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Introduction
Comments from the E-MELD 2005 working groups fell into three broad categories.  It was expected that the working groups would list many items that are missing from GOLD, and these were indeed among the comments, although perhaps not as many as had been expected.  Second, there were a few comments on concepts that were included in the ontology, but in some problematic fashion, that is, placed in the wrong section, or described in a way that did not meet with approval.  Third, there were more general recommendations regarding the structure, goals, and user interface of GOLD.

Note:  The bracketed numbers refer to the "WG Suggestion Number" column on the Working Group Reports Spreadsheet at http://emeld.org/workshop/2005/papers/wg-rpts-sheet.xls.

Missing Concepts
The missing concepts ranged from the highly specific, such as copula under verb and irrealis under mood, to general categories, such as honorifics and reduplication. Some of the missing concepts could be easily linked to an existing section of the ontology, while others were merely identified as necessary additions. 
Three working groups discussed reduplication and other functions represented by morphological processes and templates.  Working group 1 agreed that processes such as reduplication, CVC templates, and tone patterns should be included in the ontology.  Working group 3 asked the question, "If we include prefix, suffix, should we also include ablaut and reduplication and the patterns from Semitic roots?" [3.2.3]  They also considered the possibility that Semitic templatic roots should instead be classified as bound roots [3.2.4].  Members of working group 2 debated whether to include reduplication in GOLD or in a phonological ontology.  In the end, they suggested adding it to GOLD, allowing independent specification of the phonological properties and semantic concepts of each reduplication process [2.1.14].

Affixes need to be added under MorphologicalUnit.  Working group 3 pointed out that, since GOLD includes proclitic and enclitic, it should have prefix, suffix, and infix as well [3.2.2].  Working group 1 noted the absence of phrasal affixes, such as complementizers, and derivational affixes, such as nominalizers [1.12.3, 1.12.4].  Working group 2 suggested a flatter structure for the ontology, separating form and function, which would require that affixes and other forms be included among the concepts [2.2.1].

A few other missing concepts were listed by more than one working group:

· Ideophones [2.1.11.3, 3.3.5.3]

· Honorifics [2.1.11.5, 4.1.5.2.1]

· Auxiliary verbs [1.4.1.2, 2.1.10]
Other missing concepts were mentioned by only one working group:
· Endoclitics [4.2.2]

· Under SubordinateClause, add complement subordinate and adjunct subordinate [4.2.4-4.2.4.2]

· Under Adjective, add subclasses:  plain, comparative, superlative, elative, relative [4.2.6-4.2.6.5]

· Under Quantifier, add distributive

· Subclassification of coordinating conjunctions by the lexical or syntactic units they can join [2.1.5]

· Subclassification of particles by semantic properties and by clausal position [2.1.9]

· More subclasses below the category of demonstrative, including proximal and distal,  and demonstratives based on orientation to speaker and hearer, to a geographic feature, or to location, quantity, size, and other variables [2.1.6]

· Cardinal directions and directionals [3.3.5.1]

· Copula verbs [2.1.10]

· Possibly other verb subclassifications, including semi-transitive, ambi-transitive, and stative [3.3.3.1]

· More verb subclassifications, including unergative, active, unaccustive, stative, inchoative, and monotransitive [5.14.2.1-5.14.4]

· Pluractional verbs [4.2.27.3]

· Semantically driven classifications of verbs,  such as sense and action [4.2.13.1-4.2.13.2]
· Cislocative and translocative case [1.12.10]

· Resultative should be added under AspectFeature [1.12.7]

· Situational aspect and viewpoint should be added to the Aspect category [2.2.1]

· Portative mood [3.4.6.1]

· Irrealis [3.4.7]

· Under ThirdPerson, add impersonal [4.2.29-4.2.29.1]

· "Gender of speech act participant, e.g. forms that are only used by women" [1.7-1.7.1]

· Topic (often referred to GOLD, but never defined) [4.1.6.2.1-4.1.6.2.1.2]

· Alienability [1.12.2]

· Body part affixes [1.4.11]

· Person hierarchies [1.6.4]

· Animacy hierarchies [1.6.4] 
· Kinship structures, e.g., kinship agreement markers [3.1.1.1]
· Conversational noises related to discourse functions, such as turn-taking and back-channeling [3.3.5.2]

· Forms that have no function, such as stem joiners [1.1.2.1]

· Functions that have no form, such as zero morphemes [1.1.2.2]

