considers mostly informational prepe
guage in that particular instance (Lee, 2001: 45). ties (following the nature of texts) and is too finekgea
The preliminary classification that is offered by Sin-for linguistic-oriented corpus-development  projects
clair and essentially adopted in Lee’s analysis contaias (though it is very useful for IR projects). In termstioé
following set of parameters: formality (formal vs.anf  proposed classification, texts in the Reuters corpus have
mal), preparation (considered vs. impromptu), communithe following set of fixed parameters: author type (corpo-
cative grouping (conversational group vs. speaker with theate), state (printed, newswires), and style (neutrahe
audience vs. remote audiences, e.g. radio, TV), and dirggarameters that vary depending on the message are the
tion (one-way vs. interactive). However, with the gxce audience size (medium for financial news to very large fo
tion of the first parameter the categories are apgéctb  general topics), constituency (from professionals to- pu
the spoken language only. At the same time, our experic) and aims (even though the majority of texts arerinf
ence shows the need to distinguish between severalational, some of them are aimed at discussion or rec-
classes of formality for the spoken language and redefirgmmendation).
the formality classification for the written onettke into
account the variety of styles in fiction (such lasly or 4. Conclusions
regional) and nonfiction, this includes a classification of  yse of the unified set of categories for describing
styles in the most frequent registers (suchaaslemic or  properties of texts has two main advantages. Firstlshe
informal). to position a corpus under development with respect to a
. . . reference corpus covering all possible features by explicit
3. Experimentsin encoding selection of a subset of features to be considered in the
We made an experiment comparing the proposestudy, e.g. we are going to create a corpus in a specific
scheme to codes identified in the BNC, Reuters NewsMiapplied domain (medicine) consisting of texts aimed at a
and the identification of newspaper genres from (Santingeneral audience, but allow a variation with respetito
2001). We also made several experiments on codirgms (information, discussion, recommendation, instruc-
samples from a corpus of British and Russian newspapetign), audience size, text size, etc. Second, thedaten
the Russian Reference Corpus, the corpus of modern Arssheme provides the possibility to design corpus manage-
bic (the corpora under development in Leeds). ment software that is aware of the text typologyeiect
The classification scheme of the BNC is well docu-subcorpora according to text properties and reuse the
mented in the corpus files. We used its snapshot as deeftware across corpus development projects.
scribed in the BNC bibliographical database (Kilgarriff,
1995). It is no wonder that the classification proposed in 5. References
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