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Inventory of New Romanian Lexemes and Meanings Attested on the Internet

Barbu A.M., Lupu I., Stoica-Dinu O., Teleoacă D.L., Toroipan T.

Institute of Linguistics “Iorgu Iordan – Al. Rosetti”, Romanian Academy, Bucharest, Romania

Abstract
This article presents a project that monitors the new lexemes and meanings attested on the Internet for the Romanian language and 
records them in a descriptive dictionary. This project tries to capture the dynamics of the language in the smallest details (e.g. the loan 
adaptation process) and to update the lexicographic inventory. The Internet is the best source for this purpose. The article begins with 
the definition of the term new word in the sense of this project, and with the characterization of a descriptive dictionary compared to a 
normative one. Then the method of selecting new words is described which is of random type, i.e. the words are selected by 
lexicographers from everyday life, without going through a predetermined volume of texts and are registered provided they have 10 
attestations from different sources on the Internet. The article also provides a description of some technical aspects and the structure of 
the dictionary entries. Some solutions to the problems encountered, the first results and how to continue the project are also discussed.

Keywords: new words; Internet; descriptive dictionary; lemma variants; random selection

1 Introduction
The main goal of this paper is to present an overview of the project Inventar de cuvinte și sensuri noi atestate în mediul 
online ʻInventory of new Romanian lexemes and meanings attested on the Internetʼ, henceforth ICSO, carried out at the 
Institute of Linguistics in Bucharest. The idea of building the ICSO was born from a previous project, coordinated by a 
software company, that had as objective the digitization of the Romanian lexicon in literal and phonetic form and with 
syllable separation (Diaconescu 2015). The digitally processed lexicon was extracted from three electronic explanatory 
dictionaries: DEX, MDA and DN. At one point, this lexicon was confronted with the words found in a pretty large 
electronic corpus of books and newspapers, belonging to the coordinating software company, and it was discovered that a 
relatively big number of common words in the corpus were not found in the digitized lexicon. This result showed the 
extent to which dictionaries had to be updated. Therefore, the team of the Institute of Linguistics participating in that 
project decided to inventory and gloss words that are not registered in the main general dictionaries of the Romanian 
language (which constitute an exclusion corpus – described below), extending the research from a particular corpus to the 
Romanian language used in the online environment, that is, generally, on the Internet. The preparatory work of ICSO 
started in 2017 and in 2019 the first volume of about 1400 entries was ready for publication (Barbu et al. 2020). ICSO is 
currently continuing with the second volume, with slightly changed lexicographic rules (more description-oriented) and 
as a database.
The project described here aims to monitor the Romanian language especially in the lexical aspect. It tries to update and 
keep up with the lexical explosion in the Romanian language produced by globalization, advanced technology and
increasing access to information through digitization. 
This lexical explosion is nowhere better seen than on the Internet, which gathers large volumes of highly diverse texts. 
“Legal, religious, literary, scientific, journalistic, and other texts will all be found there, just as they would in their 
non-electronic form”, says David Crystal (2001: 31), who devotes an extensive study to the particularities of the language 
used on Web. Actually, using Internet as a corpus for linguistic (including lexicographic) research has already been set by 
linguists such as Fujii & Ishikawa (2000), Kilgarriff (2001), Grefenstette (2002) or Fuertes-Olivera (2012), among others. 
In addition to the benefits already mentioned in the literature, using the Internet as a lexicographic source presents some 
important features, from our point of view, such as:
• increased access to familiar language and internet slang on forums, comments, social media, etc.;
• access to the multitude of categories of commercial products from online stores, that deserve to be defined for the 
general public;
• documentation of the adaptation stages of some loanwords, by recording their graphical or morphological variants 
(e.g. smartphone also circulates in Romanian as smartfone and smartfon, with the plural smartphone-uri, smartfon-uri and 
smartfoan-e);
• greater opening of specialized terms to the general public.
The main purpose of this project is to build a descriptive new-lexemes inventory, which addresses the following aspects:
• to provide primary material for the explanatory dictionaries which decide what entered and what did not enter the 
language;
• to offer lexicographic support to the general public for as many terms as it can access on the Internet and not found 
in the published explanatory dictionaries;
• to provide a record of the words circulating at a given time in the language, even for a very short period, in support 
of linguists and other specialists from a distant future. Note that some new terms can reflect various language external
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events. For instance, the actual coronavirus crisis has already coined or (re)vitalized in Romanian at least twenty 
candidates (e.g. coronavirus, coronacriză ʻcoronavirus crisisʼ, a carantina ʻto carantinateʼ, coronabonduri ʻcorona 
bondsʼ, izoletă ʻisolation stretcherʼ, etc.), who are likely to die sooner or later after this crisis is gone, but they could 
testify over the years for this social event;
• to offer a larger lexical resource for natural language processing (NLP), in a variety of tasks, such as automatic 
extraction of new words, marketing tasks and sentiment analysis, etc.
In order to make the design of ICSO and the working methodology clearer, in the next section we will define what we 
mean by new words (or new lexemes) and by what features a descriptive dictionary as ICSO differs from a normative one. 
The paper continues with a section describing the working method and the entry structure. The following section presents 
some aspects regarding the inventoried lexemes and the problems encountered in the construction of ICSO. The final 
section is dedicated to conclusions and further work.

