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Abstract

We present the annotation of Swedish multi-
word expressions under the PARSEME anno-
tation scheme, including a new release and a
historical overview of previous releases. We
provide an overview of the evolution of the
Swedish datasets and of inter-annotator agree-
ment. We discuss general guidelines and the
development of Swedish-specific guidelines for
particle verbs and multiword tokens, as well as
additional challenges for the Swedish annota-
tion. We also conduct an initial comparison of
Swedish and other Germanic languages, identi-
fying aspects where the PARSEME guidelines
require revision to ensure better consistency
across languages.

1 Introduction

Multi-word expressions (MWEs) are non-
compositional expressions like halla ett dga pa
(‘keep an eye on’) or ge upp (‘give up’), where
the meaning of the full expression cannot be
directly inferred from the meaning of its parts.
MWEs are challenging for many NLP applications,
due to their irregularities, and have been called
“a pain in the neck for NLP” (Sag et al., 2002;
Shwartz and Dagan, 2019). The processing of
MWE:s is challenging for classical NLP, both for
MWE-centered tasks, such as MWE discovery and
identification, and for handling MWEs in other
tasks, such as parsing and machine translation
Constant et al. (2017). MWEs remain challenging
for LLMs; for instance, Mileti¢ and Schulte im
Walde (2024) find that transformer models struggle
with MWEs, largely relying on surface patterns
and memorized information.

PARSEME! is an initiative that provides univer-
sal guidelines for consistent annotation of MWEs
across languages. Their first iteration, version 1,
only covered verbal MWEs (VMWE:s), but since
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version 2.0, the coverage has been extended to all
types of MWEs. PARSEME is based on general
MWE categories, present across languages, with an
annotation framework based on decision diagrams
for annotation. In some cases, language-specific
rules are added as a complement.

In this paper, we focus on Swedish and de-
scribe the evolution of Swedish MWE resources in
PARSEME. We give an overview of the Swedish
resources in the existing PARSEME releases and
describe the work on a coming release, which we
refer to as release 2.1. We discuss the annotation
process, inter-annotator agreement, and MWE dis-
tribution, as well as Swedish-specific guidelines
and challenges, related to phenomena such as mul-
tiword tokens and particle verbs. Finally, we com-
pare the MWE distribution for the Germanic lan-
guages available in PARSEME.

2 Related work

In this section, we describe the PARSEME frame-
work for MWE annotation, followed by a discus-
sion of other work on MWE resources for Swedish
and other languages.

2.1 PARSEME

The PARSEME scientific network has produced
guidelines and corpora for the annotation of MWEs
since 2017 (Savary et al., 2017; Ramisch et al.,
2018, 2020; Savary et al., 2023a, 2026). In ver-
sion 1, the resources covered only verbal MWEs,
but since version 2, all types of MWEs are cov-
ered.” The VMWE guidelines are thus tested in
several iterations, whereas the extended guidelines
for other MWE types are currently in their first iter-
ation. Most PARSEME releases have been tied to a
shared task on MWE identification (e.g. Scholivet
et al., 2026), but version 1.3 was released inde-

2https: //parsemefr.lis-lab.fr/
parseme-st-guidelines/2.0/

Proceedings of the 22nd Workshop on Multiword Expressions (MWE 2026), pages 27-37
March 28, 2026 ©2026 Association for Computational Linguistics


https://gitlab.com/parseme/corpora/
https://parsemefr.lis-lab.fr/parseme-st-guidelines/2.0/
https://parsemefr.lis-lab.fr/parseme-st-guidelines/2.0/

VID verbal idiom att trdda i kraft (lit. ‘to step in force’) ‘to come into effect’
LVC.full [light-verb construction; bleached verb|att halla tal (lit. ‘to hold speech’) ‘to make a speech’
LVC.cause|light-verb construction; causal verb |art véicka hopp (lit. ‘to wake hope’) ‘to inspire hope’
fé IRV inherently reflexive verb att gifta sig (lit. ‘to marry oneself’) ‘to get married’
S|IVPC.full |idiomatic verb-particle construction |att héra #ill (lit. ‘to hear to’) ‘to belong’
”|IVPC.semi|semi-idiomatic verb-particle constr. |att fraga ut (lit. ‘to ask out’) ‘to interrogate / to invite out’
MVC multi-verb construction No instances found in the Swedish data
1AV inherently adpositional verb att bero pa ‘to depend on’ (Optional and experimental MWE category
not annotated in Swedish)
w|/NID nominal idiom [flodlhdst (lit. ‘river horse’) ‘hippopotamus’
Z|PronID  |pronominal idiom en del (lit. ‘a part’) ‘some’
E NV deverbal nominal MWE utlgava (lit. ‘out-gift’) ‘edition’ (cf. art ge ut (lit. ‘give out’) ‘publish’)
w|AdID adjectival idiom sa kallad ‘so-called’
Z|AdvID adverbial idiom over huvud taget (lit. ‘over head taken’) ‘at all, even’
5 AV deverbal adjectival/adverbial MWE |igenlkdnd (lit. ‘again known’) ‘recognized’ (cf. att kdnna igen
(lit. ‘know again’) ‘recognize’)
@ DetID determiner idiom ett par (lit. ‘a pair’) ‘a couple of’
Z|AdpID adpositional idiom i och med (lit. ‘in and with’) ‘due to, because of”
§ ConjID  |conjunction idiom savdl som ‘as well as’
£|IngID interjection idiom oj da (lit. ‘oh then’) ‘oh dear / ouch’ (No instances found in the Swedish
data)

