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Abstract
In this paper we addressthe issue of user-
adaptivity for annotationguidelines.We show
that differentusergroupshave differentneeds
towardsthesedocuments,a fact neglectedby
mostof currentannotationguidelines.We pro-
posea formal specificationof the structureof
annotationguidelines,thussuggestinga mini-
mumsetof requirementsthatguidelinesshould
fulfill. Finally, wesketchtheuseof thesespeci-
ficationsby exemplaryapplications,resultingin
user-specificguidelinerepresentations.

1 Intr oduction
Linguistic researchnowadaysmakes heavy useof
annotatedcorpora.Thebenefitthatresearchersmay
gainfrom corporadependsto a largeextentondoc-
umentationof theannotation.Accordingto Leech’s
maxims, theguidelinesthatwereappliedin thean-
notationof the corpusshouldbe accessibleto the
userof thecorpus(andthusserve asa kind of doc-
umentation),seeLeech(1993).1

In thispaper, wearguethatannotationguidelines,
whichareoptimizedfor useby theannotatorsof the
corpus,often cannotserve as suitabledocumenta-
tion for usersof theannotatedcorpus.We illustrate
this claim by differenttypesof prototypicalcorpus
users,whohavedifferentneedswith respectto doc-
umentation.Extendingtheproposalby MATE (Dy-
bkjaeretal., 1998),wesketchapreliminaryspecifi-
cationfor annotationguidelines.Wethenshow how
guidelinesthatarestandardizedin this way maybe
adaptedto different userneedsand serve both as
guidelines,applied in the annotationprocess,and
documentation,usedby differentcorpususers.

1“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 user to understandfully what each instanceof
annotationrepresentswithout resorting to guesswork, 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 papergrew out of our work in the Son-
derforschungsbereich (SFB, collaborative research
center)on informationstructureat theUniversityof
Potsdam.2 In thecontext of this SFB,several indi-
vidual projectscollecta largeamountof dataof di-
verselanguagesandannotatethemonvariousanno-
tationlevels: phonetics/phonology, morpho-syntax,
semantics,andinformationstructure.

Within theSFB,guidelinesfor thedifferentanno-
tationlevelsarebeingcreated.In orderto maximize
theprofit of thesedata,we aredevelopingstandard
recommendationson the format andcontentof the
SFBannotationguidelines.Theseguidelinesought
to serve theSFBannotatorsaswell asthe research
community.

The paper is organizedas follows. We first
presentdifferentuserprofiles with different needs
towardsannotationguidelines(sec.2). Wethenana-
lyzetheform andcontentof selectedexistingguide-
lines to somedetail (sec.3) and show that these
guidelinesfulfill the userneedsonly inadequately
(sec.4). Finally, wesketcha formalspecificationof
the structureof annotationguidelinesand indicate
how XML/XSLT technologycanbeusedto support
user-adaptive annotationguidelines(sec.5).

2 Guideline Users
Annotationguidelinesareusedby differenttypesof
userswith different requirements.Theserequire-
mentsdependon (i) the user’s objectives and (ii)
theuser’s background.

2.1 UserObjectives
Peopleare interestedin annotationguidelinesfor
differentreasons.Accordingto their respective ob-
jectives,wedefinefiveuserprofiles.3

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

2http://www.ling.uni- potsdam.de/sfb/
3In a similar way, Carlettaand Isard (1999) define three

usertypes:thecoder, thecodingconsumer, andthecodingde-
veloper. Theseclasses,however, refer to usersof annotation
workbenchesratherthanannotationguidelines.



instructionsspecifiedin the annotationguidelines.
Important annotationcriteria are consistency and
speed.

The corpusexplorer Thegroupof corpusexplor-
ersencompassesall thosewhoaimatexploiting lin-
guisticdatain orderto find evidencefor or against
linguistic hypotheses.Thesepeopleneedto know
(i) how to find instancesof specificphenomenathey
areinterestedin, and(ii) how to interprettheanno-
tationsof thephenomenain question.

