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Abstract

In this paper we addressthe issue of user
adaptvity for annotationguidelines. We shav
that differentusergroupshave differentneeds
towardsthesedocumentsa fact neglectedby
mostof currentannotationguidelines.We pro-
posea formal specificationof the structureof
annotationguidelines,thus suggestinga mini-
mumsetof requirementshatguidelinesshould
fulfill. Finally, we sketchtheuseof thesespeci-
ficationsby exemplaryapplicationsresultingin
userspecificguidelinerepresentations.

1 Intr oduction

Linguistic researcmowvadaysmakes heary use of
annotateatorpora.Thebenefitthatresearchersay
gainfrom corporadependso alarge extenton doc-
umentatiorof theannotation Accordingto Leed's
maxims the guidelinesthatwereappliedin the an-
notationof the corpusshouldbe accessiblgo the
userof the corpus(andthussene asakind of doc-
umentation)seel.eech(1993)}

In this paperwe aguethatannotatiorguidelines,
which areoptimizedfor useby theannotator®f the
corpus,often cannotsene as suitabledocumenta-
tion for usersof theannotateatorpus.We illustrate
this claim by differenttypesof prototypicalcorpus
userswho have differentneedswith respecto doc-
umentation Extendingthe proposaby MATE (Dy-
bkjaeretal., 1998),we sketcha preliminaryspecifi-
cationfor annotatiorguidelines We thenshav how
guidelinesthatarestandardizedh this way maybe
adaptedto different user needsand sene both as
guidelines,appliedin the annotationprocess,and
documentationysedby differentcorpususers.

“The annotation scheme should be based on guide-
lines which are available to the end user Most corpora
have a manual which contains full details of the annota-
tion schemeand guidelinesissuedto the annotators. This
enablesthe userto understandfully what eachinstanceof
annotation representswithout resorting to guesswrk, and
to understandin casesof ambiguity why a particular an-
notation decision was made at that point”, Leech (1993),
cited by http://www.ling.lancs.ac.uk/monkey/
ihe/linguistics/corpus2/2maxims.htm

This papergrev out of our work in the Son-
derforschungsberh (SFB, collaboratve research
center)oninformationstructureat the University of
Potsdant. In the contet of this SFB, several indi-
vidual projectscollecta large amountof dataof di-
verselanguagesandannotatehemonvariousanno-
tationlevels: phonetics/phonobgy, morpho-syntax,
semanticsandinformationstructure.

Within the SFB,guidelinedor thedifferentanno-
tationlevelsarebeingcreatedln orderto maximize
the profit of thesedata,we aredevelopingstandard
recommendationen the format and contentof the
SFBannotationguidelines.Theseguidelinesought
to sene the SFB annotatoraswell astheresearch
community

The paperis organizedas follows. We first
presentdifferent userprofiles with different needs
towardsannotatiorguidelinegsec.2). Wethenana-
lyze theform andcontentof selectedxistingguide-
lines to somedetail (sec.3) and shav that these
guidelinesfulfill the userneedsonly inadequately
(sec.4). Finally, we sketchaformal specificatiorof
the structureof annotationguidelinesand indicate
how XML/XSLT technologycanbeusedto support
useradaptve annotatiorguidelineg(sec.5).

2 Guideline Users

Annotationguidelinesareusedby differenttypesof
userswith different requirements. Theserequire-
mentsdependon (i) the users objectives and (ii)

theusers background.

2.1 UserObjectives

Peopleare interestedin annotationguidelinesfor
differentreasons Accordingto their respectre ob-
jectives,we definefive userprofiles?

The annotator Annotatorsassignlinguistic fea-
tures to languagedata, accordingto criteria and

2http:/ivww.ling.uni- potsdam.de/sfb/

%In a similar way, Carlettaand Isard (1999) definethree
usertypes:the coder the codingconsumerandthe codingde-
veloper Theseclasseshowever, refer to usersof annotation
workbenchesatherthanannotatiorguidelines.



instructionsspecifiedin the annotationguidelines.
Important annotationcriteria are consisteng and
speed.

The corpusexplorer Thegroupof corpusexplor-
ersencompasseall thosewho aim atexploiting lin-
guistic datain orderto find evidencefor or against
linguistic hypotheses.Thesepeopleneedto know
(i) how tofind instance®f specificohenomenshey
areinterestedn, and(ii) how to interpretthe anno-
tationsof thephenomenian question.

