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Abstract
The paper presents a manually annotated 625,000 tokens large historical corpus of Polish. The corpus consists of samples from texts
published between 1830 and 1918 — fiction, drama, popular science, essays and newspapers of the period. The corpus provides three
layers: transliteration, transcription and morphosyntactic annotation. The annotation process as well as the corpus itself are described in
detail in the paper.
Keywords: historical corpora, manually annotated corpora, corpus linguistics, Polish

1.

About the project

The paper presents a historical manually annotated corpus
of Polish. The corpus consists of samples excerpted from
texts published between 1830 and 1918 and is morphosyntactically annotated for the purpose of a larger project aimed
at creating a diachronic model of Polish inflection. Together
with two other manually annotated corpora (one historical
and one contemporary) it will serve as a point of reference
for a corpus-driven research in diachronic computational
morphology of Polish.

2.

Related work

The annotation of the presented corpus took place in parallel
with the Baroque corpus of Polish project in which a manual
annotation of a gold-standard dataset was also conducted
(Bronikowska et al., 2016). The two tasks shared the same
web application developed specially for both projects and
kept close cooperation in many details. The Baroque corpus
covers a 1601-1772 time span leaving over half a century
gap between the two projects, which will be hopefully filled
in future projects. We are not aware of existence of any other
manually annotated historical corpora of Polish.
Among resources for other Slavonic languages a relatively
similar project was accomplished for Slovene (Erjavec,
2012; Erjavec, 2015) where a 300,000 tokens large corpus
of historical texts was manually annotated and used as goldstandard dataset for automatic annotation of a larger collection of texts.

3.

The collection consists of 1000 samples of ca. 1000 words
each, thus the whole collection is ca. 1 million words large.
We will refer to it as F19-1M for short. The samples of the
corpus are divided into five separate subcorpora of equal
size representing the following functional styles: fiction,
essays, science and popular science, short newspaper articles, drama. The samples were excerpted mostly from scans
of original first editions of texts stored in digital libraries.
They were carefully transliterated with regard to historical
spelling rules, including misspelled words in the original
editions.
Samples in F19-1M are also evenly distributed between
years: for every year and every stylistic subcorpus there is
at least one and up to four samples, with an average of 11.24
(standard deviation 1.4) samples per year in the whole corpus. Every sample is accompanied by metadata and source
files (scans). An example of source scan is shown in Figure 1.
Although the corpus represents all major Polish literary centres in all five stylistic subcorpora, a bias towards the capital
city is significant as nearly 40% of sampled texts were published in Warsaw. Other major publishing centres are Lviv
(16%), Cracow (12%), Poznań (7%) and Vilnius (5%), all
inhabited by a dominant Polish speaking community at that
time. However, the corpus also represents an important part
of Polish literary activity performed in exile as about 6% of
sampled texts were first published in Paris. In total, publications from over 70 different towns where included in the
corpus.

Source Data

4.

We are using an existing collection of samples excerpted
from Polish texts published between 1830 and 1918 for
the purpose of researching historical inflection and spelling
(Bilińska et al., 2016). In literary studies and historical linguistics the period represents the second half of the so called
New Polish development stage of the language. The time
span of the corpus marks important dates in Polish history
having significant impact on social, cultural and political
changes which subsequently influenced literary and linguistic developments. Especially year 1918 is considered a turning point in the history of the whole Central-European region and assumed to be the actual end of the 19th century.

Preprocessing

F19-1M is available as a collection of plain text files. Since
our goal is to manually annotate only about half of it, we
have decided to excerpt 3125 shorter samples of ca. 160
words each. This means that from each F19-1M sample
we have extracted three smaller samples for our manually
annotated corpus.
Before annotators can start their work, the samples need to
be transcribed to modernised spelling and morphologically
analysed to provide possible inflectional interpretations of
each token. The processing described in this section takes
place in Anotatornia web application (Woliński et al., 2017)
which then serves the processed samples to annotators.
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Figure 1: A fragment of an original 1843 daily newspaper.
The exact same fragment is annotated in Figure 2.

4.1.