· Noun incorporation [1.3.2]
· Phrasal units, "levels of syntactic constituency higher than the word" [2.1.3]

Problems with Existing Concepts

Aside from problems caused by the way the ontology is structured (to be discussed in the next section), the working groups found some problems with existing concepts.  These included questions about where concepts were placed in GOLD, disagreement with the way concepts had been described, and a few cases where it was felt that a concept should be removed altogether.
There were several recommendations that concepts be moved out to a different part of the ontology.  Working group 2 suggested changing ExistentialMarker from a separate part of speech to a position below Verb [2.1.11.4].  Working group 3 wrote that Mood should be broken down further, so that moods that are usually seen in subordinate clauses, like Subjunctive and Portative, can be placed under Non-indicative [3.4.6-3.4.6.3].  Working group 1 recommended moving the concept of possession out from under CaseFeature, and transitivity out from under Verb [1.12.6, 1.12.9].  Similarly, working group 4 suggested moving the concept of connectivity out of PartOfSpeech, since it can also be expressed by affixes [4.2.5]
Working group 4 recommended a reorganization of the CaseFeature section of the ontology.  This would include a CoreCase category for grammatical cases such as Nominative, Dative, Instrumental, Ergative, and Absolutive; and a SemanticCase category, including concepts like Genitive, Possessive, Comitative, and Partitive.  They suggested combining LocationalCase and MotionCase into a single category.  Furthermore, they recommended replacing the hierarchical structure currently being used for CaseFeature with a more feature-based system [4.2.15-4.2.20].
Working group 4 also recommended reorganizing GenderFeature.  The GOLD description of GenderFeature states, "It may be best subsumed under a more general class for noun classification."  Working group 4 responded, "we recommend indeed putting this under a higher class" [4.2.23].  The higher class should be divided into human vs. non-human systems, systematic/semantic vs. arbitrary systems, and other systems as needed [4.2.23.1-4.2.26.1].  The recommended addition of "ClassifierFeature as a sister to GenderFeature" [1.12.1] by working group 1 might be motivated by a similar need.  Furthermore, working group 2 recommended making Classifier a separate part of speech, rather than a subclass of Particle, and discussed the need to distinguish between different types of classifier systems, both by morphosyntactic behavior and by semantic commonalities [2.1.7-2.1.8].
Working group 4 questioned the organization of the EvidentialityFeature section of the ontology, stating that it appears to be based on a single theory that links evidentiality to modality, but that other researchers believe that evidentiality is primarily based on the information source [4.2.22-4.2.22.3].  In contrast, working group 3 criticized the use of unrelated sources for certain parts of the ontology, especially Aspect and Voice, stating that the results were inconsistent; some terms seem to have been defined using standard works in a subfield, while others were based on more general sources [3.4.11-3.4.11.1].
As for recommendations for deleting concepts, working group 2 wrote, "adverbs are of course problematic, and it is unlikely that an umbrella category 'adverb' is appropriate" [2.1.11.1].  Working group 3 suggested removing concepts with a compositional semantics, adding, "You do not really need things like FutureInFuture, PastIn Present etc. which are really combinations of relative and absolute tenses" [3.4.4-3.4.4.1].  However, they were uncertain about whether Pluperfect should also be deleted [3.4.4.2].  
General Recommendations