The languageengineer Insteadof inspectingthe
data“manually”, asthe corpusexplorer does,the
languageengineeiappliesautomationethodgo the
annotateddatato processthem further This in-
cludesa variety of tasks,suchas statisticalevalu-
ations, training and testingof algorithms,and the
extractionof varioustypesof linguisticinformation.

The guideline explorer The guidelinesper se
(i.e., independentlyof a corpus)are of interestto,
e.g., theoreticallinguists who want to know the
principlesthatunderlietheannotatiorguidelines.n
addition,theguidelinesmaysene asanexamplefor
authorsof otherannotatiorguidelines.

The guideline author The processof writing
guidelinesis usually a time-consumingand step-
wise process. Hence, during the processof writ-
ing, the authorsthemseles make useof their own
guidelinesto look up relatedor similar phenomena
thatarealreadycoveredtherein.

2.2 UserBackground

A further factor putting constraintson annotation
guidelinesis the users background. First, (non-)
acquaintancevith the languageof the corpusis an
importantfactor: if corporashouldbe usefulalso
for peoplewho do not or hardlyknow thelanguage
of the corpus,annotatiorguidelinesshouldprovide
translationdor examplesentencesindbasicinfor-
mationaboutlinguistic propertieof the objectlan-
guage.

Second, (non-)acquaintancewith theoretical
analysesof the phenomenaas an impact on re-
guirementdowardsguidelines.Peoplewho areac-
guaintedwith the linguistic theory that the guide-
linesarebasedon do not needtheoreticalintroduc-
tions; anexampleis the Feldertheorie(field theory
of word order)in Germanwhich senesasthebasis
of the analysesn the GermanVerbmobil Treebank
(Stgmannet al., 2000). In addition, peoplewho
know aboutalternatve (competing)analyse®f the
phenomendan questionmay wantto know therea-
sonsof thechoseranalysis.

3 Form and Content of Guidelines

We considersampleguidelinesfrom differenttypes
of annotation;all sampleguidelinesare available
via the internet. Theseguidelineshave beencho-
sento set out the diversity among different lev-

els of linguistic analysis—from morphology to

pragmatics—andamong practices establishedin

differentlinguists’ communities—frontypologists
to languageengineers.

Interlinear  morphemic transcription EU-
ROTYP (Konig et al., 1993), Leipzig Glossing
Rules(Bickel et al., 2004). Theseguidelinesdeal
with the annotationof morphemeboundariesand
morpheme-by-morphemetranslation (glossing);
these guidelines have been createdby and for
typologists®

Mor phosyntactic annotation Penn Treebank
(POS-tagging guidelines, “POS”) (Santorini,
1995), STTS (Schiller et al., 1999). Theseguide-
lines have beendevelopedby languageengineers
for (semi-)automatiannotatiorof morphosyntactic
information®

Syntacticannotation PennTreebankbracleting

guidelines,“BG”") (Bies et al., 1995), SFARKLE

(Carrolletal., 1997),VerbMobil, GermanTreebank
(Stegmannetal., 2000)’

Semantic/pragmatic annotation PropBank
(PropBankProject, 2002), Penn DiscourseTree-
bank (Mitsakaki et al., 2004), DAMSL (Dialog
Act Markup in Sereral Layers, Allen and Core
(1997)). PropBankand PennDiscourseTreebank
areextensionof the PennTreebank.

We focus on three aspectsof annotationguide-
lines: the componentsof guideline documents

“The sampleguidelinesalsovary with regardto size(e.g.,
the Leipzig GlossingRulescomprise9 pagesthe PennTree-
bank Bracketing Guidelines317 pages)and status(e.qg., the
VerbMobil guidelinesare completed whereagyuidelinessuch
asthe PennDiscourseTreebankguidelinesare still beingde-
veloped).

SWe consideronly the rules for morphemictranscription
andnottheglossingabbreiationsin thesedocuments.

SEAGLES provides recommendationgor the design of
morphosyntactidagsets(Leechand Wilson, 1996). Tagsets
representonly a componentof annotationguidelines. The
STTStagsetcanbeviewedasaninstantiationof the EAGLES
recommendations.