Table 1: PARSEME typology of MWEs with Swedish examples.

pendently. Overall, the PARSEME corpora cover
33 languages, but the language coverage varies be-
tween releases. Release 1.3 includes 26 languages,
and release 2.0 includes 17 languages.

The main MWE categories are verbal, nominal,
adjectival/adverbial, and functional MWEs, each
of which has several subtypes. Table 1 provides
an overview of all MWE categories, accompanied
by Swedish examples. The verbal category has
six main categories: verbal idioms, VID, light
verb constructions, LVC, inherently reflexive verbs,
IRV, idiomatic verb-particle constructions, IVPC?,
multi-verb constructions, MVC, and inherently ad-
positional verbs, IAV. TAV is an optional and ex-
perimental category that has not been included in
any of the Swedish releases. Nominal MWE:s are
split into nominal, NID, and pronominal, PronID
idioms; adjectival/adverbial MWEs into adjectival,
AdjID, and adverbial, AdvID, idioms; and func-
tional MWEs into determiner, DetID, adpositional,
AdpID, conjunctional, ConjID, and interjection,
IngID, idioms. Nominal and adjectival/adverbial
MWEs further have a deverbal category, for expres-
sions that can be rephrased into a verbal expression
that passes the verbal MWE tests. These are fur-
ther subcategorized into the verbal subtypes, but
in this paper, we group them into the main classes:
deverbal nominal and deverbal adjectival/adverbial.
Some meaning-preserving variants that were an-
notated as VMWE:s prior to release 2.0, are now
instead considered deverbal.

3IVPC was called VPC in releases prior to 2.0. We will
consistently use the term IVPC even for earlier releases.
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The PARSEME guidelines are organized as
a decision tree, where the first question con-
cerns the distribution of the candidate expres-
sion, specifically whether it is verbal, nominal,
adjectival/adverbial, or functional. This is fol-
lowed by a specific decision tree for each MWE
subtype, which includes several tests to deter-
mine whether a candidate meets the MWE criteria.
The goal is to annotate expressions that are non-
compositional. Since it is hard to directly judge
the semantic idiomacity or non-compositionality
of expressions, the tests are based on the fact that
non-compositionality correlates with syntactic and
morphological inflexibility (Sag et al., 2002). The
rules thus test aspects such as whether a regular
syntactic or morphological change leads to unex-
pected meaning change, whether a cranberry word
is present, or whether the internal syntactic struc-
ture of the expression is irregular. MWE candi-
dates must consist of multiple tokens, but they
can also be multiword tokens (MWTs), i.e., cases
where one token contains several words, such as
compounds (e.g. skylskrapa ‘skyscraper’),* particle
verbs (e.g. inlgripa (lit. ‘in seize’) ‘intervene’), and
contractions (e.g. ‘don’t’). MWTs are common
in Germanic languages, which are compounding
languages, except for English.

MWE:s are annotated using the FLAT annotation
tool.> Annotators first identify MWE candidate
expressions, and then label them as MWEs if they

*Vertical bars are used to indicate token boundaries in
MWTs; they are not part of the Swedish orthography.
Shttps://github.com/proycon/flat
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pass the tests in the PARSEME decision trees. In
most cases, a file is annotated by a single anno-
tator due to annotator availability; however, inter-
annotator checks are regularly performed (Ramisch
et al., 2018, 2020). To further improve the qual-
ity, the PARSEME protocol of annotation includes
a consistency-check step, where all annotations
are reconsidered across files (Savary et al., 2017).
Inconsistencies can be identified by the use of a
custom tool that highlights examples of potential
MWE:s across all texts, based on lemmas, by search-
ing for all MWEs that have been annotated at least
once. A single annotator can then change incon-
sistently annotated examples, or add/remove exam-
ples that have been missed or erroneously anno-
tated. This process resolves many inconsistencies
between annotators.

