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Abstract

We present the steps taken to extend the
ELEXIS parallel corpus to include Romanian.
This extension is based on automatic process-
ing that is followed by manual validation and
correction. The English original corpus was
translated into Romanian, tokenized and then
UDPipe was run on it. The resulting part-of-
speech tagging was manually validated and
some remarks on the types of mistakes encoun-
tered are presented herein. The corpus was
further automatically enriched with semantic
annotation of the types multiword expressions
of all parts of speech and named entities. The
multiword expressions were labeled with the
types defined in the PARSEME project. Three
types of named entities were annotated: person,
organization and location. A double validation
and correction process took place and its re-
sults are also presented here. The paper also
includes statistics of the corpus: number of to-
kens per part of speech, number of multiword
expressions per type and of name entities.

Keywords: parallel corpus, Romanian, trans-
lation, tokenization, PoS tagging, lemmatiza-
ton, manual validation, multiword expressions,
named entities.

1 Introduction

Parallel corpora — collections of texts aligned
across two or more languages — are fundamental
resources for multilingual research and language
technology, enabling systematic analysis of how
meaning, structure, and discourse are transferred
across languages, while revealing translation pat-
terns, equivalence relations, and cross-linguistic
variation. When carefully produced and validated,
they serve as reliable repositories of linguistic
knowledge and remain indispensable even in the
era of Large Language Models (LLMs), whose per-
formance still depends on high-quality multilingual
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data; in this context, parallel corpora provide trans-
parent, verifiable alignments for evaluation, fine-
tuning, and interpretability. Their value is further
enhanced by the inclusion of low-resourced lan-
guages, which supports linguistic diversity, reduces
technological inequality, and enables cross-lingual
transfer, as well as by multi-layer linguistic annota-
tion (morphological, syntactic, semantic, and dis-
course), which allows deeper analysis of language
correspondences and supports advanced applica-
tions such as machine translation, cross-lingual
retrieval, terminology extraction, and knowledge
discovery.

We present an extension of the ELEXIS parallel
corpus (Martelli et al., 2021) through the inclu-
sion of Romanian, thus enhancing its linguistic
coverage and research potential. As a fourth Ro-
mance language in the dataset, Romanian enables
richer comparative and contrastive studies within
the Romance family, supporting analyses of lexical,
syntactic, semantic, and discourse-level variation.
Its addition is valuable also from a typological and
areal perspective, given Romanian’s distinct evo-
lution in Eastern Europe and its extensive contact
with Slavic and Balkan languages. Together with
Bulgarian, also included in the corpus, this allows
for the investigation of Balkan Sprachbund phe-
nomena — such as definiteness marking, analytic
constructions, and clitic doubling — while support-
ing research across genealogical, typological, and
contact-linguistic dimensions.

The ELEXIS corpus is a manually annotated
multilingual parallel dataset designed for lexicog-
raphy and Word Sense Disambiguation (WSD),
originally introduced in 2021 with ten European
languages and consisting of 2,024 validated par-
allel sentences derived from WikiMatrix. It fea-
tures five layers of annotation: tokenisation, sub-
tokenisation, lemmatisation, part-of-speech tag-



ging, and WSD. It aims to advance semantic an-
notation and improve sense inventories. In its 2.0
version', other annotation types (such as named
entities) are also available for some languages

Against the landscape of the extending the
ELEXIS corpus with other languages (see Section
2) we paint the picture of the work done for adding
Romanian (Section 3) and present statistics relevant
to the annotation levels present in the corpus, be-
fore envisaging future work (Section 6), announc-
ing corpus availability (Section 8) and concluding
the paper (Section 7).

2 Related Work

The ELEXIS project? resulted in a multilingual par-
allel corpus with sense annotation across ten lan-
guages, later extended within the UniDive COST
Action (Savary et al., 2024). One major component
is the Danish corpus (DA-ELEXIS) (Pedersen et al.,
2023), among the largest sense-annotated resources
for Danish, featuring multiple annotation layers
(tokenisation, sub-tokenisation, lemmatisation, and
POS tagging) generated under Universal Depen-
dencies (UD) guidelines® and manually validated.
The corpus comprises over 32,000 tokens with full
sense annotation for content words, supported by
a semi-automated annotation tool. Using DanNet
as the primary sense inventory, the project also
addressed compounds through splitting strategies
and encoded multiword expressions (MWEs) with
unified semantic labels. Inter-annotator agreement
reached 0.78 after guideline refinement, indicating
reliable semantic annotation.