The languageengineer Insteadof inspectingthe
data“manually”, as the corpusexplorer does,the
languageengineerappliesautomaticmethodsto the
annotateddata to processthem further. This in-
cludesa variety of tasks,suchasstatisticalevalu-
ations, training and testingof algorithms,and the
extractionof varioustypesof linguisticinformation.

The guideline explorer The guidelinesper se
(i.e., independentlyof a corpus)areof interestto,
e.g., theoretical linguists who want to know the
principlesthatunderlietheannotationguidelines.In
addition,theguidelinesmayserveasanexamplefor
authorsof otherannotationguidelines.

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

2.2 UserBackground

A further factor putting constraintson annotation
guidelinesis the user’s background. First, (non-)
acquaintancewith the languageof thecorpusis an
importantfactor: if corporashouldbe useful also
for peoplewho do not or hardlyknow thelanguage
of thecorpus,annotationguidelinesshouldprovide
translationsfor examplesentencesandbasicinfor-
mationaboutlinguistic propertiesof theobjectlan-
guage.

Second, (non-)acquaintancewith theoretical
analysesof the phenomenahas an impact on re-
quirementstowardsguidelines.Peoplewho areac-
quaintedwith the linguistic theory that the guide-
linesarebasedon do not needtheoreticalintroduc-
tions; anexampleis theFeldertheorie(field theory
of wordorder)in German,whichservesasthebasis
of theanalysesin theGermanVerbmobilTreebank
(Stegmannet al., 2000). In addition, peoplewho
know aboutalternative (competing)analysesof the
phenomenain questionmaywant to know the rea-
sonsof thechosenanalysis.

3 Form and Content of Guidelines

Weconsidersampleguidelinesfrom differenttypes
of annotation;all sampleguidelinesare available
via the internet. Theseguidelineshave beencho-
sen to set out the diversity amongdifferent lev-
els of linguistic analysis—from morphology to
pragmatics—andamong practicesestablishedin
different linguists’ communities—fromtypologists
to languageengineers.4

Interlinear morphemic transcription EU-
ROTYP (König et al., 1993), Leipzig Glossing
Rules(Bickel et al., 2004). Theseguidelinesdeal
with the annotationof morphemeboundariesand
morpheme-by-morphemetranslation (glossing);
these guidelines have been created by and for
typologists.5

Mor phosyntactic annotation Penn Treebank
(POS-tagging guidelines, “POS”) (Santorini,
1995),STTS (Schiller et al., 1999). Theseguide-
lines have beendevelopedby languageengineers
for (semi-)automaticannotationof morphosyntactic
information.6

Syntactic annotation PennTreebank(bracketing
guidelines,“BG”) (Bies et al., 1995), SPARKLE
(Carrolletal.,1997),VerbMobil,GermanTreebank
(Stegmannet al., 2000).7

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

We focus on threeaspectsof annotationguide-
lines: the componentsof guideline documents

4The sampleguidelinesalsovary with regardto size(e.g.,
the Leipzig GlossingRulescomprise9 pages,the PennTree-
bank Bracketing Guidelines317 pages)and status(e.g., the
VerbMobil guidelinesarecompleted,whereasguidelinessuch
asthe PennDiscourseTreebankguidelinesarestill beingde-
veloped).

5We consideronly the rules for morphemictranscription
andnot theglossingabbreviationsin thesedocuments.

6EAGLES provides recommendationsfor the design of
morphosyntactictagsets(Leechand Wilson, 1996). Tagsets
representonly a componentof annotationguidelines. The
STTStagsetcanbeviewedasaninstantiationof theEAGLES
recommendations.

7A very detailedannotationschemefor syntactic,semantic
and speechannotationis available in book form for the SU-
SANNE corpus(Sampson,1995). Theseguidelinesare ad-
dressedprimarily to theguidelineexplorer ratherthanthe an-
notator. In this vein, the book providesa detaileddiscussion
of theannotationprinciplesandtheoreticalbackground.Wedo
not includetheseguidelinein ourdiscussion,sincethey arenot
availableelectronically.