Transcription

Historical texts exhibit significant orthographic variation.
For example, the word komisja (‘commission’) appears in
F19-1M in the following spellings: komisja, kommisja,
komissja, kommissja, komisya, kommisya, komissya, kommissya, komisyja. The variation can be coped with by means
of transcription, which needs to be done automatically to
avoid laborious and time-consuming manual editing. For
the purpose of transcription, we use the converter created
in the IMPACT project – a rule-based tool1 (Kresa and
Szafran, 2013) for substituting letters or sequences of letters based on the context in which they appear. The procedure itself is simple, but it requires building a relatively
large set of rules which are created manually. The number
of rules exceeds 3000 and carries not only matching patterns but also a list of exceptions for every rule. Fortunately,
a large part of the rules created for the Baroque Corpus of
Polish (Bronikowska et al., 2016) could be reused for transcription of 19th c. texts.

4.2.

Morphological Analysis

Subsequently, the transcribed samples need to be processed
by morphological analyser which provides possible mor1

https://bitbucket.org/jsbien/pol

phological interpretations for text tokens. The annotators
may choose one of them but are also allowed to provide their
own interpretations in case none of the analyser’s answers is
correct or the token is unknown to the analyser. The obvious
choice for morphological analysis is Morfeusz 2 (Woliński,
2014), the most widely used in Polish NLP and highly configurable analyser. It allows to customise all linguistically
sensitive parts of the analysis: inflectional dictionary, tokenisation and tagset.
The linguistic basis of Morfeusz is Grammatical Dictionary
of Polish (Saloni et al., 2015; Woliński and Kieraś, 2016),
consisting of over 330,000 lexemes and nearly seven million word forms, which makes it the largest and most widely
used inflectional data source for Polish. SGJP covers the
whole list of entries taken from the largest general purpose
dictionary of Polish (Doroszewski, 1958–1969) printed on
paper in 11 volumes. Doroszewski’s dictionary consists of
125,000 lexical entries including a substantial range of archaic, obsolete and dialectal words. Its extensive lexical basis goes back to even last decades of 18th century vocabulary
which makes it a perfect lexical source for morphological
analysis of 19th century texts. In fact, the extensive coverage of archaic vocabulary in SGJP is usually a curse when
processing contemporary data, but in the case of 19th c. it
is actually a blessing. Thus the morphological dictionary
needed very few lexical additions to cover 19th century vocabulary of the corpus.
SGJP’s linguistic data needed to be additionally modified
(“aged”) in order to cover regular inflectional phenomena non-existing in contemporary Polish but widespread in
19th c. texts. For example, plural instrumental forms of adjectives ending in -emi rather then -ymi (e.g. wielkiemi vs.
the only possible contemporary form wielkimi ‘large’); singular instrumental and locative forms of neuter gender ending in -em as opposed to masculine ending -ym; plural nominal and accusative forms of some nouns could take an -a
ending (of Latin origin) instead of contemporary -y (traktata vs. traktaty ‘treaties’) etc.
Moreover, the analyser’s segmentation rules needed to be
adjusted to historical joint and disjoint spellings which were
significantly different than contemporary ones.
Only 1.72% of tokens in our data did not receive any interpretation from the analyser. This rate is only marginally
higher then in the case of contemporary analyser applied to
contemporary texts, which proves that the modified analyser
performs well.

4.3.

Tagging

As described in Section 5, an automatic tagger is being used
in the process of manual annotation to simulate one of the
annotators simultaneously annotating each sample. Since
no training data for tagging 19th c. or any other historical
data set for Polish is available, we use a standard contemporary manually annotated corpus of Polish (Przepiórkowski
et al., 2012) to train a stochastic tagger (Waszczuk, 2012).
The data was only converted to comply to the tagset designed for 19th c. project (to the possible extent as not all
grammatical phenomena annotated in the 19th c. project
were also annotated in the contemporary corpus). The
stochastic model therefore represents only a rough approx-

3855

Figure 2: Anotatornia as seen by adjudicator reviewing conflicts between human annotator and tagger. Left hand part of the
window shows a running text with annotation discrepancies highlighted. The right hand side shows a list of interpretations
provided by an annotator and the tagger. Conflicts between the two are marked in green. The adjudicator can choose one of
the two provided interpretations, choose her own from interpretations provided by the morphological analyser, or introduce
her interpretation manually.

imation of 19th c. morphosyntax and is not expected to
perform flawlessly, but it is expected to be able to handle
standard grammatical phenomena such as case, gender and
number agreements within phrases. This should be sufficient to pick up simple errors made by human annotators.
During the annotation process the tagger’s model is periodically, incrementally retrained together with newly annotated
data to improve its performance in the further course of annotation.