The Serbian extension (Krstev et al., 2024) fo-
cuses on semantic annotation and multilingual
alignment, particularly for MWEs and named en-
tities (NEs). Sentences from WikiMatrix were
machine-translated into Serbian and manually vali-
dated, with attention to translation errors and struc-
tural inconsistencies. Annotation layers (tokenisa-
tion, lemmatisation, POS tagging) were automati-
cally generated and manually checked. The study
highlights cross-linguistic variation by showing
how MWEs differ structurally across languages,
including cases where phrases correspond to single
words. The dataset includes hundreds of nominal
and verbal MWEs, as well as named entities identi-
fied through both lexical resources and NER tools,

'"https://www.clarin.si/repository/
xmlui/handle/11356/2101.

https://project.elex.is/
Shttps://universaldependencies.org/

Proceedings of CLIB 2026

enabling iterative expansion of the Serbian lexical
repository.

For semantic annotation, the Serbian dataset
relies primarily on Serbian WordNet (SrpWN),
aligned with Princeton WordNet (Fellbaum, 1998)
through definition-based matching due to the ab-
sence of an interlingual index. Automatic transla-
tion of synonym sets and integration of additional
lexical resources supported this alignment process.
Results show that only about 39% of MWEs were
directly matched in StpWN, reflecting significant
cross-linguistic variation and underscoring the chal-
lenges of multilingual semantic alignment, particu-
larly in the treatment of MWEs and lexical equiva-
lence across languages.

3  Work Methodology

This section outlines the integration of Romanian
into the ELEXIS corpus, including the transla-
tion of the English source texts, tokenization, and
morpho-syntactic annotation. Following the estab-
lished ELEXIS methodology, these processes are
initially carried out automatically using specialized
tools for machine translation and linguistic anno-
tation, and are subsequently manually revised and
validated to ensure accuracy, cross-linguistic con-
sistency, and compatibility with the multilingual
framework.

3.1 Language Processing

3.1.1 Translation

Automatic translation from English into Romanian
was performed using Google Translate in February
2024, with subsequent manual validation showing
that 1,437 out of 2,024 sentences (around 70%)
required no correction, while the remaining 30%
were manually revised. Most machine translation
(MT) errors fall into recurring, predictable cate-
gories, the most frequent being lexical and register-
related issues. These include contextually inappro-
priate or stylistically neutral synonyms, incorrect
terminological choices, and literal or non-idiomatic
expressions that mirror source-language structures.
Human revision plays a key role in selecting con-
textually appropriate equivalents, ensuring correct
register (technical, academic, or colloquial), and
normalizing collocations to align with natural Ro-
manian usage.

A second major category involves morpho-
syntactic and structural errors, where MT outputs
reflect source-language interference or incorrect
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grammatical relations. These include agreement
errors, improper determiners, incomplete or am-
biguous constructions, and unnatural word order,
all of which require systematic correction to ensure
grammaticality and fluency in Romanian. Addi-
tionally, issues related to named entities (NEs) and
linguistic conventions are observed, such as incor-
rect capitalization, improper adaptation of proper
names and titles, and inadequate localization of
institutional names and acronyms.

Overall, while MT provides semantically ad-
equate translations, it tends to preserve source-
language structures, resulting in outputs that lack
naturalness and stylistic appropriateness. Human
intervention is therefore essential to refine lexical
choices, adjust syntactic patterns, and ensure coher-
ence with target-language norms, ultimately pro-
ducing high-quality translations suitable for inclu-
sion in a linguistically reliable parallel corpus.

3.1.2 Tokenisation

Automatic tokenisation of the Romanian ELEXIS
component was performed using UDPipe (Straka
et al., 2016) with a model trained on the Romanian
Reference Treebank (RRT) (Barbu Mititelu, 2018),
after which the output was manually corrected in
a shared Google Sheets environment following
unified multilingual guidelines. These guidelines
stress accurate tokenisation as the basis for all en-
visioned subsequent annotation layers (lemmatisa-
tion, POS tagging, UD parsing, MWE and NE an-
notation, and WSD), and specify that ad-hoc com-
pounds are the only multiword units systematically
split for token-level disambiguation in Romanian.