A very detailedannotatiorschemédor syntactic,semantic
and speechannotationis availablein book form for the SU-
SANNE corpus(Sampson,1995). Theseguidelinesare ad-
dressedrimarily to the guidelineexplorer ratherthanthe an-
notator In this vein, the book provides a detaileddiscussion
of theannotatiorprinciplesandtheoreticabackgroundWe do
notincludetheseguidelinein our discussionsincethey arenot
availableelectronically



A B CDEF|[GH I J K|L M N O P
EUROTYP + + + + 4+ +
Leipzig GlossingRules + + + + + + + +
PennTreebankPOS) + + + + + 4+ + +
STTS + + + + 4+ o+ +
PennTreebankBG) + + + |+ + + + + o+
VerbMobil Treebank + + o+ + + + o+ + o+
SFARKLE + + + + + 4+ + +
PropBank + 4+ + + + o+ + +
PennDiscourseTreebank + + + + 4+ +
DAMSL + + o+ o+ o+ +
Documenttomponents: Instructioncomponents: Instructionordering:
A generabrinciples G keywords L alphabeticatags
B underlyinglinguistic theory H criteria M  alphabeticakeywords
C tagsedeclaration | examples N  content-basesdtructure
D relatedannotatiorschemes J relatedinstructions O default-specific/eceptional
E tagindex K alternatie analyses P simple—dificult
F  keywordindex

Figurel: Featureof the sampleguidelines

(sec.3.1),thecomponent®f anannotationinstruc-
tion (sec.3.2),andthe orderingof instructionswith
respecto eachother(sec.3.3).

3.1 DocumentComponents

The documenfarchitecturevariesto someextentin
the sampleguidelines.In generalhowever, thereis
() anintroductorypart, (i) the main section,and
(iii) appendices.In the following, we sketch pro-
totypical componentf theseparts;to a large ex-
tent, thesecomponentverlap with the elements
proposedby Dybkjaeret al. (1998). The tablein
fig. 1 presentsan overviev of mostof the guide-
line componentgsonsiderechere. The differences
betweerthe guidelinescan(partly) be attributedto
thefactthatthe guidelinesaddresslifferenttypesof
users.

Intr oductory part This part compriseshasicin-
formation suchas the nameof the guidelines,the
annotationgoal, the type of sourcedata,the anno-
tationmarkup(e.g.,syntacticannotatiorcanbe en-
codedby bracletsvs. graphs,etc.). In addition, it
addressegeneraldesignprinciples,including gen-
eral annotationcorventions(A®), andthe underly-
ing linguistic theory and/orstatement&bouttheo-
retical problems(B). A generaltagsetdeclaration
in the form of an exhaustve list of all admissible
tagsplus a shortdescriptionis often included(C).
Someguidelinegeferto relatedannotatiorschemes
or standardecommendationiike EAGLES (Leech
and Wilson, 1996) (D). Finally, creationnotesin-
form aboutthe authors,creationdate,statusof the
guidelinesgtc.

8Thelettersreferto thetablein fig. 1.

Main section This sectionis always devoted to
the presentatiorf the actualannotatiorguidelines,
which we call “(annotation)instructions”. These
will bediscussedhn detailin sec.3.2and3.3.

Appendices Someguidelinesprovide tutorialsin

theform of exercisedor practicingtheuseof thean-
notationguidelines.Differenttypesof indices(i.e.,

listingsof items,e.g.tags,andnumbersof all pages
that refer to theseitems) may be included: alpha-
beticalindex of the tags(E); thematicindices,e.g.
anindex of keywordssuchas‘wh-clefts’ (F). In ad-

dition, lists of specific problematicwords or con-

structionsmay be given. Finally, someguidelines
include recommendationfor annotationtools and
methods.

3.2

Thecorecomponenbf annotatiorguidelineds rep-
resentedy theannotatiorinstructions Wefirst de-
scribetheform andcontentof anindividual instruc-
tion beforeaddressinghe questionof how the set
of instructionsis ordered/structure¢sec.3.3). We
illustratethe descriptionby two annotationinstruc-
tions from the PennTreebank(POS),displayedin
fig. 2.

An individual instructionalwaysrefersto one(or
more)tagsthat representhe informationto be an-
notatede.g.,''VB'. Theinstructionusuallyprovides
somesort of keywords (G) for the phenomenotin
guestione.g.,'verb, baseform’ (e.g.,headersnay
provide suchkeywords). Theguidelinesn thesam-
ple include annotationcriteria (H) in the form of
a descriptve text (‘This tag subsumes..’) and
someillustrative examples(l) (‘Do/VB it."). Some-

Instruction Components



Verb, baseform—VB

not, it is a subjunctve (VB).
EXAMPLE:

Thistagsubsume@mperaties,infinitivesandsubjunctves.