PARSEME annotations use a format called
CUPT (Ramisch et al., 2018), which is an ex-
tension of the ConllU format from the Universal
Dependencies (UD) initiative (Nivre et al., 2020;
de Marneffe et al., 2021), adding a column with
MWE annotations. UD is another cross-linguistic
initiative for morphosyntactic annotation, focus-
ing on lemmas, morphology, part-of-speech tags,
and dependency annotations. PARSEME corpora,
from release 1.1, include UD annotations, either
by annotating MWE:s on top of existing UD tree-
banks, as for Swedish, or by parsing other corpora
into the UD format. Discussions on how to fur-
ther unify PARSEME and UD are ongoing (Savary
et al., 2023b).

2.2 PARSEME MWE Annotations in Other
Languages

The annotation of VMWEs for the Turkish
PARSEME corpus posed problems due to the ag-
glutinative nature of the language (Ozturk et al.,
2022). Specifically, the automatic lemmatization
of the Turkish corpus was often incorrect, with suf-
fixes being incorrectly or insufficiently stripped,
causing inconsistencies in the finalized corpus, as
a single MWE type is represented by a sequence of
included lemmas.

Hadj Mohamed et al. (2025) note that since Ara-
bic is an agglutinative language, with many MWTs,
only parts of an MWT may belong to an MWE.
They also note that Arabic has a high rate of dis-
continuous MWEs. Walsh et al. (2020) note several
issues, including the difficulty of distinguishing be-
tween particle verbs and inherently adpositional
verbs, where particles often are homonymous with
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prepositions. They note that language-specific tests
for this issue are needed for Irish.

2.3 MWE Annotations Beyond PARSEME

There are many datasets available for MWEs for
a single language, sometimes focusing on specific
types of MWEs only, such as Estonian particle
verbs (Kaalep and Muischnek, 2006) or French ad-
verbial MWEs (Laporte et al., 2008). Datasets cov-
ering many languages are not as common. ID10M
contains annotations of idioms for 10 languages,
created automatically based on Wiktionary entries
marked as idiomatic or literal, with matching occur-
rences from Wikipedia text, and a manual curation
for four languages (Tedeschi et al., 2022). Other
multilingual resources of MWE:s are often created
for specific tasks in a few languages, such as multi-
modal MWE comprehension in English and Turk-
ish (Pickard et al., 2025) or idiomaticity and se-
mantic text similarity for English, Portuguese, and
Galician (Tayyar Madabushi et al., 2022).

2.3.1 Work on Swedish MWEs

The Swedish lexicon resource SALDO (Svenskt
associationslexikon 2, Borin et al., 2013) con-
tains some lexicalized multiword and compound
word entries. When describing SALDO, Borin
et al. (2013) discuss the frequent compounding in
Swedish, and state that a single token often cor-
responds to an MWE in other languages. Such
lexicalized compound words often have a compo-
sitional sense that differs from the literal reading;
a trait that is emphasized in the PARSEME guide-
lines. For instance, the noun compound husbil
(hus+bil) means ‘camper’ or ‘trailer’, but the literal
meaning reading is ‘house car’.

Kurfali et al. (2020) form a dataset of 96 Swedish
verbal, nominal, and prepositional MWEs from
SALDO paired with human-judged scores for de-
gree of compositionality. They compare the human
judgment with scores from computational vector
models, and find that these agree poorly. Further-
more, Tiedemann et al. (2022, 2024) attempt to
relate MWEs extracted from SALDO to the lan-
guage proficiency levels of the Common European
Framework of Reference (CEFR). They compare
difficulty rankings of MWESs by L2 learners and
teachers of Swedish to frequencies in course books
and learner-produced texts at different proficiency
levels. Tiedemann et al. (2024) also suggest that
more transparent MWEs with a lower composition-
ality are easier for L2 speakers to learn, whereas



less transparent MWEs are more difficult.

3 Corpus Description

In this section, we give an overview of the Swedish
PARSEME releases, including our latest annota-
tions, and discuss inter-annotator agreement.

3.1 Swedish PARSEME Releases

Swedish was present in the first PARSEME release,
version 1.0 (Savary et al., 2017), with a very small
dataset covering 200 sentences, sampled from the
Swedish Newspaper Goteborgsposten (GP). Three
annotators were involved in this release. Swedish
was not part of release 1.1 (Ramisch et al., 2018).

From release 1.2 (Ramisch et al., 2020), Swedish
was added again, now with considerably larger
corpora. From this release, the data to annotate
was taken from the Swedish Universal Dependen-
cies treebanks Talbanken® and PUD’, containing
human-annotated morphosyntactic information and
lemmas. This data was annotated for MWEs by
a group of six annotators, covering the training
section of Talbanken. Release 1.3 (Savary et al.,
2023a) was an extension of 1.2, annotated by two
annotators from release 1.2, covering all of Tal-
banken. Up to release 1.3, only VMWEs were
annotated. The annotation group from releases 1.2
and 1.3 received initial training, followed by regu-
lar email discussions about borderline cases.