Romanian-specific tokenisation rules were
adapted from previous UD-based resources and
detailed treatments for hyphenated structures were
defined. Established dictionary compounds and
toponyms are kept as single tokens, while semi-
productive or context-specific compounds (e.g. ad-
hoc formations) are split and annotated by span.
Additional rules govern ambiguous hyphenation
cases, including foreign compounds, inflectional
hyphens, numerical intervals, and lexicalised ex-
pressions, ensuring consistent handling across di-
verse morphological and orthographic phenomena.

A major focus is the treatment of Romanian
cliticisation and vowel elision, where hyphens and
apostrophes signal phonological reduction in pro-
nouns (e.g., spune-mi “tell me”, where the initial
vowel 7 from the pronoun imi is elided), auxiliaries
(e.g., cdrtile-s noi “the books are new” instead of
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cdrtile is* noi), prepositions (e.g., c-un cutit “with
a knife”, where the preposition cu is shortened
to ¢-), and conjunctions (e.g., c-a venit “that he
came”, where the conjunction cd “that” is reduced
to c-); these are systematically split with the clitic
attached to the appropriate host. Further rules cover
symbols, formulas, units, currency, slashes, named
entities, abbreviations, and IT terms, balancing fine-
grained segmentation with the preservation of lexi-
cal integrity to ensure consistency across linguistic
categories.

3.1.3 Lemmatisation and part-of-speech
tagging

Part-of-speech tagging, morphological feature as-
signment, and dependency parsing for the Roma-
nian ELEXIS corpus were initially performed au-
tomatically using UDPipe (Straka, 2018), trained
on the Romanian Reference Treebank (RRT), and
exported in CONLL-U format before conversion
to TSV3 for compatibility with INCEpTION (Klie
et al., 2018). The resulting annotations were sub-
sequently manually reviewed and corrected at the
lemmatization and morphological levels, ensuring
consistency and accuracy across the dataset.

During manual validation, several recurrent er-
ror types were identified, largely driven by lexical
and morphological homonymy. A major source
of inconsistency involved ambiguity between ad-
jectives and participles, as well as between proper
nouns and common nouns in capitalized or context-
dependent uses (e.g. Pdmdnt “Earth” in texts from
the geography domain and pdmdnt “earth” in the
others). Additional difficulties arose in distinguish-
ing adverbs from nouns in temporal expressions,
where the syntactic context was insufficient for re-
liable automatic disambiguation.

Further challenges included homonymy within
verb forms across tenses (present of the indica-
tive mood and simple past of the indicative mood),
ambiguous clitic pronouns with identical surface
forms (e.g., le can be either dative or accusative),
and nouns sharing forms between singular oblique
and plural direct cases (e.g., fete). Abbreviations
were frequently misclassified as proper nouns, re-
quiring manual correction, while lemmatization
errors affected neuter and irregular plural forms.
These issues highlight the limitations of automatic
morphological processing for Romanian and under-
score the necessity of systematic human validation.

*The form #s “is” is regional nowadays.



3.2 Semantic Annotation

Two types of semantic information are annotated
in ELEXIS-Ro: multiword expressions and named
entities.

3.21

Multiword expressions (MWEs) are combinations
of at least two lexicalized components that form
a weakly connected structure and exhibit ortho-
graphic, morphological, syntactic, or semantic id-
iosyncrasies relative to general grammar (Baldwin
and Kim, 2010), following the PARSEME guide-
lines>. The corpus covers a broad typology of
MWEs:

Multiword expressions

¢ Verbal

— Verbal Idioms (VID): avea in vizor
(‘have in sight’ “keep in view, target”),
da nas in nas (‘give nose in nose’ “run
into, bump into”)

— Light Verb Constructions (LVC)

x full: avea intdlnire (‘have meeting’
“have a meeting”), da citire (‘give
reading’ “read”)

% cause: da asigurare (‘give assurance’
“assure”), pune in aplicare (‘put in

N3

application’ “implement, carry out”)

— Reflexive Verbs (IRV): -si permite
(‘3SG.DAT.REFL allow’ “afford”), se
abtine (“refrain”)

— Inherently Adpositional Verbs (IAV): se
baza pe (‘3SG.ACC.REFL base on’ “rely
on, be based on”), depinde de (‘“depend
on”

e Nominal

— Nominal Idioms (NID): act de identitate
(‘act of identity’ “identity card™), an de
gratie (‘year of grace’ “year of Our Lord,

AD>)

— Pronominal Idioms (PronID): cdte ceva
(“something”), Domnia Sa (‘His/Her
Lordship’ “His Excellency”)

