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- e-publishing a necessary step, particularly useful for lexical data, which might otherwise not be published at all (vs. grammars and text collections)

- critical remarks to strengthen proposal

- based on DOBES experience (electronic publication of text collections)

LSLD as an archive/deposit /publishing format or as a research tool?

Publishing format:

- building a dictionary that would pass peer review and enter a prestigious series requires a larger project which is likely to aim at publication anyway

- publishing dictionaries (vs. analytical results, maybe text collections) is not the best way to get scientific recognition 

Requirements for LSLD as a tool
- digital format particularly interesting for comparative and quantitative studies

- need many dictionaries in the comparable format

- minimal requirements for comparability:

- language for translation (and introduction, commentary, etc.): English + Spanish, Russian, Tok Pisin, etc.?

- Orthographies vs. IPA symbols (for searchability)

- requirements on entry structure (part-of-speech, etc?)

requirements on terminology (e.g. “common noun”)

- What are the (technical) prospects of LSLD to function as a full-fledged tool (vs. existing applications, see Bickel’s analysis of ELAN data with R)?

Example: comparative database on biological terminology in the West Amazon (part of a pending EuroBABEL proposal)

- aim to pass peer-reviewed publication

- for historical studies (identification of loans, hypothesis about migration patterns, etc.)

- entry structure with scientific (Latin) names and translation and further commentary in local language (Spanish and Portuguese)

- includes yet unpublished field data from project members plus inclusion of data from published sources

- > most comparative studies require integration of data from already published dictionaries 

- legal issues (rights to “re-publish”)

- technical issues (conversions)

Technical issues & Miscellanea

- probably substantial technical assistance for submitters needed for, e.g., TMF, LMF, TEI, “ODD specification from TEI” 

- this should to run in the background and needs an accessible interface for submitters, in particular because this is required for any publication (possibly without peer review) 

- “Restricted access” requires institutional and technical infrastructure

- conversion from other formats (e.g. Shoebox/Toolbox)

- paper print output option: for learners and communities 

- text document describing the data must include information on conditions of data collection
- Relation to existing initiatives (IDS, Wictionary, Lexus, Linguistic Discovery)

- MPG commitment for data preservation (e.g. 50 years)?

Summary 

- sharpen profile with respect to publishing format vs. tool

- convince researchers that it is not only worthwhile to publish lexical data and description in LSL

D, but also that it si technically non-problematic 

- sharpen profile of possible uses and tailor LSLD according to these

- be more specific about criteria for peer review, for reviewers and submitters
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