Release 2.0 covered all MWE types, and was
annotated by a team of five annotators, partially
overlapping with the team from version 1.2/1.3.
Most of the previously annotated data from Tal-
banken were reannotated with the new guidelines.
In addition, all data in the PUD treebank was an-
notated from scratch. The annotator team received
initial training, followed by regular meetings to
discuss annotation guidelines and tricky cases.

In this paper, we also describe a new annotation
effort, which we will tentatively refer to as release
2.1, where the annotations from release 2.0 are
revisited, and the remaining part of Talbanken is
added. In this annotation phase, two annotators
from release 2.0 participated. These annotators
held discussions to resolve disagreements over the
interpretation of the guidelines from version 2.0.

6https ://github.com/UniversalDependencies/UD_
Swedish-Talbanken/blob/master

7https ://github.com/UniversalDependencies/UD_
Swedish-PUD/tree/master
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3.2 Corpus Statistics

Table 2 gives an overview of all Swedish
PARSEME releases, and the distribution of
VMWE:s. Table 3 gives further details on the MWE
distribution for the two releases that contain all
MWE types. Percent distributions of the MWE
categories are shown in Tables 6 and 7. Except for
release 1.0, all releases are reasonably sized, cov-
ering at least 4,000 sentences, and range between
1,991 and 4,904 MWEs. Among the verbal cate-
gories, it is clear that IVPCs are the most common
type, followed by LVCs and VIDs. The only rare
category is LVC.cause; all other categories have
close to or over 100 instances in our latest release.
Among the new MWE types added in release 2.0,
AdvID is by far the most common type, followed
by NID and NV. The AdvID category largely con-
sists of prepositions followed by nouns for which
a morphological inflection would lead to ungram-
maticality or an unexpected change in meaning. In
many cases, the noun can only take the indefinite
singular form, as in (1). In other cases, the noun is
always in the definite form instead, as in (2).

)

till exempel
to example

‘for example’

i onddan

in non-necessity. DEF
‘unnecessarily’

2

We note that in all releases, except 1.0, that do not
cover them, multiword tokens are common. One
clear distinction between the releases is the propor-
tion of multiword tokens (%2MWT). The guidelines
for when to consider a token as an MWT changed
between release 1.3 and 2.0, as described in Sec-
tion 4.2, resulting in a decrease in the proportion
of verbal MWTs from approximately 50% in re-
leases 1.2 and 1.3 to under 30% in releases 2.0 and
2.1. This change especially affected IVPCs, with
a much lower proportion in releases 2.0/2.1. This
change is also reflected in the number of MWEs per
sentence. The MWT rate is overall high in releases
2.0 and 2.1, though, to a high extent due to new
categories with a very high proportion of MWEs,
such as NID (97%), NV (100%), and AV (100%).
Another notable change is the increase of ConjID
from release 2.0 to 2.1, which is mainly caused by
a changed decision for common correlative con-
junctions like varken ... eller ‘neither ...nor’ and
bdade . ..och ‘both ...and’, which are considered
as MWE:s in release 2.1, but not in 2.0.
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Release Text source Sent.  Tokens VMWE VID IRV LVC LVC IVPC IVPC
Total %MWT Per sent. full cause full semi

SV 1.0 News (GP) 200 3,376 56 0 0.28 9 3 13 31

SV 1.2 Talbanken 4,304 65,482 | 1,991 48.6 046 | 291 115 279 11 871 424

SV 1.3 Talbanken 6,026 96,820 | 3,155 51.2 0.52 || 441 237 417 10 1461 589

SV 2.0 Talbanken, PUD | 5,553 90,392 | 1,779 27.9 032 396 186 389 19 494 294

SV 2.1 Talbanken, PUD | 7,026 115,944 | 2,275 27.7 0.32 | 480 295 500 29 580 391

Table 2: Corpus overview and distribution of verbal MWEs for the Swedish PARSEME releases. Note that no
distinction was made between subtypes of LVC and VPC in release 1.0.

Release MWE Verbal Nominal Adjectival/adverbial Functional

Total %MWT Persent. || Total | NID PronID NV | AdjID AdvID AV | AdpID ConjID DetID
SV20 |3,678 58.0 0.66 || 1,779 | 331 91 232 76 775 84 127 91 94
SV 21 |4904 53.7 0.70 || 2,275 | 492 111 318 98 929 116 187 222 156

Table 3: Overview and distribution of MWE:s in editions that annotate all MWE types. For verbal distribution, see

Table 2.
F1-score
Sent. VMWE All MWE
SV1.2 700 734 -
SV 2.0 500 46.3 47.0
SV 2.1 300 88.4 54.0

Table 4: Inter-annotator agreement as F1-score across
two annotators for three versions of the Swedish
PARSEME corpus.

