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Multi-Word Expression (MWE): 
• A more or less fixed association of several words 
• The meaning of the whole is not predictable from parts 
• Not to be confused with Named Entities
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Rigor Mortis: 
• Experiment Crowdsourcing to build MWE annotated corpus 
• Crowdsourcing: 

• Intuitive task (no training needed): image labelling  
• Complex task (training required): syntax annotation 

• MWEs are in the midway: 
• Each native speaker has an intuitive knowledge of MWEs 
• MWE annotation is a complex task, even for experts (PARSEME)
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Experiment the intuition part: 
• No prior training: informal description and a couple of examples 
• No feedback before the end (avoir biaises) 
• Publicized on social networks and French NLP mailing lists

Reference Corpus 
• Annotated by experts (PARSEME) 

• 10 sentences (1 without MWE) 
• 16 MWEs 

• Only fixed lexical components are annotated 
⇒ approximate matching
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Global results: 
• Sentences played by 66.8 participants on average 
• 59% correct annotation of the sentence without MWE 

Precision Recall F-measure
Perfect 48.13 41.22 44.41

Approximate 58.22 49.86 53.72

non-functional functional
Perfect 58.19 19.48


Approximate 65.05
 30.41
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Figure 4: Recall of the participants on each MWE (left: non-functional; right: functional).

3.3 Analysis of the Noise Produced

Table 4 lists the ten expressions that were identified by more than 10% of the participants and which are
not in the reference.

Noisy expressions % of participants Comment
immunité présidentielle (presidential immunity) 55.88% collocation (not a MWE)
élection présidentielle (presidential election) 34.85% collocation (not a MWE)
aux yeux du public (to the eye of the public) 28.36% boundary error
destin tragique (tragic faith) 23.88% collocation (not a MWE)
Monsieur le Président (Mister President) 19.70% common civilities
affaire politique (political scandal) 15.38% collocation (not a MWE)
chers collègues (dear colleagues) 15.15% common civilities
instruire le cas (investigate the case) 14.71% collocation (not a MWE)
se déclare incompétent (withdraw from the case) 11.76% collocation (not a MWE)
aux voix (to the vote) 10.29% boundary error

Table 4: Identified expressions which were not in the reference.

Note that we reserve the term collocation to refer to any statistically significant co-occurrence, includ-
ing all forms of MWEs as described above and compositional phrases which are predictably frequent

It shows that, unsurprisingly, the participants had difficulty distinguishing between MWEs and com-
positional expressions exhibiting statistical idiosyncrasy (in six cases). This can be explained by the fact
that our definition of MWEs partially overlaps with the notion of collocation, as defined in (?). Colloca-
tions refer to "any statistically significant co-occurrence", that includes both syntactically/semantically
compositional and non-compositional expressions.

Other mistakes include boundary errors (two cases) and common civilities annotated as MWEs (two
cases). These could probably be avoided if the participants were properly trained.

Recall of the players on each MWE 
Left: non-functional     Right: functional
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Noise

Noisy expression (fr) Noisy expression (en) % of pl. Comment
immunité présidentielle presidential immunity 55,88 % collocation (not MWE)
élection présidentielle presidential election 34,85 % collocation (not MWE)

aux yeux du public to the eyes of the public  28,36 % boundary error
destin tragique
 tragic faith 23,88 % collocation (not MWE)

Monsieur le président Mister Predisent 19,70 % common civilities
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Discussion and perspectives 
• The evaluation corpus is small 
• Crowdsourcing helps finding non-functional MWEs 
• Complementary experiment to evaluate how participant can be trained

Resources: 
• Game available for French: 

 http://rigor-mortis.org  
• Code freely available: 
https://github.com/gwaps4nlp/rigor-mortis
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