You shoulddo/VBiit. [...]
We suggestedhathedo/VBiit.

EXAMPLES: Imperatve: Do/VB it.
Infinitive:
Subjunctve:
VB or VBP

If you areunsurewhethera form is subjunctive (VB) or a presentenseverb (VBP), replacethe subjectby a
third personpronoun. If the verbtakesan -s ending,thenthe original form is a presentenseverb (VBP); if

| recommendethatyou do/VB it.
(cf. | recommendethathedo/*doesit.)

Figure2: Two instructionsfrom the PennTreebankPOS-tagginguidelineg(Santorini,1995,pp. 5, 21)

times, the guidelinesalso specify how to segment
the sourcedata.

Often, the instructionsmalke referenceto other
closelyrelatedinstructiongwhoseannotatiorcrite-
ria aresimilar to the currentcriteria)andemphasize
the differencesbetweenthem (‘If you are unsure
whether...”) (J). Finally, alternatve (competing)
analysesnaybegiven (K).°

3.3

Guidelinespresentannotationinstructionsin a cer
tain order The orderingof instructionsis a crucial
aspecbf theinstructions’presentationdifferentor-
dering principlesimplementdifferent perspecties
to the guidelinesand, consequentlysene require-
mentsof differentgroupsof users(cf. sec.4).

Thesampleguidelinesmale useof thefollowing
orderingprinciples:

Instruction Ordering

Alphabetical order of the tags (L) In the sec-
tion onproblematiccasesthePennTreebanKPOS)
presentthe tagsandtheir instructionsin an alpha-
beticalorder(from ‘CC’ to ‘WDT"). (Otherguide-
lines make useof this type of orderingin an addi-
tionaltagindex.)

Alphabetical order of keywords (M) Canonical
casesin the PennTreebank(POS)are orderedal-
phabeticallywith respecto keywords(from ‘Adjec-
tive’' to ‘Wh-adwerb’).

Content-basedstructure (N) Instructionsareof-
tenpresentedn thematicunits, e.g.all tagsencod-
ing nominal featuresare groupedtogether More-
over, complex annotatiorguidelinesareusuallyor-
ganizedin an hierarchicalstructure with chapters,
sectionsetc.,whichmirror thecomplex structureof

°The guidelinesconsiderechereat mostalludeimplicitely
to alternatve analyses:by giving algumentsin favour of the
choseranalaysis.

the describedohenomena.For instance the Verb-
Mobil guidelinescontaina chapteraboutthe anno-
tationof phrasakonstituentsyith sectionsaddress-
ing NPs, PPs,etc., and PP subsectionsaddressing
prepositionsaandcircum/postpositios. In DAMSL,
criteriain theform of decisiontreesguidetheanno-
tatorthroughthe annotation.

From default to specific/exceptionalcases(O)

This is an ordering principle that is usually used
in combinationwith otherprinciples. For instance,
singlesentencesare presentedeforemultiple sen-
tencedn theguidelinesof thePennDiscourselree-
bank.

Degree of difficulty (P) Similarly, in combina-
tion with other ordering principles, the guidelines
often proceedfrom easyto difficult cases.For in-
stance,the Leipzig GlossingRulesfirst introduce
morphemictranscriptionof prefixes and suffixes.
Only later are infixes and circumfixes addressed;
theserepresenta problematiccasefor interlinear
morphemictranslationsdue to the lack of isomor
phism betweenthe layer of transcriptionand the
layerof translation.

Usually guidelinesmake useof several ordering
principles,e.g.,maininstructionsarestructuredac-
cordingto content,(embedded}ubinstructionsre
orderedrom defaultto specificcaseandindicesare
orderedalphabeticallyaccordingo keywords.