2 Normative versus Descriptive Dictionary
In our opinion, the normative (or prescriptive) dictionary that includes new words is the result of a complex and rigorous
selection process.
First of all, a new word is assimilated to the concept of neologism, defined for the first time by Zgusta (1971: 179): 
“neologism is a term which can refer to any new lexical unit, the novelty of which is still felt”. Over time, this definition 
has been enriched with a series of requirements that constitute many criteria for the selection of words considered as 
neological. Thus, Cabré (1993: 445) mentions four parameters to determine the neological character of a lexical unit: 
a. diachrony – a unit is neological if it has appeared in a recent period; 
b. lexicography – if it does not appear in dictionaries; 
c. systematic instability – if it shows signs of formal instability (morphological, graphical, phonetic) or semantic; 
d. psychology – if speakers perceive it as a new unit.
Recent literature has paid more and more attention to the selection criteria for neologisms to be introduced in general 
dictionaries, sometimes following different lexicographic traditions (O’Donovan and O’Neill 2008, Adelstein and Freixa 
2013, Sánchez Manzanares 2013, and others). By far the most adopted criteria are the frequency and the stability of new 
words in the language. Frequency refers to the dispersion in use (although some specialized terms are accepted), and 
stability refers to the period of time during which the new words are used, excluding (possible) ephemeral units. Another 
criterion is that of the neological feeling, which refers to the perception of the speakers about a word's novelty. This 
criterion excludes analyzable words (with a transparent meaning) from some dictionaries, but requires the introduction of 
less frequent words, in others (cf. Freixa & Torner 2019). However, the criterion with the highest prescriptive load is the 
denominative necessity. This refers to the exclusion of new words, often loanwords, which already have a correspondent 
in the target language.
Despite all these selection criteria, there are no purely normative dictionaries today. Words in nonstandard registers have 
special use marks (nonstandard, offending, regionalism etc.) that can be seen as prescriptive advices. However these 
words have entered the dictionary. If they were missing, one would not know whether a word does not exist in the general 
dictionary because it does not belong to the standard language or because it was accidentally omitted or because the 
general dictionary is not yet updated. As Rafel (2007: 20) claims, it has even been considered that the real limits between 
one type of dictionary and the other are not entirely precise.1 However, a descriptive dictionary still differs by several 
essential features from one that is not purely prescriptive.
As stated in the literature, “a descriptive dictionary is one that attempts to describe how a word is used, while a
prescriptive dictionary is one that prescribes how a word should be used (Naparsteck 2005: 28). In other words, a 
descriptive dictionary “aims to give a real and complete definition of each lexical item, without any restrictions based on 
prescriptive criteria.” (Rafel & Soler 2016: 443). However, the descriptive character is understood differently in the 
specialized literature. One meaning is the one that refers to the way definitions are elaborated. For example, descriptive 
dictionaries could be called those that use, as definitions, detailed semantic descriptions and paraphrased meaning (in the 
usual sense of monolingual dictionaries) (cf. Gouws & Prinsloo 2005: 48-49). Another meaning refers to how words are 
defined based on their use. For instance, Collins COBILD formulates definitions in this way, e.g. the verb condemn: “If 
you condemn something, you say that it is very bad and unacceptable”. Besides, this dictionary gives the syntactic 
pattern(s) in use for each word.2 It should be added that descriptive dictionaries rely heavily on data collected from very 
large corpora. This is the case with dictionaries such as the Oxford English Dictionary and Collins COBILD.
In our opinion, a descriptive dictionary, dedicated to neologisms, closely monitors the language, especially pursuing 
lexical creativity and the way in which speakers use the available linguistic means. In these conditions, the descriptive 
dictionary is much less or not at all selective. It should not apply any of the above criteria and, thus, nonce words could 
find their place in such a dictionary. Furthermore, the systematic instability, which Cabré (1993: 445) spoke of, should 
also be reflected here, given that only a normative approach can establish a standard (morphological, graphical or
phonetic) variant of several in use. The use marks (nonstandard, offending, regionalism etc.) have no prescriptive role in 
this type of dictionary, but a purely descriptive one.
ICSO, as a descriptive dictionary, does not apply criteria that are very selective. According to ICSO rules, one main 
selection criterion is applied, that is, new words are those units that are documented in use, on the Internet, and that are 