3.3 Corpus Quality

For three of the PARSEME releases, we performed
double annotation to assess inter-annotator agree-
ment. For version 1.2, two annotators annotated the
same 700 sentences for VMWEs. In version 2.0,
the first version to contain MWEs beyond VMWEs,
500 sentences were annotated by a different set of
two annotators from scratch. For version 2.1, we
had no completely fresh data, so two annotators
separately annotated on top of the VMWE anno-
tations from version 1.3. Note, however, that the
guidelines for MWTs, as well as some guideline
interpretations, had changed between these two it-
erations, which affected a relatively large number
of VMWE instances.

To calculate agreement, we followed Savary et al.
(2026), and used the F1-score between the two
annotations, since calculating chance agreement,
which is needed for most agreement measures, is
challenging in cases like these, where relatively
few words in a text are annotated. Table 4 pro-
vides an overview of the results, reported both for
the full annotations and for the subset of version
2 annotations that are VMWEs. We note that the
agreement decreased from version 1.2 to 2.0, pos-
sibly due to the much more diverse sets of MWEs
being annotated, and new MWT guidelines being
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developed during the course of the annotation (see
Section 4.2). Between releases 2.0 and 2.1, the two
annotators had a discussion about disagreements,
borderline cases, and the interpretation of the guide-
lines in release 2.0, which led to a higher level of
agreement in version 2.1. We especially note that,
although the annotations for verbal MWEs were
performed on version 1.3, the agreement scores are
higher for VMWEs than for version 1.2.

While the agreement scores for non-verbal cate-
gories are low, the consistency of the final dataset
is improved by the use of consistency checks
across files (see Section 2.1), where one annota-
tor goes through all annotations across files be-
fore each release. To give an indication of the
proportion of changed decisions, Table 5 shows the
F1-score of comparing the annotations before and
after consistency-checking for the top categories
of MWEs. For categories with subcategories, we
report macro Fl-scores. Overall, VMWESs show
relatively few changes, with scores over 90 for
all types, further supporting that the annotation of
these categories is more consistent than for other
categories. Nominals, conjunctions, and deverbals
have considerably lower scores, between 62 and 84.
For conjunctions, this can mostly be attributed to
the decision to include correlative conjunctions as
MWEs (see Section 3.2).

As a further point of comparison, across lan-
guages for version 2.0, the average inter-annotator
agreement F1-score was 60.6, with scores ranging
from 20 to 99 (Savary et al., 2026). For 7 of the
14 languages for which inter-annotator agreement
was calculated, the F-score was below 65. This
warrants a detailed cross-lingual investigation into
agreement across PARSEME languages to deter-



VID IRV LVC

IVPC AV  AdjID AdpID AdviD ConjID DetID NID NV

92 97 97 94 78 90

89 90 62 76 84 8l

Table 5: F-scores per category when comparing corpus release 2.1 before and after consistency checks. For IVPC,
LVC, and deverbal categories, results are macro-averaged across subclasses.

mine whether the widespread low agreement scores
are primarily due to the new MWE categories in
other languages than Swedish as well. In addition,
a more detailed investigation of which categories
pose problems is needed. Such an investigation
could feed into a new, improved version of the
PARSEME guidelines.

3.4 Releases

Versions 1.0 to 2.0 described in this paper are al-
ready released, as part of multilingual PARSEME
releases. For the latest annotations, we plan to
release them in two ways: as part of the next
PARSEME release, 2.1 (which is currently not yet
scheduled), and as part of the next UD release, by
adding the PARSEME annotations to Talbanken
and PUD. The release of UD version 2.18 is sched-
uled for May 2026. Both releases will be under
permissive licenses.

4 Swedish-Specific Considerations

In this section, we discuss considerations for the
Swedish PARSEME annotation, first by describing
Swedish language-specific guidelines, and then by
discussing issues encountered during annotation.
While our discussion is based on a Swedish per-
spective, several issues are also relevant to other
languages, and we include some comparisons to
other Germanic languages.

4.1 Swedish-specific PARSEME Guidelines

The PARSEME guidelines include language-
specific tests that may relate to language-specific
MWE categories, more specific tests for some
MWE types, or elementary language features.
Swedish has language-specific tests for two issues
of the latter category, particles and MWTs.

4.1.1 Particles versus Prepositions

Particle verbs or phrasal verbs are pervasive in the
Germanic languages, and idiomatic uses of them
are covered by the IVPC category in PARSEME. In
many cases, particles are homonymous with prepo-
sitions in prepositional complements or verb pre-
fixes, and there is thus a need to be able to dis-
tinguish these cases. Language-specific rules cur-
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rently exist for Swedish, English, and German,,

but the need is also noted for languages from other
families, like Irish (Walsh et al., 2020). Exam-
ple (3) shows an ambiguous sentence in Swedish,
where a particle verb reading corresponds to the
English translation ‘visits’, whereas a prepositional
reading translates into ‘greets’. The main way to
distinguish particles and prepositions in Swedish is
through stress patterns, where particle verbs have
the primary stress on the particle, whereas preposi-
tional verbs have the main stress on the verb, with
an unstressed preposition (Svenonius, 2003). Thus,
the stress pattern is the basis of the decision rule
for Swedish in PARSEME.

