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PARSEME in a nutshell

● Unified multilingual guidelines for verbal MWEs

● Annotated corpora in 26 languages
● 160 collaborators
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Elle a volé à le secours de Max

She have.3SG fly.PTCP to the rescue of Max

1.VID 1 1



UD in a nutshell

● Unified multilingual guidelines for morphosyntax (POS, morphological 
features, syntactic dependencies)

● 100 annotated corpora in 100 languages
● 300 collaborators
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UD - PARSEME common objective: universality

- Cross-linguistically consistent and applicable language descriptions
- Similar phenomena – represented in a unified way
- Language-specific categories, relations and guidelines are allowed
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State of affairs

● UD and PARSEME: common goals, but independent initiatives
○ Inconsistent terminologies
○ Competing methods
○ Divergent annotations
○ Low cross-lingual consistency

● Goals: 
○ Greater convergence between UD and PARSEME processes and resources
○ Define a roadmap towards unification: short- mid- and long-term proposals
○ Keep morphosyntactic annotations as independent as possible from MWE annotations

■ How to distinguish morphosyntax from MWEs? 5



Dimensions of idiosyncrasy
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MWE idiosyncrasy: Occurrences vs. Types

Occurrence idiosyncrasy

● Defective property

Type idiosyncrasy

● Restrictive property
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MWE idiosyncrasy: Morphosyntactic vs. Semantic

Morphosyntactic idiosyncrasy

● Previous examples

Semantic idiosyncrasy

● Prototypical of MWEs
● Hard to operationalise
● Approximated by morphosyntactic 

idiosyncrasy
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MWE annotation in PARSEME and UD
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Descriptions

UD 

- segmentation, lemmas, 
morphology and syntax

- unitizing
- full coverage of the words in the 

corpus

PARSEME

- semantic (approx. by 
morphosyntax)

- unitizing
- sporadic
- nesting:

[[let]2 the cat [out]2 of the bag]1

- overlaps: 

take1,2 a walk1 and a shower2
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Data format 

- UD: CoNLL-U format
- PARSEME: CUPT (an extended CoNLL-U file format)

Fr. Elle a volé au secours de Max.
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- Word – token:
- Word = token: Fr. Elle
- More words = one token (multiword token): Fr. au (à le)
- One word = more tokens (multitoken word): 20_000

- Word – basic notion for UD and PARSEME:
- UD: basic unit of analysis; PARSEME defines a MWE as containing at least 2 words
- PARSEME relies on UD split of tokens into words
- PARSEME covers a higher number of multiword tokens than UD => inconsistency:

Words and tokens
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Morphology and syntax
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UD:

- 17 universal POS tags and over 200 values for morphological features 
- Dependency syntax: 37 universal syntactic relations 

+ 26 subtypes thereof (language(s)-specific) – optional 
=> inconsistencies among treebanks (for the same / different languages)

- Lexicalist principle: content vs. function words

PARSEME:

- approximates semantic compositionality by lexical and morphosyntactic flexibility tests that are 
driven by syntactic structure => strong dependence on the underlying syntactic framework (UD)

- Lexicalist principle => weakly connected dependency graph 

BUT: MWEs headed by copula be do not obey the VMWE definition: verbal head

=> universality of UD => universality of PARSEME: all corpora in PARSEME v1.3 are UD compatible



UD MWEs relations
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Fixed - grammaticalized 
expressions, considered 
headless (in synchrony), 
mainly function words

Flat - headless semi-fixed 
expressions, like names or 
complex numerals

Compound - word-level 
compounding; headed 
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PARSEME 
MWE categories

UD
MWE relations

IRV obj or expl (with expl:pv for idiomatic cases)

VPC more inclusive subrelation compound:prt

MVC more inclusive subrelation compound:mvc

LVC obj or compound:lvc

VID ―

PARSEME - UD verbal MWEs



Towards UD/PARSEME unification
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PARSEME/UD unification roadmap
- some languages

- all languages

No re-annotation in UD in the first 2 stages
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Words and tokens

Tokeniza
tion intact
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Major challenge  
(what is a word?)



Terminology and guidelines

Annotations intact

Fully automatic

Major challenge

Major challenges
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Occurrences vs. types

Mostly automatic

Consistent with past practice 

Holy  Grail
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Wrap-up

● PARSEME and UD agree on universality and diversity objectives
● Currently partial compatibility in annotation principles
● 3-step roadmap for stronger convergence
● Insight from typology experts most welcome
● Caveat: delicate balance between

○ existing/upcoming data
○ automation tools
○ willingness of contributors
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