1 “Sin embargo, a pesar de esta oposición conceptual, las relaciones entre la actividad lexicográfica de carácter descriptivo y la de 
carácter normativo son bastante complejas; incluso se ha considerado que los límites reales entre un tipo de diccionario y el otro no son 
del todo precisos.” (Rafel 2007: 20).
2 This type of information is also found in other descriptive dictionaries, such as DDLC (Rafel & Soler 2016).
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1 “Sin embargo, a pesar de esta oposición conceptual, las relaciones entre la actividad lexicográfica de carácter descriptivo y la de 
carácter normativo son bastante complejas; incluso se ha considerado que los límites reales entre un tipo de diccionario y el otro no son 
del todo precisos.” (Rafel 2007: 20).
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not listed in the lexicographical corpus of exclusion constituted by 7 general dictionaries: DCR, DEX, DEXI, DN, MDA, 
MDN and NODEX. Note that all these dictionaries are in electronic form and allow a relatively easy search. However, in 
general, words that do not have at least 10 occurrences in different sources on the Internet are excluded. This condition 
has been established because on the Web there are numerous sites obtained through automatic translations, which contain 
words that do not actually belong to the Romanian language or to the Romanian natives. No other selection criteria are 
applied. Thus, we also introduce words with analyzable structure, which may seem trivial, because this is the Romanian 
lexicographic tradition and because it is useful for NLP tools. In addition, as Langemets et al. (2019: 9) note, the fact of 
defining and exemplifying such words is useful for L2 learners. It is worth mentioning that we introduce in the dictionary 
even the new words and meanings that have been criticized in language cultivation shows, because they are frequent.