A large portion of each working group report consisted of general suggestions and comments on the ontology.  Most of these concerned its structure, recommending that it be "flattened," based on features rather than a hierarchy.  Comments also included discussion of portmanteau morphemes, GOLD's user interface, grammaticalization, the need for the ability to cross-reference concepts, and the overall goals of the ontology.
There were many comments regarding the structure of GOLD.  Most of these involved separating form from function and flattening the hierarchical structure.  Working group 2 recommended "explicitly incorporating into GOLD the independence of the formal and functional dimensions, and then allowing mechanisms to link the two" [2.2.1].  Working group 1 began their report with, "Separate form and function" [1.1], and later wrote, "Hierarchy doesn't give you much (except for shrinking size of feature lists)" [1.2.1].  They pointed out that Salishan languages may not distinguish between verbs and nouns, and that putting the concept of transitivity under Verb might force users to choose that category when it doesn't really fit [1.2.2.1].  Working group 4 suggested that "featural distinctions can be more useful than a hierarchy" [4.1.1.2].  Working group 3 wrote that the presentation of GOLD as a hierarchy makes it difficult to "see the cross-cutting property relations…  It is not a strict taxonomy, because the principles of differentiation do not stay the same not only across levels but even within levels" [3.1.5-3.1.5.1].  They stated that the categories of evidentiality, polarity, tense, mood, and aspect are really a continuum, and that an ontology ought to reflect the non-discrete nature of these categories [3.4-3.4.1.2].  They looked at definite and indefinite articles, included in the ontology as parts of speech, and suggested that these might be better represented simply as Article, then marked as plus or minus for a definiteness feature.  This feature could then also be used for languages that require agreement in definiteness [3.1.5.2-3.1.6.1.1].  In contrast, working group 2 discussed languages which lack a definite article, but have an indefinite article that has been grammaticalized from the numeral "one" combined with a general noun classifier.  It was suggested that the classification of Article might not be needed if indefinite articles can occur without definite articles [2.1.4].  Although they came to somewhat different conclusions, the two groups agreed that definiteness should be in the ontology as a functional feature, rather than a subclass of Article.
Working group 2 found that the PartOfSpeech section had some definitions that were morphosyntactically based, and others semantically based; they recommended that only morphosyntactic definitions be used for lexical categories, since semantic properties vary widely among languages [2.1.1].
Portmanteau morphemes were another common topic, as were cases of words that do not fit neatly into any of the PartOfSpeech categories.  Working group 1 discussed morphemes that combine person plus voice, or person plus tense or aspect, or tense plus aspect, as well as those that indicate both agent and object, adding, "Can't just add a feature '1>2' because searcher wants to know that 1 and 2 are involved and what the relation is" [1.5-1.6.2].  Working group 2 analyzed the case of a Tibeto-Burman language that had verbs and adjectives, but also a class of words that behave morphologically like verbs but syntactically like adjectives; several possible ways of classifying these words were considered, including creating a category that maps to both verbs and adjectives, creating an "other" category, or enabling the creation of a category described as the intersection of two other categories [2.1.12-2.1.12.4].  Working group 3 asked how to categorize a morpheme with two distinct meanings, especially if these are very different [3.1.8-3.1.8.3].  They raised the problem of languages that, for example, have no adjectives, but express adjectival meanings through nouns; how would this be linked to concepts in the ontology?  And how would one classify precategorial roots, which can be used to form both nouns and verbs [3.3.2-3.3.2.1]?  These discussions did not call for changes in the ontology, so much as a clarification of the ways in which it would be used.
User interface issues came up in the reports.  Working group 1 wrote, "Expandable trees might prevent you from finding what you want (e.g. might not think to look for demonstratives under Determiner)" [1.11.1].  They also wanted subset menus based on the COPEs, and pop-ups to allow the user to choose, for example, which applicative they need [1.11.6-1.11.7].  Working group 3 wanted better descriptions for each concept, a sort of "field guide" for the user, and also suggested that better ways of displaying the information might be developed [3.1.3-3.1.4.1].  The ability to cross-reference concepts was recommended  [4.1.1, 1.3].
Working groups 2 and 3 suggested the possibility of building implicational universals into GOLD [2.2.2, 3.1.7-3.1.7.1].

Grammaticalization was discussed by working groups 1 and 2.  Working group 1 pointed out that there is a continuum from lexical to fully grammaticalized, and that people sometimes disagree on where a particular morpheme belongs on that continuum [1.4-1.4.2].  Working group 2 made the same point: the gradual nature of language change can make it difficult to place a word in a clearcut category [2.2.3].  They recommended setting up a working group to construct an ontology or a COPE of common grammaticalization patterns [2.2.4].
Finally, the goals of GOLD came up in three of the working groups.  Working group 2 wrote, "We wondered whether the goal of the ontology is to produce a description of what is possible in natural language or to provide interoperability between different language resources (both of which came up at various points during the conference) and whether there are tensions between these different goals. Related to this issue is whether GOLD is a metalanguage for doing linguistics or a metalanguage for finding language resources. The structure of GOLD should differ depending on the ultimate goal" [2.2.5].  Working group 3 asked, "Who is our audience?" [3.1.1]  They agreed that there is a need for a COPE that could be used by a graduate student beginning to analyze data, as well as someone archiving data at the end of the analysis.  The goal is interoperability.  They suggested that kinship terms might be included, to serve the needs of descendants of speakers, and that working groups might be formed with librarians and anthropologists to expand the ontology for other domains [3.1.1.1-3.1.2.3].  Working group 1 wrote, "Even the most perfect ontology will never be a substitution for RFG:  Reading the Flipping Grammar.  Goal of ontology:  to get you to the grammar" [1.13.1].
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