4 UserRequirements

Currentannotationprojectsusually do not provide
separatguidelinedocumentdor differenttypesof
users. Usually annotationdocumentatioremeges
from the annotatingpractice, supportingthe an-
notator in the annotationtask. At the publish-
ing stage,this documentatioris often transferred
into a moregeneraldocument by addinginforma-
tion aboutannotatiorcorventions format,methods,



etc.—havever, thebasicstructureof theannotations
instructionsremainsunaltered.The obvious conse-
guenceof this practiceis thatexisting guidelinesof-
tenignoretherequirementsf certaintypesof users.
We illustrate different userrequirementsy some
typical examples. Theserequirementsoncern(i)
documentomponents(ii) instructioncomponents,
and(iii) instructionordering:

Annotator Typical usersare annotatorsvho are
confrontedwith the guidelinesfor thefirst time.

() Annotatorsprimarily needatutorialintroduction
andmaybeinformationaboutthe annotatiorgoals.
(i) They have to learn specific instructions, sup-
portedby didacticexamples.

(iif) Theappropriateorderis from defaultto excep-
tional or from easyto difficult. Orderingsin the
form of decisiontreesmayfacilitatetheacquisition.

Corpus explorer A further sampleuseris a re-
searchemwho looks for a specific phenomenornn
thecorpus:

() Corpusexplorersneedan index of phenomena
(keywords)to look up thetagsthatencodehe phe-
nomenonthey are interestedin. Moreover, when
inspectingthe encodingof this phenomenonthey
mightcomeacrossthertagsthey arenotyetfamil-
iar with. Hence they alsoneedanindex of tags(or
atagsetdeclaration}o look upthemeaningof these
tags.

(i) They needdetailedinformationabouttheanno-
tation criteria. Take, for instance,a corpusthatis
annotateavith respecto information-structual cat-
egoriesandimaginea corpusexplorerwhoiis inter
estedin topic andfocus. Beforelooking for data,
s/hehasto know the exact definitions(criteria) of
topic andfocusthathave beenappliedin theanno-
tation.

(iii) Theeasiestvay for the corpusexplorerto find
annotationcriteria of phenomenaand tagsis by
meansof analphabetiordering.

Language engineer Finally, languageengineers
may undertale a statisticalevaluationof the corpus
data:

() They primarily needa tagsetdeclaration with-
out beinginterestedn ary details. In addition,the
circumstance®f the annotationare relevant (e.g.,
whetherthe corpushas beenannotatedmanually
twice, etc.).

(i), (iii) Probablythelanguagesngineemwould not
needary informationaboutannotatiorinstructions.

Comparing these user requirementsand the
guidelinefeaturesin fig. 1, we seethat the guide-
lines are more orientedtowardsthe annotatorthan
the corpusexplorer: Featuresuchasindices(E, F)

areoftenmissing,whereaghe predominantnstruc-
tion orderingis content-basedrdering(N).

5 Towards UserAdaptive Annotation
Guidelines

In whatfollows, we present preliminaryguideline
specificatiorthatallowsfor generatingiseradapted
guidelinerepresentations.In the secondpart, we

illustratethe applicability of the specification.

5.1 Guideline Specification

For the specificatiorof useradaptve guidelineswve
adoptideasfrom the MATE Markup Framevork
(Dybkjaeretal., 1998),which usesso-calledCod-
ing Modulesfor the specificationand representa-
tion of annotationschemesBuilding uponMATE,
we definesemi-formalclassspecificationsGuide-
line moduleswhich we extendwith an Instruction
modulefor the annotationinstructions'® In con-
trastto MATE, we understanthe Guidelinemodule
asanunderlyingspecificationfrom which different
representationsan be generated.We sketch how
the guidelinescanbe encodedoy XML, which en-
ablesthegeneratiorof useradaptedepresentations
throughstylesheetechnology(e.g.XSLT).

The Guideline module The guideline module
(seefig. 3) constitutesthe basisfor the specifica-
tion of annotationguidelines. It includesa subset
of theitemsin the MATE Codingmodulesandthe
documenttomponentsntroducedandexplainedin

sec.3.1. Componentshatcanbe derived automati-
cally, suchasthetagsetdeclaratiorandindices,are
not partof the specificationsincethesecanbegen-
eratedfrom the information presentin the Instruc-
tion module.

The Instruction module Annotationinstructions
are specifiedin the Instructionmodule. In fig. 4,
we sketcha preliminary XML representationf the
two instructionsin fig. 2. The singleelementsand
attributesspecifytheinstructioncomponentgxem-
plified there. In addition,the instructionfor thetag
‘VB’ refersto the secondinstructionvia the ‘re-
lated’ element,markingit asa ‘problematiccase’.
The secondinstructionindeedhelpsthe annotator
to decidebetweertheassignmenof two tags, VB’
and‘VBP'. For bothtags, criterion’ elementswvith
applicationconditions therespectie annotatiorac-
tion, andexamplesaredeclared.