A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P
EUROTYP + + + + + +
LeipzigGlossingRules + + + + + + + +
PennTreebank(POS) + + + + + + + +
STTS + + + + + + +
PennTreebank(BG) + + + + + + + + +
VerbMobilTreebank + + + + + + + + +
SPARKLE + + + + + + + +
PropBank + + + + + + + +
PennDiscourseTreebank + + + + + +
DAMSL + + + + + +

Documentcomponents:
A generalprinciples
B underlyinglinguistic theory
C tagsetdeclaration
D relatedannotationschemes
E tagindex
F keyword index

Instructioncomponents:
G keywords
H criteria
I examples
J relatedinstructions
K alternativeanalyses

Instructionordering:
L alphabeticaltags
M alphabeticalkeywords
N content-basedstructure
O default–specific/exceptional
P simple–difficult

Figure1: Featuresof thesampleguidelines

(sec.3.1),thecomponentsof anannotationinstruc-
tion (sec.3.2),andtheorderingof instructionswith
respectto eachother(sec.3.3).

3.1 DocumentComponents

Thedocumentarchitecturevariesto someextent in
thesampleguidelines.In general,however, thereis
(i) an introductorypart, (ii) the main section,and
(iii) appendices.In the following, we sketch pro-
totypical componentsof theseparts; to a large ex-
tent, thesecomponentsoverlap with the elements
proposedby Dybkjaer et al. (1998). The table in
fig. 1 presentsan overview of most of the guide-
line componentsconsideredhere. The differences
betweentheguidelinescan(partly) beattributedto
thefactthattheguidelinesaddressdifferenttypesof
users.

Intr oductory part This part comprisesbasicin-
formation suchas the nameof the guidelines,the
annotationgoal, the type of sourcedata,the anno-
tationmarkup(e.g.,syntacticannotationcanbeen-
codedby bracketsvs. graphs,etc.). In addition, it
addressesgeneraldesignprinciples,includinggen-
eral annotationconventions(A8), andthe underly-
ing linguistic theoryand/orstatementsabouttheo-
retical problems(B). A generaltagsetdeclaration
in the form of an exhaustive list of all admissible
tagsplus a shortdescriptionis often included(C).
Someguidelinesreferto relatedannotationschemes
or standardrecommendationslike EAGLES(Leech
and Wilson, 1996) (D). Finally, creationnotesin-
form aboutthe authors,creationdate,statusof the
guidelines,etc.

8Thelettersreferto thetablein fig. 1.

Main section This sectionis always devoted to
thepresentationof theactualannotationguidelines,
which we call “(annotation)instructions”. These
will bediscussedin detail in sec.3.2and3.3.

Appendices Someguidelinesprovide tutorialsin
theformof exercisesfor practicingtheuseof thean-
notationguidelines.Differenttypesof indices(i.e.,
listingsof items,e.g.tags,andnumbersof all pages
that refer to theseitems)may be included: alpha-
betical index of the tags(E); thematicindices,e.g.
anindex of keywordssuchas‘wh-clefts’ (F). In ad-
dition, lists of specificproblematicwords or con-
structionsmay be given. Finally, someguidelines
include recommendationsfor annotationtools and
methods.

3.2 Instruction Components

Thecorecomponentof annotationguidelinesis rep-
resentedby theannotationinstructions.Wefirst de-
scribetheform andcontentof anindividual instruc-
tion beforeaddressingthe questionof how the set
of instructionsis ordered/structured(sec.3.3). We
illustratethedescriptionby two annotationinstruc-
tions from the PennTreebank(POS),displayedin
fig. 2.

An individual instructionalwaysrefersto one(or
more)tagsthat representthe informationto be an-
notated,e.g.,‘VB’. Theinstructionusuallyprovides
somesort of keywords(G) for the phenomenonin
question,e.g.,‘verb,baseform’ (e.g.,headersmay
providesuchkeywords).Theguidelinesin thesam-
ple include annotationcriteria (H) in the form of
a descriptive text (‘This tag subsumes. . . ’) and
someillustrative examples(I) (‘Do/VB it.’). Some-



Verb, baseform—VB

This tagsubsumesimperatives,infinitivesandsubjunctives.