— Deverbal Nominal MWEs (NV): punere

in functiune (‘putting in function’ “com-
missioning, putting into operation”),
bdgare de seamd (‘putting of notice’ “at-
tention, observation”)

‘https://parsemefr.lis-lab.fr/
parseme—st-guidelines/2.0/
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¢ Modifier

— Adjectival Idioms (AdjID): cu o falcd in
cer si cu una in pamdnt (‘with one jaw
in sky and one in earth’ “very furious”),
cu cantec (‘with song’ “with flair, extrav-
agantly”)

— Adverbial Idioms (AdvID): asa cum
se cuvine (‘so as 3SG.ACC.REFL befi’
“properly, as it should be”), ca oamenii
(‘like people. THE.PL’ “like decent peo-
ple, properly”)

— Deverbal adjectival / adverbial MWEs
(AV): cu luare aminte (‘with taking no-

L3

tice’ “attentively”), luat in seamd (‘taken
in notice’ “taken into account, consid-
ered”)

¢ Functional

— Determiner Idioms (DetID): picior de
(‘foot of” “not a single”), ca atare (“as
such”)

— Adposition Idioms (AdplD): de dragul
(‘of dear. DEF.SG.M’ “for the sake of”),
cu exceptia (‘with the exception’ “except
for”)

— Conjunction Idioms (ConjID): astfel
incdt (“so that”), pe motiv cd (‘on rea-
son that” “because, on the grounds that™)

— Interjection Idioms (IntjID): ce folos
(‘what use’ “what’s the point?”), nici
vorbd (‘no word’ “no way, not a chance”)

Automatic MWE identification was performed
using a lexicon of MWEs derived from the vali-
dated PARSEME-Ro corpus (Barbu Mititelu et al.,
2025), yielding 7,268 unique occurrences mapped
to PARSEME labels and matched against ELEXIS-
Ro. The matching procedure allowed for discontin-
uous realizations by permitting up to two interven-
ing tokens between components, balancing recall
and noise in the detection of long-distance depen-
dencies.

Automatic identification procedures inevitably
introduce both false positives and false nega-
tives, due to the structural variability and context-
dependent interpretation of MWEs. In line with
established methodologies, we performed a sys-
tematic validation of the automatically extracted
and annotated MWESs, focusing on verifying
their boundaries, eliminating spurious candidates,
and ensuring the correct assignment of MWE
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F1 Al A2 A3
Al 1 0.7681 0.7587
A2 0.7681 1 0.8547
A3 0.7587 0.8547 1

Table 1: Inter-annotator agreement

types. Particular attention was paid to ambiguous
cases, homonymous expressions, and constructions
whose MWE status depends on contextual interpre-
tation.

The validation process involved three trained
annotators and followed a cross-validation protocol
inspired by previous annotation campaigns. Each
candidate MWE was independently assessed by
two annotators, applying the PARSEME decision
tests and annotation guidelines. The corpus was
split in five files, each of 500 sentences (except
the fifth one). Three annotators took care of the
validation and correction of their MWE annotation,
the pairing among them being different from file to
file: file 1 was annotated by annotators Al and A2,
file 2 by annotators A2 and A3, file 3 by annotators
Al and A3, file 4 by annotators Al and A2, file 5
by annotators A2 and A3.

The inter-annotator agreement for each file is
shown in Table 1. We adopted a pairwise overlap-
ping validation design, where each sentence was
validated and corrected by two out of three anno-
tators, ensuring balanced coverage of all annota-
tor pairs while controlling annotation cost. Inter-
annotator agreement was computed following the
PARSEME shared task methodology (Ramisch
et al., 2018), where agreement is defined as an
F1-score over MWE annotations (Fspan), based
on exact span and category matching . Valida-
tion results coming from the three annotators were
considered independent annotation sets, and pair-
wise F1 scores were computed for all annotator
pairs (see Table 1). The overall agreement score
(0.7938) was obtained by averaging these pairwise
F1 values.

3.2.2 Named entities

Named entities (NEs) of three types were annotated
in the corpus: person (PER), organization (ORG)
and location (LOC). Just like the other types of
annotation, this one was also done automatically,

®Fleiss’ kappa was not used because it assumes indepen-
dent categorical decisions and does not account for span-based,
possibly overlapping MWE annotations.
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PoS Number
NOUN 8413 | ADV 1337
ADP 4924 | PRON 1187
PUNCT 4110 | NUM 1178
VERB 3109 | CCONJ 1019
ADJ 2653 | PART 484
AUX 2372 | SCONJ 234
DET 2322 | X 222
PROPN 1750 | INTJ 1
SYM 1
TOTAL | 35316

Table 2: PoSes distribution in ELEXIS-Ro

using three lists of NEs’. The automatic annotation
was checked by two annotators and corrections
were made when necessary (skipped NEs, strings
incorrectly classified as NEs, incorrect length of
NEs, incorrect label). When the two annotators
disagreed in their evaluation, a third, specialist, one
made the final decision.