5.

Annotation

The process of manual annotation of the corpus was conducted in a multi-access web application called Anotatornia (Woliński et al., 2017), which was developed to suite
simultaneously two projects devoted to manual annotation
of historical Polish text. The other project is the so called
Baroque corpus (Kieraś et al., 2017). Thus Anotatornia is
focused on satisfying the needs of historical data annotation.
It operates on text represented in two layers: transliterated
and transcribed.
The annotation is conducted in a hybrid mode conjoining
manual work of a qualified linguist and automatic tagging
followed by additional verification by human adjudicator
(“super-annotator”). Each sample is automatically tagged,
but the results of tagging are not disclosed to the annotator
on any stage of the process. The annotator can only see possible interpretations provided by the morphological analyser
and needs to choose one of them or create her own in case of
misinterpreted or unknown tokens. The annotator’s choices
are then confronted with those made by the tagger and conflicting tokens are highlighted to the annotator, but only her
own decisions are shown. This way the annotator is encour-

aged to check her work for simple mistakes but not tempted
to switch to the tagger’s version.
After this additional verification, an adjudicator steps in to
revise and resolve any remaining conflicting decisions between human annotator and tagger (cf. fig. 2). Adjudicator’s
work consists mainly of choosing between two possibilities,
but she is also allowed to introduce her own interpretation
different from those selected by annotator and tagger. Although it is possible that no conflicting decisions between
annotator and tagger occur and adjudicator’s intervention
would not be necessary, in practice every sample in the corpus was additionally reviewed by adjudicators, since the accuracy of the automatic tagger trained on the contemporary
data does not exceed 90%.
The annotation process was conducted by a team of nine
people, each of them specializing in Polish linguistics with
either master’s or doctoral degree in the field. Most of them
have an extensive experience in various annotation tasks in
previous projects. The four most experienced and most active annotators worked also as adjudicators. The possibility of adjudicating one’s own conflicts was excluded. The
annotators followed a detailed annotation manual. Specific
problems were resolved using a mailing list.
Based on the final version of the annotated corpus, the annotation process as described above generates a 14.27% conflict rate between human annotator and tagger. As expected,
a large majority of the conflicts are resolved in favour of human annotators (87.22%) but a significant number of human
errors are also found and corrected as the remaining 12.78%
have been either resolved in favour of the tagger (6.69%) or
changed to an alternative interpretation provided by the adjudicator (6.09%).
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As a result of the annotation process, 2944 samples were
annotated by one human annotator and tagger. Each sample required additional verification by the adjudicator as the
situation of full agreement between human annotator and
tagger hasn’t occurred even once. The number of conflicts
ranged between 8 and 152 (large number of conflicts usually
involved serious segmentation problems) with an average of
32.34 per sample (median 30). Thus, in the hybrid annotation mode presented above adjudicator’s workload is significantly higher comparing to the standard annotating situation
with two human annotators followed by adjudicator. On the
other hand, time and financial cost of the whole annotation
process performed in the hybrid mode drops radically nearly
to the level of single annotator mode without the necessity
of complete abandoning of any additional quality control.
We believe that the hybrid annotation proved to be useful
and would apply the same strategy in future projects.
The total number of 625,000 tokens were annotated in the
project.

6.