EXAMPLES: Imperative: Do/VB it.
Infinitive: You shoulddo/VB it. [. . . ]
Subjunctive: We suggestedthathedo/VB it.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
VB or VBP

If you areunsurewhethera form is subjunctive (VB) or a presenttenseverb(VBP), replacethesubjectby a
third personpronoun.If theverb takesan-s ending,thentheoriginal form is a presenttenseverb(VBP); if
not, it is a subjunctive(VB).

EXAMPLE: I recommendedthatyoudo/VB it.
(cf. I recommendedthathedo/*doesit.)

Figure2: Two instructionsfrom thePennTreebankPOS-taggingguidelines(Santorini,1995,pp.5, 21)

times, the guidelinesalsospecify how to segment
thesourcedata.

Often, the instructionsmake referenceto other,
closelyrelatedinstructions(whoseannotationcrite-
ria aresimilar to thecurrentcriteria)andemphasize
the differencesbetweenthem (‘If you are unsure
whether. . . ’) (J). Finally, alternative (competing)
analysesmaybegiven(K).9

3.3 Instruction Ordering

Guidelinespresentannotationinstructionsin a cer-
tain order. Theorderingof instructionsis a crucial
aspectof theinstructions’presentation:differentor-
dering principlesimplementdifferent perspectives
to the guidelinesand,consequently, serve require-
mentsof differentgroupsof users(cf. sec.4).

Thesampleguidelinesmake useof thefollowing
orderingprinciples:

Alphabetical order of the tags (L) In the sec-
tion onproblematiccases,thePennTreebank(POS)
presentthe tagsand their instructionsin an alpha-
beticalorder(from ‘CC’ to ‘WDT’). (Otherguide-
lines make useof this type of orderingin an addi-
tional tagindex.)

Alphabetical order of keywords (M) Canonical
casesin the PennTreebank(POS)areorderedal-
phabeticallywith respectto keywords(from ‘Adjec-
tive’ to ‘Wh-adverb’).

Content-basedstructure (N) Instructionsareof-
tenpresentedin thematicunits,e.g.all tagsencod-
ing nominal featuresaregroupedtogether. More-
over, complex annotationguidelinesareusuallyor-
ganizedin an hierarchicalstructure,with chapters,
sections,etc.,whichmirror thecomplex structureof

9Theguidelinesconsideredhereat mostalludeimplicitely
to alternative analyses:by giving argumentsin favour of the
chosenanalaysis.

the describedphenomena.For instance,the Verb-
Mobil guidelinescontaina chapterabouttheanno-
tationof phrasalconstituents,with sectionsaddress-
ing NPs,PPs,etc., andPP subsectionsaddressing
prepositionsandcircum/postpositions. In DAMSL,
criteriain theform of decisiontreesguidetheanno-
tatorthroughtheannotation.

From default to specific/exceptionalcases(O)
This is an ordering principle that is usually used
in combinationwith otherprinciples. For instance,
singlesentencesarepresentedbeforemultiple sen-
tencesin theguidelinesof thePennDiscourseTree-
bank.

Degree of difficulty (P) Similarly, in combina-
tion with other orderingprinciples, 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 severalordering
principles,e.g.,main instructionsarestructuredac-
cordingto content,(embedded)subinstructionsare
orderedfrom default tospecificcase,andindicesare
orderedalphabeticallyaccordingto keywords.

4 UserRequirements
Currentannotationprojectsusuallydo not provide
separateguidelinedocumentsfor differenttypesof
users.Usually, annotationdocumentationemerges
from the annotatingpractice, supportingthe an-
notator in the annotationtask. At the publish-
ing stage,this documentationis often transferred
into a moregeneraldocument,by addinginforma-
tion aboutannotationconventions,format,methods,



etc.—however, thebasicstructureof theannotations
instructionsremainsunaltered.Theobviousconse-
quenceof thispracticeis thatexistingguidelinesof-
tenignoretherequirementsof certaintypesof users.
We illustrate different user requirementsby some
typical examples. Theserequirementsconcern(i)
documentcomponents,(ii) instructioncomponents,
and(iii) instructionordering:

Annotator Typical usersare annotatorswho are
confrontedwith theguidelinesfor thefirst time.
(i) Annotatorsprimarily needa tutorial introduction
andmaybeinformationabouttheannotationgoals.
(ii) They have to learn specific instructions,sup-
portedby didacticexamples.
(iii) Theappropriateorderis from default to excep-
tional or from easyto difficult. Orderingsin the
form of decisiontreesmayfacilitatetheacquisition.