4 Statistics on ELEXIS-Ro

4.1 General statistics

As for all the other languages it contains, the corpus
has 2024 sentences. In Romanian these sentences
contain 35,316 words, with an average sentence
length of 17.45.

4.2 Statistics on PoSes

The distribution of tokens according to the part-of-
speech can be seen in Table 2. All parts of speech
are present in the corpus, with nouns dominating,
which is indicative of an information-dense corpus.

4.3 Statistics on MWEs

Overall, 3,018 MWEs were automatically iden-
tified in the Romanian corpus, and their num-
ber of occurrences and relative frequencies in the
ELEXIS-Ro corpus are rendered in column two
and three of Table 4. For their comparison with the
MWE:s in the PARSEME-Ro corpus, see Section 5
below.

4.4 Statistics on NEs

The distribution of the three types of NEs in the
corpus is presented in Table 3. This is based on
the automatic identification (the middle column),

"These lists are available at https://www.racai.
ro/p/reterom/rezultate.html, last accessed April
2026



Type of NE # Final# % skipped
PER 277 516 53
ORG 220 321 68
LOC 404 754 53
TOTAL 901 1591

Table 3: NEs distribution in ELEXIS-Ro: column two
contains the numbers after automatic annotation, while
the third column renders the number after the manual
validation, correction and clarification of disagreements.

with the results of the manual validation in the third
column (see Section 6). We notice that about half
of the NEs were not recognized automatically, with
the distribution per type shown in the last column.

5 Discussion of results

MWE:s, as recurrent lexical or phrasal patterns, of-
ten exhibit variation in frequency, syntactic struc-
ture, and semantic category depending on the reg-
ister and domain of the texts in which they occur.
We are going to discuss now the quantitative differ-
ences between the MWESs occurring in the ELEXIS-
Ro and in the PARSEME-Ro corpora. The former
is primarily composed of encyclopedic and infor-
mative texts, while the latter consists exclusively
of journalistic texts, thus they provide contrasting
linguistic environments. This contrast makes it pos-
sible to examine not only absolute frequencies, but
also the relative distribution of MWE types, offer-
ing a basis for interpreting the statistical patterns
discussed below.

It should also be noted that the two corpora dif-
fer considerably in terms of the total number of
annotated MWEs, with 3,018 instances in ELEXIS
and 64,601 in PARSEME-Ro. This difference is
due to variations in corpus size and composition. In
order to ensure comparability, the analysis is there-
fore based on relative frequencies, which provide
a more appropriate basis for examining the distri-
bution of MWE types across the two datasets. Ac-
cordingly, the discussion focuses on proportional
patterns rather than absolute counts.

The quantitative comparison reveals both con-
vergences and divergences in the distribution of
MWE types across the two corpora. At the top
of the distribution, AdpID expressions show a re-
markably similar proportion in both datasets, ac-
counting for 28.60% in ELEXIS and 28.48% in
PARSEME-Ro. This consistency suggests that this
category is relatively stable across genres and less
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sensitive to variation in text type. A similar, though
slightly less precise, pattern can be observed for
ConjID expressions (6.83% in ELEXIS vs. 6.51%
in PARSEME-Ro) and, to a lesser extent, DetID,
which displays nearly identical proportions in both
corpora. These categories appear to form a core
layer of MWEs whose distribution remains largely
unaffected by domain-specific factors.

In contrast, several categories exhibit substan-
tial variation. AdvID expressions are consider-
ably more frequent in ELEXIS (28.00%) than in
PARSEME-Ro (14.50%), pointing to a stronger
presence of adverbial multiword units in encyclo-
pedic and informative texts, where such structures
contribute to descriptive precision and elaboration.

Conversely, PARSEME-Ro shows higher pro-
portions of verb-related MWEs and structurally
more complex expressions. Categories such as
TAV (12.14% vs. 8.35%), IRV (9.98% vs. 5.86%),
and especially NID (11.93% vs. 3.08%) are much
more prominent in the journalistic corpus. This
pattern suggests a preference for more dynamic,
predicate-centered constructions, as well as noun-
based MWEs that may encode salient or context-
dependent information.