(3) Hon hiilsar pa oss.
She greets on us

‘She visits/greets us.’

This rule contrasts with the English and German
rules, which are based on tests of movement and
insertion. In both English and German, the par-
ticle can be placed at the end of the sentence, as
in ‘she takes her clients in’, whereas in Swedish it
cannot. Additionally, English has a test based on
adjunct insertion, and German has a test for sep-
arable verb prefixes, which are not applicable to
Swedish; in contrast to German, where separated
and compounded forms of particle verbs are gov-
erned syntactically, Swedish particle verbs occur
either in a separated or compounded form based on
the expression, where some expressions can occur
in both forms, but sometimes with shifted seman-
tics between the forms (Norén, 1995). There could
be a possibility of a syntactic test for Swedish,
based on topicalizing the prepositional object, as
in (4), which is not possible with a particle read-
ing. However, this test can be challenging to apply
in certain cases (Svenonius, 2003), so even if it
were added as an additional test for particles in
Swedish, we still believe the test for stress patterns
is necessary.

8https: //parsemefr.lis-lab.fr/
parseme-st-guidelines/2.0/?page=060_
Language-specific_tests/@10_Particles,
_prepositions, _prefixes
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Pa oss hilsar hon.
Onus greets she

‘Us, she greets. *Us, she visits’

“

4.2 Multiword Tokens

To unambiguously identify multiword tokens
(MWTs) is crucial for identifying MWE candidates.
However, so far, Swedish is the only PARSEME
language with language-specific rules for MWTs.
We believe such rules should be added for other
languages as well, including German and Dutch,
which have a similar structure to Swedish regarding
MWTs.

For Swedish, there have been two iterations of
rules for MWTs, one for releases 1.2—-1.3, and one
from release 2.0 forward. The first set of rules
was part of releases that covered only VMWEs,
meaning the rules for MWTs also covered only
verbal expressions. Thus, there was a first rule for
testing whether the expression was verbal. The
second rule, splittable, states that the expression is
an MWT if it can be used in its split form, with the
same or slightly shifted semantics. The third rule
is very permissive, and states that an expression is
an MWT if all of its components can be used as
standalone words with the same part-of-speech as
in the full token.

As discussed in Section 3.2, these rules have a
considerable impact on the number of MWTs and
thus also on the number of MWEs, especially for
IVPCs, where the first set of MWT rules is highly
permissive. They lead to many instances of MWTs
that passed the MWE guidelines but did not align
with the annotators’ intuition. Additionally, the
MWT rules needed to be extended to cover non-
verbal expressions for release 2.0. Keeping these
rules would have led to inconsistencies, such as:
not considering the verb forllora (lit. ‘for LORA’)
‘lose’ an MWT, but considering the related noun
forllust (lit. “for lust’) ‘loss’ an MWT and also an
MWE, since ‘lust’ but not ‘lora’ happens to be a
stand-alone word. These issues caused discussions
among the annotators of the 2.0 corpus version,
leading us to revise the rules before finalizing the
annotations for the release.

The rules for release 2.0/2.1 first test whether
the expression is a noun-noun compound (NNC).
Noun-noun compounding is very frequent in
Swedish, and it is ungrammatical to directly split
an NNC into separate graphical tokens, while some
NNCs can be split using prepositional comple-
ments. We still wanted to consider all NNCs as
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MWTs to achieve a better cross-lingual compar-
ison with the many languages where NNCs are
written as graphically distinct words, such as in En-
glish, and thus are considered MWE candidates
in those languages. This means that an NNC
like bergslkedja (lit. ‘mountain chain’) ‘mountain
range’ would be considered an MWT and thus it
can also be an MWE as can its English counterpart.

For any remaining MWT candidates, we keep
the splittable rule from before. We also note that
many nominal, adjectival, or adverbial expressions
that are deverbal could be split in their verbal form,
but not in their original form. We thus add a third
rule: if a non-verbal expression has a correspond-
ing verbal form that can be split with the same or
slightly changed semantics, it should be considered
an MWT, but only the tests for the deverbal classes
NV or AV should be considered. For examples of
deverbals, see NV and AV in Table 1.

As a result of the updated MWT rules, candi-
dates like genomlsnitt (lit. ‘through incision’) ‘av-
erage’, ddrlfor (lit. ‘there fore’) ‘because’, and
forllust (1it. “for lust’) ‘loss’ are no longer consid-
ered as MWTs, whereas all NNCs are considered
as MWTs, so that those that fill the criteria for NID
are annotated as such. In addition, we now cover
the quite common class of deverbal MWTs.

