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Abstract
We present DIN 19461:2026-06 (E), a German draft national standard that defines categories, terminology, and
process requirements for Derived Text Formats (DTFs) created from text documents in natural language. The
standard specifies enrichment and information reduction operations, requirements for combining multiple DTFs,
and documentation obligations for publication, archiving, and reuse. Its aim is to enable legally compliant sharing
and analysis of texts–especially where copyright or data protection prevents distributing originals–while maintaining
scientific utility and reproducibility through explicit process and parameter recording. We outline the scope, the key
concepts, the four core reduction operations (retain, delete, replace, randomise), together with examples across
token-, structure-, and vector-based DTFs, and implications for infrastructures (e.g., ISO 24622-based metadata).
Finally, we discuss limitations, open questions (e.g., reconstruction risks with modern ML models), and next steps for
adoption and maintenance.

1. Introduction

Access to large text collections and their analysis
via Text and Data Mining (TDM) is foundational
for many research domains, yet legal constraints
often restrict sharing copyrighted texts in their orig-
inal form. The standard DIN 19461:2026-06 (E),
which is a standard developed within the national
organization of standardisation in Germany (DIN),
addresses this by standardising how Derived Text

Formats (DTFs) are defined, produced, and doc-
umented with the goal that they can be shared
without enabling trivial reconstruction of the source
text.

This paper contributs: (i) a concise overview of
DIN 19461’s scope and rationale; (ii) a presenta-
tion of its conceptual framework, requirements, and
operations; (iii) worked examples spanning token-,
structure-, and vector-based DTFs; and (iv) impli-
cations for infrastructures and reproducibility.
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2. Background and Motivation

In the context of the German National Research
Data Infrastructure (NFDI), it is essential to provide
researchers with reliable and legally compliant ac-
cess to a wide range of research data. NFDI (Kraft
et al., 2021) is a public initiative in Germany to build
a research infrastructure for all research disciplines
build on the FAIR principles (Wilkinson et al., 2016)
with a clear focus on research data management
established by the federal government and the Ger-
man states (GWK – Gemeinsame Wissenschaft-
skonferenz, 2018). The consortium Text+ (see e.g.
Hinrichs and Trippel, 2024) addresses language
and text based research data. For language- and
text-based data—central in linguistics, digital hu-
manities, and natural language processing— the
requirement of providing reliable and legal access
to data is particularly challenging. Such data are
frequently subject to legal and ethical constraints
that restrict their distribution, while at the same
time posing technical challenges related to pro-
cessing, documentation, and reproducibility. This
section outlines these two major dimensions: on
the one hand, the legal and ethical considerations
that shape the conditions under which text data
may be shared, and on the other hand, the tech-
nical prerequisites needed to create formats that
remain useful for research without compromising
applicable restrictions, such as limited reusability
due to licenses not granting this, or possible privacy
related data.

2.1. Legal and ethical constraints
Language and text data are frequently subject to
restrictions arising from both copyright and privacy
considerations. In many jurisdictions, copyright
law limits what can be done with contemporary
texts and governs how authors’ economic rights
are protected. These rights ensure that creators
can control the use and dissemination of their works
and can benefit financially from them. As a result,
research projects cannot always redistribute orig-
inal texts, even when these texts are needed for
scientific analysis. In addition to such copyright-
related constraints, ethical obligations also arise
from the nature of the data. Text collections may
contain sensitive or personal information—for ex-
ample, learner corpora that document individual
writing performance. Even if such corpora do not
always reach the threshold of originality required
for copyright protection, they may still raise privacy
concerns (see European Parliament and Council
of the European Union (2026)) if the individuals
who produced the text samples could be identified
or exposed, especially in contexts where the con-
tent may be perceived as personal or potentially
embarrassing. In Germany, the rights of authors

to creative works are established by the ¨Urheber-
rechtsgesetz¨(UrhG).

DIN 19461 addresses these issues by position-
ing DTFs as a mechanism to reduce and abstract
content in ways that preserve the ability to answer
research questions while preventing reconstruction
of the original text or making such reconstruction re-
quire disproportionate effort. The determination of
whether a specific workflow meets legal obligations
remains the responsibility of implementers.