Tagset

The tagset of the presented corpus generally reflects ideas
behind the tagset of the National Corpus of Polish (NCP) as
well as the one used by Morfeusz morphological analyser.
The two are similar, yet not identical. The crucial difference
between them concerns the grammatical gender. The 19th
century tagset basically follows Morfeusz’s tagset, however
some minor differences were introduced motivated mainly
by the Baroque tagset and the desire for basic coherence of
the two historical tagsets.
In Polish historical linguistics it is assumed that the main
morphosyntactic processes are over by 1830 and Polish
morphosyntax of the presented period is basically the same
as the contemporary one. The linguistic differences are reflected in phonetics, vocabulary, surface morphology and
word order but they do not affect the morphosyntactic
tagset. However, some useful extensions of the contemporary tagset were introduced to ease some corpus linguistic
research. The 19th century tagset as well as the Baroque one
marks the auxiliary verbs of pluperfect tense and future imperfective tense assigning different tags to past and future
forms of BYĆ (‘to be’) verb in constructions of those tenses
than in the case of other syntactic constructions (such as passive voice). This will allow to track the decline of pluperfect
tense in Polish from early 17th to early 20th century as well
as the variability of future imperfective tense construction
according to word order (będę robić vs. robić będę ‘I will
do’) and the use of either infinitive or past verb forms (będę
robić vs. będę robił ‘I will do’).
Another minor difference between both historical tagsets
and the contemporary one is the introduction of numeral
adjectives and adverbs as separate parts of speech. Grammatically, numeral adjectives and adverbs share the same
features as regular adjectives and adverbs and thus they are
not distinguished in the contemporary data, but were introduced to comply to the traditional diachronic description of
Polish.
Regardless of those similarities between historical tagsets
and their differences comparing to the contemporary one,
the 19th century tagset far more resembles the latter. The

19c 625k

NKJP 1.2M

CRF

90.48%

91.44%

bi-LSTM

93.38%

95.28%

Table 1: 10-fold cross-validation accuracy results for two
taggers based on 19th and contemporary training data.
Baroque tagset needs to cover a much longer time span and
the range of morphosyntactic phenomena involved is much
more extensive, therefore it is significantly more complex.

7.

Usage

Manually annotated resources typically serve as training
data for machine learning applications. In the case of
the presented corpus, so far two stochastic taggers representing different methodologies, namely conditional random fields (Waszczuk, 2012) and bi-LSTM neural networks (Krasnowska-Kieraś, 2017), were trained and evaluated based on the historical data. As shown in Table 1, the
taggers obtained slightly lower results comparing to their
evaluation on the manually annotated 1.2 mln subcorpus of
the National Corpus of Polish which is commonly used as
a gold-standard dataset for contemporary Polish. The results however are not fully comparable since both corpora
were annotated with slightly different tagsets. The size of
the training data is also relevant to the results as the 19th c.
corpus is twice smaller than the manual subcorpus of NCP.
Another NLP tool scheduled to be built in near future using a manually annotated corpus is an automatic transcriber
not relying on manually crafted rules. Our rule-based transcriber has yielded good results, but the set of rules became relatively large, which makes them hard to manage
and causes some efficiency difficulties. Since corpus annotators were also required to correct transcription errors,
the resulting corpus can serve as training data for a machine
learning application which can possibly obtain better or at
least as good results as the rule-based transcriber, while being more computationally efficient.

8.

Conclusions and Future Work

The current project does not cover a task of building a large,
automatically annotated corpus of 1830-1918 period or any
other large corpora, however the corpus described in this article as well as tools used for its annotation provide a sufficient technical environment for building an extensive corpus
of 19th c. Polish. Although strictly philological problems
such as text acquisition, balancedness etc. are still open to
the future creators of the corpus, the technical leg of the potential project is ready to use. A proof of concept of such
corpus will be built based on the tools mentioned above and
publicly available collections of historical texts such as Wikisource.2
The final version of the manually annotated corpus is publicly available both as a collection of TEI XML files and
as a searchable web-based resource.3 The later is based on
MTAS search engine (Brouwer et al., 2017), which allows
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2
3

https://pl.wikisource.org/
http://korpus19.nlp.ipipan.waw.pl

Figure 3: A corpus search query in which all occurrences of a noun komisja ‘commission’ are found with restriction only
to those spelled with double s in original transliterated document.

to refer to both transcription and transliteration text layers of
the corpus, as well as to morphosyntactic annotation layer.
Conditions referring to various layers may be combined in
one corpus query, so for example all occurrences of a word
lemmatized as komisja ‘commision’ restricted to only those
spelled originally with double s can be found. The query
together with several first hits can be seen in Figure 3.
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