19The MATE Markup Framavork neitheraddressethe en-
codingof annotatiorguidelinesnor theissueof useradaptvity
explicitly.



# | Component Example
1 | Guidelinetitle Part-of-speeb tagging guidelinesfor the PennTreebank3rd Revision
2 | Annotatednformation Part of speeb
3 | Typeof sourcedata Englishtext
4 | Generaprinciples
(annotatiorcorventions& format)
5 | Relationto linguistictheories
6 | Relatedannotatiorschemes Biesetal. (1995):“BracletingGuidelinesfor TreebanHl Style”, ...
7 | Annotationinstructions — INSTRUCTION MODULE
8 | Creationnotes:authorsstatusgetc. | BeatriceSantorini,1995,3rd revision
Figure3: The Guidelinemodule
<instruction tags=" VB" keywords=" verb, base forni difficulty=" easy"
id=" instr_1">
<text> This tag subsunes inperatives, infinitives and subjunctives</text>
<criterion>
<condition> verb i n base fornx/condition>
<action> | abel VB</action>
<example comment="1i nperative">Do/ VB it. </example>
<example comment="1infinitive"> You should do/VB it.</example>
<example comment="subj unctive">W suggested that he do/VB it. </example>
</criterion>
<related type=" probl emati c_case" ref=" instr_23"/>

</instruction>
<instruction tags=" VB, VBP" keywords=" verb, subjunctive, present tense"
difficulty=" medi unt' id=" instr_23">
<text> |f you are unsure whether a formis a subjunctive (VB) or a present
tense verb (VBP), replace the subject by a third person pronoun. </text>
<criterion>
<condition> verb does not take an -s endi ng</condition>
<action> | abel VB</action>
<example> | recomended that you do/ VB it. </example>
<test> | recomend that he do/*does it. </test>
</criterion>
<criterion>
<condition> verb takes an -s endi ng</condition>
<action> | abel VBP</action>
</criterion>
</instruction>

Figure4: Instructionsof fig. 2 asspecifiedn the Instructionmodule

5.2 Application Examples usedas a guiding principle for the creationof tu-

The exemplaryencodingenableghe generatiomf torial eer’CiseSfOF the annotatquhiCh m|ght start

anumberof varioustypesof useradaptecyuideline ~ With easyannotatiorexamplesanddeveloptowards

— For all userprofiles: The ‘tags’ and‘keywords’ ~ @nnotatomnnotatesicertaintag, theannotatiortool
attributes of the instruction elementsin fig. 4 al- ~ Maydisplaythe correspondindtext’ elementasan
low us to automaticallygeneratandicesaslists of ~ “Online help”for theannotatar

tag:page-numberairs(resp keyword:page-number — For the guideline author: When the author as-
pairs)andtagsetdeclarationsstag:keyword pairs.  signskeywordsto the instructions/heis currently
—FortheannotatorThe‘difficulty’ attributecanbe  working on, the ‘keywords’ attribute can be used



to pointto relatedinstructions(marked by the same
keywords). The formal specificationin generalcan
be usedto supportthe guidelineauthors,by com-
pletenesaindconsisteng checks.

6 Conclusions

Currentguidelinesonly provide supportfor asubset
of the potentialusers.As we have shavn in this pa-

per, differentusertypes,suchasannotatorsgorpus
explorersJanguagesngineersetc.,requiredifferent

forms of guidelinesin orderto fulfill their specific
tasksrelatedto anannotateatorpus.

To answertheserequirementsye proposea gen-
eralguidelinestructurewhich senesasthebasisfor
generatiorof useradaptedlocumentsWith theuse
of XML/XSLT technologya broadvariety of user
specificapplicationscanberealized.

It is clearthatthe detailedspecificationwe pro-
posemale high demandsn the guidelineauthors.
However, forcing the authorsto fulfill requirements
suchas explicitness(as for the declarationof the
exact annotationaction), completenesgkeywords,
examplesfor every instruction), etc., will result
in high-quality standardizednnotationguidelines,
whichwebelieve will payoff in greatetbenefitfrom
theannotateatorpora.
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