2.2. Technical Challenges and Gaps

Technical challenges in working with language and
text data arise at several levels. Prior approaches
to “masking”(see for example Rehm et al., 2007 and
Lehmberg et al., 2008) or abstracting text differ sub-
stantially across projects and infrastructures, and
until recently no common terminology or require-
ments catalogue has existed. As a consequence,
practices for reducing or altering text to meet legal
and ethical constraints have been inconsistent and
often difficult to compare. DIN 19461 responds to
this inconsistent practices by introducing a unified
vocabulary–for example the notions of DTFs (see
also Schöch et al., 2020), information reduction,
transformation, and generalisation–and by speci-
fying that all operations and parameters must be
documented at clearly defined levels of granularity,
such as token, sentence, paragraph, document, or
collection.

Beyond these conceptual gaps, practical techni-
cal issues must also be considered. On the one
hand, many research workflows rely on large quan-
tities of text data that are already available in digital
form. These may include formats such as EPUB
publications or HTML-based sources. Once such
digital formats are available, the central question
becomes how they may be used and what technical
means exist to transform them automatically into
representations that continue to support research
needs while reducing legal and ethical risks.

Automated procedures play a key role in this
transformation. When large-scale collections of
digital text are involved, it is often impractical to
rely on manual curation. Instead, workflows must
support efficient, reproducible, and scalable opera-
tions that alter or abstract content without requiring
excessive computational effort or complex manual
intervention. Developing such workflows–capable
of handling diverse formats, documenting each pro-
cessing step, and ensuring that legal and ethical
constraints remain respected–constitutes a signifi-
cant technical challenge.
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3. Standardisation Process

The development of DIN 19461 followed estab-
lished procedures for national standardisation.This
section provides an overview of the working group,
its methodology, and the alignment of the resulting
standard with related terminology and models from
existing standards. For more information on the
standardisation process see also (Preissner and
Heid, 2025).

Standards developed within formal processes
such as those of national standards, in Germany
by the standardisation organisation DIN, or ISO,
the International Organization of Standardisation,
follow highly structured and rigorously regulated
procedures. The documents themselves typically
conform to established templates and organisa-
tional principles, which we do not discuss in detail
here, as they are shared across many standards.
Nevertheless, it is useful to provide a brief overview
of the types of provisions contained in DIN 19461 in
order to clarify how the standard supports the pro-
duction, documentation, and publication of DTFs.

3.1. Working Group and Methodology
As in other formal standardisation processes, the
creation of DIN 19461 began with the submission
of a work-item proposal intended to assess whether
a standard on DTFs was necessary and feasible.
The responsible standards committees reviewed
the proposal and concluded that, although only a
limited number of data-holding institutions were at
that time providing DTFs, it was nonetheless im-
portant to establish a structured and consistent
basis for evaluating the legal situation surrounding
derived formats. A standard would allow such eval-
uations to follow reproducible criteria rather than
ad-hoc institutional decisions.

Based on this assessment, a working group was
established within the German Standards Orga-
nization (DIN) working group NA 105-00-06 AA
“Sprachressourcen und Sprachtechnologie”, draw-
ing on expertise from the national research data
infrastructure. The group developed a draft stan-
dard that defines terminology, describes the rel-
evant operations and procedures, and specifies
requirements for the creation and documentation
of DTFs.

The question of why an international standard
was not pursued from the outset was considered in
the early stages. Although other jurisdictions, par-
ticularly within the broader European legal context,
may eventually recognise the usefulness of such a
standard, the immediate use case was rooted in na-
tional requirements and the needs within national
research data providers. DIN 19461 therefore fo-
cuses first on addressing needs emerging from
research data infrastructures in Germany, while

leaving open the possibility that its concepts and
procedures may inform international efforts in the
future.

3.2. Alignment and References
DIN 19461 does not exist in isolation. It draws on
several concepts and models already established
in existing standards for linguistic resources. Within
ISO/TC 37/SC 4, numerous standards are relevant
to the creation, documentation, and referencing of
language resources, and these form part of the
conceptual background against which DIN 19461
was developed.