The change in MWT guidelines affects the an-
notation of phrasal verbs (IVPC.full/semi), includ-
ing deverbal IVPCs. Swedish phrasal verbs that
have a split form, such as art hélsa pa (lit. ‘to
greet on’) ‘to visit’ and att fraga ut (lit. ‘to ask
out’) ‘to interrogate’, can often be compounded
into particle+verb. Deverbal forms of phrasal
verbs are commonly compounded in such a way,
for example pdlhdlsad (lit. ‘on greeted’) ‘visited’
(AV.IVPC.full) and utlfragning (lit. ‘out asking’)
‘interrogation’ (NV.IVPC.semi). There are many
cases of deverbal particle+verb compounds, such
as utlbildad (lit. ‘out educated’) ‘educated’ (from
utlbilda (lit. ‘out educate’) ‘educate’), where the
split verbal version is either not possible (*bilda ut)
or has a completely different sense from the com-
pounded verb. According to the previous MWT
guidelines, such cases would be annotated as de-
verbal IVPCs as long as the particle has primary
stress. With the new guidelines, however, such
words are not considered MWTs and are therefore
not annotated as MWE:s.



4.3 Issues for Swedish MWE Annotation

4.3.1 MWEs as Part of a Token

Due to frequent compounding in Swedish, the cor-
pus contains instances in which only part of a graph-
ical token belongs to an MWE, while other parts do
not. One example is the LVC.full in (5), where only
part of the compound word is a part of the LVC. In
other cases, an MWE can be embedded within an
MWT, such as the NV.IVPC.semi tilllsyn (lit. ‘to
see’) ‘supervision’ in (6) which has the verbal cor-
respondent se #ill (lit. ‘see to’) ‘look after’. With
the current PARSEME annotation framework, it is
not possible to annotate subtokens, which would
be preferable in this case, and thus, the full token
is annotated as an MWE. This issue has previously
been discussed with a proposed solution (Savary
et al., 2023b), but it has not yet been implemented,
as it requires changes to the entire annotation pro-
cess, including the ability to mark subtokens in the
annotation tool, process them during consistency
checking, and update the CUPT format.

&)

attha vardnadslratt
to have custody-right

‘to have right to custody’
(0)

barntillsynsproblem

barn tilllsyns  problem
child supervision problem

‘child supervision issue’

4.3.2 Reflexive Particle Verbs

PARSEME recognizes several subtypes of
VMWEs, including idiomatic particle verbs
(IVPCs) and inherently reflective verbs (IRVs). In
Swedish, it is common for verbs to take both a
particle and a reflexive, as in (7) and (8). However,
there is no specific category for this combined
category; they thus need to be annotated as verbal
idioms (VIDs), which is the only possible category
for verbs with more than one argument. We
would advocate for the inclusion of an IVPC-IRV
category for these cases in PARSEME. This issue
would also need to be discussed in connection with
inherently adpositional verbs (IAVs), currently
experimental and not annotated for Swedish, since
they can also be combined with reflexives and
particles, as in sla sig ihop med (lit. ‘hit oneself
together with’) ‘gang up with’.

(N

att bry sig om
to care oneself about

‘to care about’

34

®)

attta med sig
to take with oneself

‘to bring’

4.3.3 Splittability of Multiword Tokens

The updated guidelines for determining whether a
compound word is an MWE candidate (see Section
4.2) build on splittability, but it is not always clear if
a certain compound token is splittable or not. Many
compounds, especially adverbial compounds, orig-
inate from a co-occurrence of two separate tokens
that develop a new, compositional sense, and are
accordingly written together as one token more
frequently. For instance, dverlallt (lit. ‘over every-
thing’) ‘everywhere’ originates from the two words
‘over allt’, but it cannot be used in a split form
anymore, and it is thus not an MWT according to
release 2.0 guidelines. In other cases, as with ildag
(lit. “in day’) ‘today’ the compositional sense ‘to-
day’ can correctly be written also as two separate
tokens, ‘i dag’, which means that the form ‘idag’
is considered an MWT, according to the splittable
rule.

S Comparison of Germanic Language
MWEs

To further contextualize the Swedish MWE anno-
tations, we compare the MWE distribution across
MWE types with that of other Germanic languages.
Since not all languages are available in each re-
lease, we select the latest release for each Germanic
language present in PARSEME: English 1.2, Ger-
man 1.3, and Dutch 2.0. We compare this with
the two largest Swedish releases, 1.3 and 2.1. Ta-
ble 6 contains an overview of this comparison for
verbal MWEs, and Table 7 contains an overview
for Swedish 2.1 and Dutch 2.0, which also contain
other MWE types. Some languages annotated the
experimental IAV category (Dutch, 80 instances;
English, 71 instances), which are not present in the
other treebanks. For better comparability, these are
excluded from the tables and analysis.