Corpus explorer A further sampleuser is a re-
searcherwho looks for a specificphenomenonin
thecorpus:
(i) Corpusexplorersneedan index of phenomena
(keywords)to look up thetagsthatencodethephe-
nomenonthey are interestedin. Moreover, when
inspectingthe encodingof this phenomenon,they
mightcomeacrossothertagsthey arenotyet famil-
iar with. Hence,they alsoneedanindex of tags(or
atagsetdeclaration)to look upthemeaningof these
tags.
(ii) They needdetailedinformationabouttheanno-
tation criteria. Take, for instance,a corpusthat is
annotatedwith respectto information-structural cat-
egoriesandimaginea corpusexplorerwho is inter-
estedin topic and focus. Before looking for data,
s/hehasto know the exact definitions(criteria) of
topic andfocusthathave beenappliedin theanno-
tation.
(iii) Theeasiestway for thecorpusexplorer to find
annotationcriteria of phenomenaand tags is by
meansof analphabeticordering.

Language engineer Finally, languageengineers
mayundertake a statisticalevaluationof thecorpus
data:
(i) They primarily needa tagsetdeclaration,with-
out beinginterestedin any details. In addition,the
circumstancesof the annotationare relevant (e.g.,
whetherthe corpushasbeenannotatedmanually,
twice,etc.).
(ii), (iii) Probably, thelanguageengineerwould not
needany informationaboutannotationinstructions.

Comparing these user requirementsand the
guidelinefeaturesin fig. 1, we seethat the guide-
lines aremoreorientedtowardsthe annotatorthan
thecorpusexplorer: Featuressuchasindices(E, F)

areoftenmissing,whereasthepredominantinstruc-
tion orderingis content-basedordering(N).

5 Towards User-Adaptive Annotation
Guidelines

In whatfollows,we presentapreliminaryguideline
specificationthatallowsfor generatinguser-adapted
guidelinerepresentations.In the secondpart, we
illustratetheapplicabilityof thespecification.

5.1 Guideline Specification

For thespecificationof user-adaptive guidelineswe
adopt ideasfrom the MATE Markup Framework
(Dybkjaeret al., 1998),which usesso-calledCod-
ing Modules for the specificationand representa-
tion of annotationschemes.Building uponMATE,
we definesemi-formalclassspecifications,Guide-
line modules, which we extendwith an Instruction
modulefor the annotationinstructions.10 In con-
trastto MATE,weunderstandtheGuidelinemodule
asanunderlyingspecificationfrom which different
representationscan be generated.We sketch how
theguidelinescanbeencodedby XML, which en-
ablesthegenerationof user-adaptedrepresentations
throughstylesheettechnology(e.g.XSLT).

The Guideline module The guideline module
(seefig. 3) constitutesthe basisfor the specifica-
tion of annotationguidelines. It includesa subset
of the itemsin theMATE Codingmodulesandthe
documentcomponentsintroducedandexplainedin
sec.3.1. Componentsthatcanbederivedautomati-
cally, suchasthetagsetdeclarationandindices,are
notpartof thespecification,sincethesecanbegen-
eratedfrom the informationpresentin the Instruc-
tion module.

The Instruction module Annotationinstructions
are specifiedin the Instructionmodule. In fig. 4,
we sketcha preliminaryXML representationof the
two instructionsin fig. 2. Thesingleelementsand
attributesspecifytheinstructioncomponentsexem-
plified there.In addition,theinstructionfor thetag
‘VB’ refers to the secondinstruction via the ‘re-
lated’ element,markingit asa ‘problematiccase’.
The secondinstructionindeedhelpsthe annotator
to decidebetweentheassignmentof two tags,‘VB’
and‘VBP’. For bothtags,‘criterion’ elementswith
applicationconditions,therespectiveannotationac-
tion, andexamplesaredeclared.