For example, persistent identifiers (PIDs) as de-
fined in (ISO 24619:2011) are essential for repro-
ducibility. When information-reduction operations
are applied and a DTF no longer contains the origi-
nal text in recognisable form, PIDs ensure that the
underlying source can still be referenced reliably.
Similarly, ISO 24622 (CMDI, see ISO 24622-1:2015
and ISO 24622-2, 2019) provides a component-
based framework for metadata and serves as a
foundation for modelling the metadata required for
DTFs. Using CMDI components allows the doc-
umentation of enrichment steps, reduction opera-
tions, provenance, and processing parameters in a
structured and interoperable manner.

Beyond these standards, several other models
are relevant as conceptual or technical precursors.
These include frameworks such as the Linguistic
Annotation Framework (LAF, ISO 24612:2012) and
feature-structure-based models (ISO 24610:2008)
used for representing linguistic information, which
can underpin enrichment steps and serve as start-
ing points for generating DTFs based on stand-
off annotations. Such standards and frameworks
do not prescribe specific procedures for creating
DTFs, but they provide established terminology,
structural patterns, and annotation practices that
can be employed within the workflows described in
DIN 19461.

4. Overview of DIN 19461

For researchers, it is not only important to under-
stand that DTFs provide a way to make text data
usable under legal and ethical constraints, but also
that a standardised approach exists for creating
and documenting such formats. Data-holding in-
stitutions carry responsibility for complying with
legal requirements while still enabling collabora-
tion, transparency, and reliable long-term access.
A common standard helps ensure that decisions
about which data can be shared, and under what
conditions, are based on consistent criteria rather
than local interpretations.

Against this background, the following section
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introduces the scope, conceptual framework, and
requirements defined in the standard, and explains
how these elements assist institutions in creating
DTFs that are both legally robust and technically
transparent.

4.1. Scope and Purpose
DIN 19461 applies to the classification and uni-
form description of methods and procedures used
for creating DTFs from natural-language text docu-
ments. It covers both semi-structured data, such
as XML or TEI representations, and unstructured
sources, such as plain text, provided that these
materials encode language at the character level.
The focus of the standard lies on identifying how
enrichment and information-reduction operations
produce derived formats that remain analytically
useful while preventing reconstruction of the origi-
nal text in ways that could infringe legal or ethical
constraints.

The scope of DIN 19461 explicitly excludes repre-
sentations of text as images; only once such mate-
rials have been transformed into machine-readable
digital text–for example through OCR–do they fall
within the domain of the standard. Moreover, the
standard does not make legal determinations about
the status of any particular DTF. Instead, it pro-
vides the conceptual and procedural framework
that allows practitioners to produce, document, and
evaluate DTFs in a consistent, transparent, and
assessable manner.

Within this scope, DIN 19461 defines terminol-
ogy, units of granularity, categories of operations,
and requirements that govern the creation of DTFs.
It also establishes the documentation obligations
necessary to ensure that such formats can be inter-
preted, compared, and reused across institutions
and projects. The standard thereby provides a sta-
ble foundation for producing derived formats that
simultaneously support research goals and respect
the legal and ethical boundaries of the underlying
source material.

4.2. Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework of DIN 19461 introduces
the fundamental notions required to describe, gen-
erate, and evaluate DTFs.

The standard distinguishes several key concepts.
Information reduction refers to operations that re-
move, alter, or generalise textual content in a con-
trolled manner. Transformation captures the con-
version of text segments into new representational
forms, such as linguistic categories or numerical
vectors. Generalisation describes abstraction steps
that replace specific linguistic content with higher-
level descriptors. To ground these operations,
DIN 19461 formalises the units on which they may

apply, including text, tokens, and sequence infor-
mation such as sentences, paragraphs, or larger
structures.

The conceptual framework also incorporates ter-
minology from linguistic and computational meth-
ods, including part-of-speech categories, lemmas,
named entities, syntactic relations, and embed-
dings. Such concepts enable the enrichment of
source material with linguistic annotations that may
subsequently form the basis for reduction or trans-
formation into a DTF.