For all languages except English, as expected,
the proportion of MWTs is quite high, around 30%.
We note that our Swedish guidelines from release
2.1 give an MWT proportion that is more similar to
German and Dutch than the permissive rules from
release 1.3. We also note that the MWT propor-
tion for types other than VMWE:s is considerably
higher for Swedish than for Dutch, with a large
difference for many categories , such as NIDs (97%
versus 13%) and AVs (100% versus 11%). This



Total %MWT | IRV IVPC.full IVPCsemi LVCfull LVC.cause MVC VID
Swedish 1.3 3155 51.2 7.5 46.3 18.7 13.2 0.3 0.0 14.0
Swedish 2.1 2275 27.7 | 13.0 255 17.2 220 1.3 00 21.1
Dutch 2.0 251 26.9 6.0 36.7 3.6 12.7 1.2 0.8 39.0
German 1.2 4041 30.7 8.0 432 4.8 1.1 0.8 00 356
English 1.3 1043 0.35 0.0 35.3 5.1 31.9 4.9 49 179

Table 6: Distribution of VMWE:s for Germanic language releases in PARSEME and proportion of MWTs.

Total %MWT | AV AdjID AdpID AdviD ConjID DetlD IngID NID NV  Verbal
Swedish 2.1 4793 537 | 24 2.0 39 19.4 4.6 33 00 103 6.6 47.5
Dutch 2.0 527 256 | 2.8 1.3 3.1 20.1 1.5 44 04 6.8 4.6 54.5

Table 7: Distribution of MWEs for Germanic language releases in PARSEME and proportion of MWTs.

discrepancy calls for the synchronization of MWT
guidelines across the Germanic languages.

Among the non-verbal categories, there are no
major differences in distribution between Dutch
and Swedish, except that ConjID and NID are
more common in Swedish, which may interact
with the MWT decisions. For the distribution of
VMWEs, English, as expected, stands out from
the other Germanic languages, with no IRVs and a
high number of LVCs. Compared to Dutch and
German, Swedish release 2.1 has a higher pro-
portion of IVPC.semi and IRV, and a lower pro-
portion of IVPC.full. We believe that this is par-
tially due to guideline interpretations, which war-
rant a more in-depth comparison and discussion
for the coming releases. A notable difference be-
tween the languages is that Dutch and English have
annotated MVCs, whereas Swedish and German
do not. This is mainly due to the annotation of
expressions with (en) ‘let’/ (nl) ‘laten’, as in to
let someone know. While this construction exists
in Swedish (‘1ata’) and German (‘lassen’), it has
not been considered an MVC for those languages.
The PARSEME guidelines currently have detailed
language-specific MVC rules for Hindi and Chi-
nese, with only a single rule on lexical inflexibility
applicable to other languages. Our interpretation is
that the let construction does not pass this rule and
should be treated as a regular syntactic construc-
tion; however, this needs to be revisited in future
guideline discussions. English also includes ‘get
rid’ and ‘cross examine’ as MVCs.

6 Recommendations

Here, we summarize issues that we recommend

the PARSEME community to address in order to

strengthen the annotation framework.

Agreement Perform an in-depth analysis of the
inter-annotator agreement across languages in
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release 2.0, to see if there are general difficul-
ties across languages, and update the guide-
lines to address these issues.

Subtoken annotation Update the PARSEME
framework so that subtoken annotation can
be used for MWEs that include only a part
of a graphical word (See also Savary et al.,
2023b).

IVPC-IRV Create joint categories of VMWE
types that can co-occur, such as reflexives and
particles, and investigate how these classes
interact with the TAV class.

MWTs and particles To determine whether a to-
ken is an MWT or not, and to distinguish
particles from prepositions, create language-
specific rules where needed, and synchronize
these rules across languages.

Synchronize guidelines Synchronize the guide-
lines for Germanic languages, especially for
IVPCs and IRVs.

MVCs Improve the language-independent guide-
lines for MVCs and discuss the status of the
let construction.

7 Conclusion

We discuss the Swedish PARSEME corpus ver-
sion 2.1, and give a historical overview of previ-
ous Swedish PARSEME releases. We present an
overview of the Swedish annotations and discuss
Swedish-specific considerations, such as the han-
dling of particle verbs and multiword tokens. We
also provide an initial comparison of the annota-
tion of Swedish and other Germanic languages, re-
vealing some inconsistencies. The inter-annotator
agreement for Swedish is good for verbal MWEs,
but quite low for other types, which were recently
added to PARSEME. There is thus a need for a
renewed overview of the PARSEME guidelines for
Swedish as well as for other Germanic languages.
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