10The MATE Markup Framework neitheraddressesthe en-
codingof annotationguidelinesnor theissueof user-adaptivity
explicitly.



# Component Example

1 Guidelinetitle Part-of-speech taggingguidelinesfor thePennTreebank,3rd Revision

2 Annotatedinformation Part of speech

3 Typeof sourcedata Englishtext

4 Generalprinciples ...
(annotationconventions& format)

5 Relationto linguistic theories ...

6 Relatedannotationschemes Bieset al. (1995):“BracketingGuidelinesfor TreebankII Style”, . . .

7 Annotationinstructions � INSTRUCTION MODULE

8 Creationnotes:authors,status,etc. BeatriceSantorini,1995,3rd revision

Figure3: TheGuidelinemodule

<instruction tags=" VB" keywords=" verb, base form" difficulty=" easy"
id=" instr 1">

<text> This tag subsumes imperatives, infinitives and subjunctives</text>
<criterion>

<condition> verb in base form</condition>
<action> label VB</action>
<example comment=" imperative"> Do/VB it.</example>
<example comment=" infinitive"> You should do/VB it.</example>
<example comment=" subjunctive"> We suggested that he do/VB it.</example>

</criterion>
<related type=" problematic case" ref=" instr 23"/>

</instruction>
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
<instruction tags=" VB, VBP" keywords=" verb, subjunctive, present tense"
difficulty=" medium" id=" instr 23">

<text> If you are unsure whether a form is 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 ending</condition>
<action> label VB</action>
<example> I recommended that you do/VB it.</example>
<test> I recommend that he do/*does it.</test>

</criterion>
<criterion>

<condition> verb takes an -s ending</condition>
<action> label VBP</action>

</criterion>
</instruction>

Figure4: Instructionsof fig. 2 asspecifiedin theInstructionmodule

5.2 Application Examples
The exemplaryencodingenablesthe generationof
anumberof varioustypesof user-adaptedguideline
representationsanddocumentcomponents:
– For all userprofiles: The ‘tags’ and ‘keywords’
attributes of the instruction elementsin fig. 4 al-
low us to automaticallygenerateindicesaslists of
tag:page-numberpairs(resp.keyword:page-number
pairs)andtagsetdeclarationsastag:keyword pairs.
– For theannotator:The‘dif ficulty’ attributecanbe

usedas a guiding principle for the creationof tu-
torial exercisesfor theannotator, which might start
with easyannotationexamplesanddeveloptowards
moredifficult instructions.Furthermore,whenthe
annotatorannotatesacertaintag,theannotationtool
maydisplaythecorresponding‘text’ elementasan
“online help” for theannotator.

– For the guideline author: When the author as-
signskeywords to the instructions/heis currently
working on, the ‘keywords’ attribute can be used



to point to relatedinstructions(markedby thesame
keywords). Theformal specificationin generalcan
be usedto supportthe guidelineauthors,by com-
pletenessandconsistency checks.

6 Conclusions

Currentguidelinesonly providesupportfor asubset
of thepotentialusers.As we have shown in thispa-
per, differentusertypes,suchasannotators,corpus
explorers,languageengineers,etc.,requiredifferent
forms of guidelinesin orderto fulfill their specific
tasksrelatedto anannotatedcorpus.

To answertheserequirements,weproposeagen-
eralguidelinestructurewhichservesasthebasisfor
generationof user-adapteddocuments.With theuse
of XML/XSLT technology, a broadvarietyof user-
specificapplicationscanberealized.

It is clearthat the detailedspecificationwe pro-
posemake high demandson theguidelineauthors.
However, forcing theauthorsto fulfill requirements
suchas explicitness(as for the declarationof the
exact annotationaction), completeness(keywords,
examples for every instruction), etc., will result
in high-qualitystandardizedannotationguidelines,
whichwebelievewill payoff in greaterbenefitfrom
theannotatedcorpora.
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