Finally, the standard enumerates units of gran-
ularity and their associated types of annotation.
These granularities–ranging from individual tokens
to entire document collections–provide the struc-
tural reference points for both enrichment and re-
duction. By defining concepts and units systemati-
cally, DIN 19461 establishes a coherent vocabulary
for describing how DTFs are produced and how
their properties can be evaluated across projects
and institutions.

4.3. Requirements Structure
DIN 19461 provides the requirement structure set-
ting out the central requirements that govern the
creation, documentation, and publication of DTFs.
These requirements address the entire workflow
from initial enrichment to the evaluation and dissem-
ination of the resulting formats. First, the standard
defines how enrichment procedures must be de-
scribed, including the linguistic or structural anno-
tations applied to the source material and the tools,
models, and parameters used. Second, it specifies
the requirements for information reduction, which is
implemented through four well-defined operations:
selective retention, deletion, replacement, and ran-
domisation. Each operation must be applied at
an explicitly stated level of granularity, and its ef-
fects must be documented in a way that enables
transparent assessment of the resulting DTF.

Beyond individual operations, the standard also
provides requirements for evaluating combinations
of DTFs that originate from the same source ma-
terial. Such combinations may increase the risk
of reconstructing the original text, and DIN 19461
therefore mandates that their joint effects be con-
sidered when assessing whether a set of DTFs re-
mains compliant with legal and ethical constraints.
Finally, the standard outlines the prerequisites for
publication, including mandatory metadata describ-
ing methods, tools, granularity levels, parameters,
and any additional contextual information required
to ensure reproducibility and to support the evalu-
ation of reconstruction risks (see for example (Du
et al., 2025)). Collectively, these requirements cre-
ate a framework that enables consistent production
and responsible sharing of DTFs across institutions
and projects.
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5. Core Operations for DTFs

In the following subsections, we describe the four
core operations defined in the standard: enrich-
ment, selective retention, deletion, and randomisa-
tion.

5.1. Enrichment
Enrichment is the first step in producing a DTF
and serves as the foundation for all subsequent
information-reduction operations. In DIN 19461,
enrichment refers to the addition of linguistic, struc-
tural, or statistical information to the source text
before any transformation, deletion, or abstrac-
tion takes place. At the same time, the standard
recognises that enrichment may also consist of not
adding any additional annotation. In such cases,
the text is used exactly in the form in which it is avail-
able, without further linguistic or structural augmen-
tation. This minimal form of enrichment remains a
valid option whenever no additional annotation is
required for the intended reduction steps.

If enrichment is performed, it must precede all
information-reduction operations. This ensures that
any subsequent transformations rely on consistent,
traceable, and high-quality input data. Enrichment
can include a wide range of annotations, depending
on the research context and the level of granularity
relevant to the intended DTF. Examples include the
assignment of part-of-speech categories, lemmas,
named entities, syntactic or dependency relations,
and other forms of linguistic analysis. It may also
involve information obtained through computational
methods, such as vector-based representations
or statistical measures extracted from the source
material.

5.2. Selective Retention
Selective retention refers to the controlled preser-
vation of certain pieces of information from the
source text, provided that these elements are rel-
evant for subsequent analytical tasks and can be
retained at a given level of granularity without, on
their own, revealing the original textual content. In
DIN 19461, selective retention does not aim to pro-
duce a legally unproblematic DTF by itself. Instead,
it constitutes an initial step that ensures that the
information required for later processing remains
available while preparing the ground for further
information-reduction operations.

The key requirement is that selective retention
should preserve only those elements that remain
compatible with the intended reduction workflow. At
the chosen granularity level—whether token, sen-
tence, paragraph, or document—retained informa-
tion must support the analytical purpose without
obstructing the subsequent deletion, replacement,

or randomisation that may be necessary to ensure
that the final DTF cannot be trivially reconstructed.
Selective retention therefore contributes to shaping
the representational basis on which later reduction
steps operate, but it does not by itself guarantee
non-reconstructibility or legal compliance.