A similar tendency can be observed for LVC.full
and LVC.cause, which are more frequent in
PARSEME-Ro, although they remain relatively
marginal overall. These constructions, often as-
sociated with more complex predicate formation,
further point to a greater use of analytically struc-
tured verbal expressions in journalistic texts.

Lower-frequency categories (e.g., AV.VID,
NV.VID, NV.LVC.full) remain marginal in both
corpora, and their small proportions make it diffi-
cult to draw strong genre-based conclusions. How-
ever, even in these cases, PARSEME-Ro tends to
display slightly higher values and more diverse
types, reinforcing the general pattern of greater
structural diversity.

Overall, the comparison highlights a distinction
between more stable, function-word-based MWE
categories and those that are more sensitive to
genre. While the former remain consistent across
corpora, the latter vary more noticeably, reflect-
ing the role of textual domain in shaping both the
frequency and typology of MWE:s.

6 Future Work

On the one hand, validation and correction of the
automatic annotation is the very next step. This will
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MWE type | #in ELEXIS-Ro | % in ELEXIS-Ro || # in PARSEME-Ro | % in PARSEME-Ro
AdpID 863 28.60 18401 28.48
AdvID 845 28.00 9366 14.50
AdjID 347 11.50 4496 6.96
1AV 252 8.35 7840 12.14
ConjID 206 6.83 4206 6.51
IRV 177 5.86 6449 9.98
NID 93 3.08 7709 11.93
VID 79 2.62 2573 3.98
PronID 73 242 745 1.15
AV.IAV 30 0.99 779 1.21
LVC. full 18 0.60 934 1.45
DetID 17 0.56 387 0.60
AV.VID 6 0.20 28 0.04
NV.LVC.cause 4 0.13 76 0.12
IngjID 4 0.13 59 0.09
LVC.cause 2 0.07 311 0.48
NV.VID 1 0.03 106 0.16
NV.LVC full 1 0.03 67 0.10
NV.IAV - - 54 0.08
AV.LVC.cause - - 11 0.02
AV.LVC full - - 1 0.01
NV.IRV - - 1 0.00
TOTAL 3018 64601

Table 4: Comparative statistics between MWESs occurring in ELEXIS-Ro and in PARSEME-Ro.
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target syntactic parsing correctness, in line with the
UD principles of annotation, deciding upon the
cases of disagreement between the annotators of
the MWE:s.

On the other hand, the corpus will be semanti-
cally disambiguated, i.e. each content word will be
assigned a sense, based on the Romanian WordNet
(Tufis and Mititelu, 2015).

Once the corpus annotation is validated and cor-
rected it can serve as a reliable source of linguistic
information for comparative studies.

7 Conclusions

In this paper, we have presented the extension of the
ELEXIS parallel corpus through the integration of
Romanian, following a hybrid workflow that com-
bines automatic processing with systematic manual
validation. The pipeline included translation from
English, tokenisation, morpho-syntactic annotation
with UDPipe, and semantic enrichment through
the identification and classification of MWEs and
NEs. The results confirm that while automatic
tools provide a solid baseline for large-scale cor-
pus construction, they consistently produce errors
in contexts involving ambiguity, homonymy, and
language-specific structures, making manual cor-
rection an essential component for ensuring anno-
tation quality.

The analysis of annotation errors highlights sev-
eral recurrent challenges specific to Romanian, in-
cluding part-of-speech ambiguity, lemmatisation er-
rors, and difficulties in handling clitics, compounds,
and NEs. Similarly, the automatic identification of
MWESs, based on the PARSEME guidelines, proved
effective, but required careful post-editing for the
correct span identification and type of MWE la-
belling. The double validation process contributed
to improving consistency and reliability across an-
notation layers, reinforcing the importance of hu-
man expertise in multilingual resource develop-
ment.

Overall, the Romanian extension enhances the
ELEXIS corpus both quantitatively and qualita-
tively, expanding its coverage to a less-resourced
language and increasing its value for cross-
linguistic research. The resulting dataset, enriched
with detailed morpho-syntactic and semantic an-
notation, provides a robust resource for studies in
lexicography, translation, and multilingual natural
language processing.
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8 Corpus Availability

ELEXIS-Ro has been released in the 2.0 version of
the ELEXIS corpus (Cibej et al., 2026).
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