In practice, selective retention may involve keep-
ing structural delimiters, metadata, positional infor-
mation, segment boundaries, or statistical proper-
ties that support later analytical methods. Where
linguistic annotations such as lemmas, part-of-
speech categories, or named-entity labels are re-
tained, this must be done with the understand-
ing that further reduction operations may still be
needed to prevent reverse mapping to the original
lexical items. DIN 19461 therefore requires trans-
parent documentation explaining why the retained
information is relevant for the intended analysis,
how it relates to the chosen granularity level, and
how it fits into the broader sequence of reduction
steps. Through this staged approach, selective re-
tention helps ensure that the resulting DTF can be
transformed into a legally robust format by applying
the subsequent operations defined in the standard.

5.3. Deletion
Deletion constitutes one of the fundamental oper-
ations in the derivation of a DTF, focusing on the
removal of elements from the source material that
are not required for the planned analytical tasks. As
defined in DIN 19461, deletion reduces the textual
detail contained in the intermediate representation
and thereby contributes to limiting the potential for
reconstructing the original text. However, deletion
alone does not produce a format that is legally or
ethically unproblematic; rather, it functions as one
coordinated step within a broader sequence of re-
duction operations.

In this operation, specific units of the text–such
as individual tokens, multi-word expressions, sen-
tences, or larger structural segments–are removed
according to defined criteria. These criteria may
be rule-based, algorithmic, or derived from annota-
tions produced during the enrichment phase. The
granularity selected for deletion must be compatible
with later reduction operations, ensuring that the
workflow as a whole leads toward a representation
that can fulfil the legal and methodological aims of
the DTF.

DIN 19461 requires that every deletion step be
documented precisely. This includes a description
of which elements are removed, the procedures or
heuristics used to identify them, and the granularity
level at which the deletion occurs. Such documen-
tation clarifies how deletion supports the transfor-
mation of the data and how it interacts with the other
operations–replacement and randomisation–that
may still be necessary to ensure that the final DTF
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cannot be interpreted or reverse-engineered as the
original text.

5.4. Replacement

Replacement is an information-reduction operation
in which selected elements of the source text are
substituted with abstract or categorical represen-
tations. In DIN 19461, this operation serves to
transform concrete linguistic material into forms that
retain analytical value while reducing the possibility
of reconstructing the original wording. As with other
reduction operations, replacement does not by itself
ensure that the resulting Derived Text Format (DTF)
complies with legal or ethical requirements; rather,
it forms part of a coordinated sequence of steps
that collectively lead toward a non-reconstructible
representation.

In this operation, textual units–such as to-
kens, multi-word expressions, or larger linguistic
structures–are replaced according to explicitly de-
fined rules. These replacements may take the form
of linguistic categories (e.g., part-of-speech labels,
lemma identifiers, named-entity types), structural
abstractions, or numerical or vector-based repre-
sentations. Replacement may operate at various
levels of granularity, and the chosen level must be
compatible with the intended analytical purpose as
well as with subsequent reduction steps such as
deletion or randomisation.

DIN 19461 requires that each replacement step
be documented thoroughly. This documentation
includes the description of the transformation rules
applied, the models or algorithms used (for in-
stance, tagging models or embedding frameworks),
version information, and any parameter settings rel-
evant to the operation. Such transparency ensures
that the replacement is interpretable, reproducible,
and assessable within the broader reduction work-
flow. Through this mechanism, replacement helps
preserve analytical features of the text while pro-
gressively distancing the derived representation
from the original content.

5.5. Randomisation

Randomisation is an information-reduction opera-
tion in which the order or internal structure of textual
units is deliberately altered according to defined
randomness parameters. In DIN 19461, randomi-
sation contributes to distancing the resulting DTF
from the original text by disrupting sequential pat-
terns that could otherwise support reconstruction.
As with the other operations, randomisation is not
sufficient on its own to guarantee a legally or eth-
ically unproblematic DTF; instead, it operates as
one coordinated element within a broader reduction
workflow.

Randomisation can be applied at various levels
of granularity. At the token level, shuffling or re-
ordering disrupts the syntax and surface structure
of the text, effectively eliminating the sequence in-
formation needed to reconstruct meaningful sen-
tences. At the sentence or paragraph level, ran-
domising segment order breaks larger structural
relationships, while still maintaining the internal con-
sistency of each segment if required for analysis. At
the document level, randomising whole-document
order affects only the arrangement of documents
within a collection and does not, by itself, prevent
reconstruction of the content of individual docu-
ments. The effects of randomisation therefore de-
pend strongly on the chosen granularity, and this
choice must be aligned with the intended analytical
purpose and with the overall reduction strategy.

DIN 19461 requires that all randomisation pro-
cedures be documented precisely. This includes
specifying the units subject to randomisation, the
algorithms or methods used, parameters such as
random seeds or shuffle constraints, and any rules
governing how randomisation interacts with pre-
served or enriched information. Such documenta-
tion is essential for reproducibility and for assessing
how randomisation contributes to reducing recon-
structive potential when combined with other reduc-
tion operations such as deletion or replacement.
By systematically altering structural order at de-
fined levels of granularity, randomisation supports
the creation of DTFs that maintain analytical utility
while further limiting the possibility of recovering
the original text.

6. DTF Generation Workflow

The workflow is designed so that each step builds
on the previous one, with enrichment establishing
the informational basis and reduction operations
progressively removing or abstracting content.

6.1. Enrichment Phase
Before any information-reduction steps are applied,
enrichment may be used to add linguistic, struc-
tural, or statistical information to the source text.
This can include annotations such as lemmas, part-
of-speech categories, named-entity labels with au-
thority links, syntactic or dependency structures,
coreference chains, or disambiguation results. In
addition to linguistic annotations, enrichment may
also involve the extraction of statistical measures or
vector-based features. These annotations may be
represented in formats such as XML, TEI, or JSON,
depending on the needs of the workflow and the
characteristics of the data.

DIN 19461 does not prescribe specific tools, mod-
els, or annotation schemas, but it requires that all
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enrichment steps be documented clearly and in
detail. Such documentation must include the meth-
ods and tools used, version and parameter infor-
mation, the level of application (e.g., token or sen-
tence), and the file formats in which annotations
are stored. By providing this information up front,
the enrichment phase establishes a consistent and
interpretable starting point for the subsequent re-
duction steps.

6.2. Reduction Phase and Granularity
Once enrichment is complete (or if no enrichment
is required), one or more of the four core reduction
operations—selective retention, deletion, replace-
ment, and randomisation—are applied. These op-
erations may be used individually or in combination,
depending on the analytical purpose of the DTF and
the legal or ethical constraints associated with the
underlying material.

One aspect defined within DIN 19461 is that each
reduction operation must be applied at a clearly
specified level of granularity. Possible levels in-
clude individual tokens, sentences, paragraphs,
documents, or entire collections. The standard pro-
vides illustrative examples showing how the choice
of granularity affects both the usefulness of the
resulting DTF and its resistance to reconstruction.
For instance, segment-wise randomisation disrupts
intra-segment structure while preserving overall
grouping; selective replacement of tokens with part-
of-speech categories abstracts away from lexical
form while retaining syntactic patterns. These ex-
amples highlight that granularity is not an arbitrary
choice but a decisive factor in the structure, utility,
and safety of the resulting DTF.

6.3. Reproducibility and Metadata
To support scientific reuse, evaluation of non-
reconstructibility, and long-term preservation, ev-
ery DTF must be accompanied by comprehen-
sive metadata describing the full generation work-
flow. This includes all processing steps, the tools
and models used, segmentation decisions, random
seeds (where applicable), parameters for enrich-
ment and reduction operations, as well as software
versions. Such documentation makes it possible to
reproduce the DTF creation process and to assess
whether the combination of reduction operations
sufficiently prevents reconstruction of the source
text.

The standard recommends using structured, in-
teroperable metadata representations, such as
CMDI components defined in ISO 24622, to ensure
that enrichment and reduction steps are linked to
the final DTF in a machine-readable manner. This
linkage enables consistent archiving, facilitates dis-
semination across infrastructures, and allows data-

holding institutions to provide transparent accounts
of how a given DTF was produced.

7. Challenges in the Development of
DIN 19461

The development of DIN 19461 involved navigating
several challenges arising from the intersection of
legal, linguistic, and technical requirements. One
central difficulty was balancing these perspectives
in a way that would allow the standard to be broadly
applicable across institutions while remaining suf-
ficiently precise to support reliable evaluation of
derived text formats (DTFs). Legal considerations
emphasised the need to avoid creating formats
from which the original text could be reconstructed,
whereas linguistic and technical considerations fo-
cused on preserving analytical utility and ensuring
that workflows could be implemented with existing
tools and methods.

Another challenge concerned the level of de-
tail required to document enrichment and reduc-
tion operations. The standard needed to be spe-
cific enough to support reproducibility and assess-
ment—particularly regarding parameters, granular-
ity choices, and processing steps—while also re-
maining tool-agnostic so that institutions could use
different software environments without deviating
from the standard’s requirements. Achieving this
balance required careful formulation of definitions,
documentation rules, and workflow descriptions.

A further challenge was clarifying how combina-
tions of DTFs derived from the same source mate-
rial should be evaluated. While individual DTFs may
meet the requirements for non-reconstructibility,
their combination can increase the potential for re-
covering information from the original text. This
issue becomes particularly relevant in light of mod-
ern machine-learning capabilities, which may de-
tect patterns or correlations across multiple repre-
sentations that are not apparent in any single DTF.
The standard therefore emphasises the need to
assess reconstruction risks not only at the level of
individual DTFs but also for sets of derived formats
taken together.

8. Discussion

Benefits. DIN 19461 provides a shared terminol-
ogy and a unified set of requirements for the cre-
ation and description of DTFs. By defining enrich-
ment and information-reduction operations, spec-
ifying levels of granularity, and requiring explicit
documentation of tools, parameters, and workflow
decisions, the standard enables reproducible and
transparent production of derived formats. This
contributes not only to methodological clarity but
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also to the lawful and privacy-respecting dissemina-
tion of text-based data, as institutions are supported
in assessing what information may be preserved,
transformed, or removed within a controlled pro-
cess. The standard therefore serves as a founda-
tional reference for data-holding institutions and
research infrastructures seeking to balance analyti-
cal utility with legal and ethical responsibilities.

Limitations. While DIN 19461 establishes a
structured framework for deriving text formats, it
explicitly refrains from making case-by-case legal
determinations. Implementers must independently
assess the applicable copyright and data-protection
requirements for their specific use cases. Moreover,
the concept of non-reconstructibility is not an ab-
solute property but depends on context, available
auxiliary information, and the evolving capabilities
of analytical tools.

As computational methods continue to advance,
especially in machine learning, the risk that certain
derived formats could be partially reconstructed
may increase. For this reason, the standard recom-
mends conservative combinations of reduction op-
erations and thorough documentation to support in-
formed assessment of residual reconstruction risks.

Open Questions. Several aspects lie beyond the
current scope of the standard and remain open
for future work. These include formal models for
assessing reconstruction risks–particularly in the
presence of modern language models—benchmark
tasks or evaluation suites for validating non-
reconstructibility, and the development of CMDI
profiles specifically tailored to DTFs. In addition,
mappings to repository schemas and guidance for
integrating DTF workflows into existing archival in-
frastructures require further elaboration.

9. Conclusion

DIN 19461 systematises how DTFs are defined,
produced, combined, and documented. By estab-
lishing a unified terminology, specifying enrichment
and information-reduction operations, and outlin-
ing clear requirements for granularity, metadata,
and workflow transparency, the standard provides
a structured foundation for creating derived formats
that can be shared lawfully and used reliably in
research contexts where original texts cannot be
distributed. It thereby supports data-holding institu-
tions and research infrastructures in enabling ana-
lytical work while respecting legal and ethical con-
straints.

The standard also aims to foster community en-
gagement. We encourage infrastructures, projects,
and research communities to pilot DTF workflows,
provide practical feedback on their applicability,

and contribute to the continued development and
refinement of the standard. Such collaboration
will help ensure that future revisions reflect emerg-
ing needs, evolving technologies, and potentially
open pathways toward broader—possibly interna-
tional—alignment.
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