3 The Building Procedure and the Entry Structure
Because our institute does not have an IT department that facilitates the (semi-)automatic search of new lexemes and due 
to the lack of fundamental electronic language resources (exclusion lists, large corpora, reliable IT tools, etc.) the new 
lexemes / meanings selection is done manually, by the lexicographers involved in the project. This method differs from 
(semi-)automatic methods (Klosa & Lüngen 2018, Kerremans et al. 2012, Falk et al. 2014) in that it does not restrict the 
search to previously fixed sources to which regular crawling is applied, but it addresses any source on the Internet that 
uses Romanian and which, preferably, does not represent (automatic) translations from other languages. Online sources 
can be mass media, blogs, company sites, stores, forums, portals, books, social media etc. In this project, we select single 
words, multi-word expressions, abbreviations, relevant proper names that serve as derivation bases (e.g. Facebook, 
Instagram, Nobel, etc.), new elements of word formation (e.g. e- “electronic”, robo- “robotic”, etc.) and, also, new 
meanings of older words, provided they gather at least 10 occurrences from different sources and are not found in the 
exclusion corpus. Each of these constitutes a separate entry in our dictionary, regardless of the existence of morphological 
or semantic links between them.
Even if the selection is done manually, it is not done in the traditional way, as described by Kilgarriff et al. (2015: 196),
that is, by ʻreading and markingʼ: “Lexicographers read texts which are likely to contain neologisms – newspapers, 
magazines, recent novels – and mark up candidate new words, or new terms, or new meanings of existing words”. About 
this method the cited authors claim that it is a low-recall approach, because lexicographers cannot read everything, so 
there are many neologisms that will be missed.  Unlike this method, with low-recall, we instead use a random selection 
method. Each lexicographer writes down every word seems to be a candidate new word (or meaning), regardless of the 
communication context in which it is discovered (Web, television, individual talks, personal lectures etc.). If the 
candidate word is not in the exclusion corpus, we look for further attestation on the Internet, where we find other contexts
– of which we choose examples for ICSO – which, in turn, may contain other new words. This way, one can get clusters 
of new words related by a certain domain or social layer or topic etc. For instance, from a Romanian news story about 
setting up a skateboard park in a certain locality, a cluster of elements specific to this sport was obtained, e.g. ollie (box), 
trick, freestyle (board), (grinding) rail, bank, quater pipe, etc. It is worth mentioning that in the list randomly built by 
lexicographers only about 10% of the candidate words already existed in the exclusion corpus. This gives a hint about the 
high-precision of the lexicographers’ selection, favoured also by the fact that the Romanian explanatory dictionaries do 
not have, until ICSO project, a consistent and sustained updating program. Furthermore, the lexicographer is not required 
to read large amounts of text from predetermined sources, hoping to find new words, but they are detected in everyday 
life according to personal interests. Metaphorically speaking, new lexemes come to the lexicographer provided that 
he/she pays constant attention to them. Finally, each member of the project team has his/her own list of candidates. Team 
members' lists may partially overlap, but so far, the number of overlapping words has been relatively small (around 10-15 
words in multiple lists). One criticism that could be made of this method is that it does not involve a systematic search and
that the precision and recall of the method cannot be accurately calculated. This is true, but we believe that this method is 
the fastest, least demanding and most productive in terms of the number of new lexemes detected from a source as wide as 
the Internet. This method could be compared to others, based on the number of new lexemes inventoried in a year with an 
equivalent workforce, but we do not know such evaluations of other methods.
The inventory is built using the Professional Lexicography Software TshwaneLex (tshwanedje.com). This lexicographic 
editor has many facilities but we only mention the XML editor, the possibility of RTF or HTML export and the so-called 
WYSIWYG (“what you see is what you get”) view. These facilities help to easily get the dictionary in machine-readable 
and printed formats. We build the inventory in XML format and in the form of an ODBC database, remotely accessed by 
the lexicographers (see Figure 1). This format helps lexicographers to see, any time, the whole work and to better 
collaborate. Moreover, the risk that more lexicographers select and work the same entries independently is eliminated.
As can be seen in Figure 1, the workspace in TshwaneLex is divided into 3 main areas. The area on the left contains the 
list of all (completed or not) entries in the database. The middle area has a part at the top where the XML elements 
suitable for the written entry are chosen, according to the hierarchical structure defined in the DTD (Document Type 
Definition). The selected XML elements are filled with content at the bottom of the middle area. The entries in printed 
form are displayed in the left area. Entries preceded by a small padlock show that they are “locked” in the database and 
cannot be opened as long as another user is working on them, so as not to create conflicts. It should be noted that 
lexicographers do not have exclusivity in writing an entry, the editor or other colleagues may intervene in entries made by 
others. Of course, the database allows access to remote lexicographers, being very suitable for homework specific to this 
historical period and also allows access to several users at the same time.
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ICSO has the usual entry structure of a general dictionary, see Figure 2. On the lemma, the stressed vowel is indicated, if 
the lexeme is pronounced as in Romanian, otherwise the pronunciation is indicated in a special field. After the lemma, 
there is a series of parts of speech associated with it. If necessary, the part of speech is resumed in each sense. For the parts 
of speech obtained by conversion, no separate senses are described, but only specific examples are given, preceded by the 
respective part of speech (see adv. in Figure 2). The following field indicates the frequency of the lemma on the Internet.
This is done with a very rough approximation, because the real dimension of the Internet is completely unknown and an
exact count of valid occurrences is impossible. We use 3 symbols: ●○○ (i.e. low frequency) – if the lemma has been found 
(with Google) on less than four Internet pages; ●●○ (i.e. medium frequency) – if the number of pages containing the 
lemma is placed between four and ten pages, and ●●● (i.e. high frequency) – if the lemma is present on more than 10 
pages. The number of pages is, of course, indicative, because the linguist must eliminate the results in which the lemma
appears, for example, in company names, as search tags, in non-Romanian texts, etc. Despite this very rough numerical 
approximation, we consider that, lexicographically, this frequency information is useful.
The next field, after the frequency, is dedicated to usage information that may refer to selective restrictions, domain, 
stylistic register, etc. This is followed by the definition of the lemma, expressed by paraphrase and / or synonyms. We try 
as much as possible not to use, in the definition, words from the same lexical family as the lemma, in order to make the 
definition as clear and independent as possible. After the definition, a few examples are given that reflect the use of the 
lemma (and its variants, if any). Each example is accompanied by its online source, consisting of two fields: the web 
domain and an abbreviated link obtained with the public applications goo.gl or bit.ly. The web domain can provide a good 
hint about the level of education expected from the language of the text. For example, if this domain belongs to a 
television station or public institution, one expects the language to be more elevated than if it belongs to a comment on a 
post or to a forum. The abbreviated link allows the reader to go directly to the site from which the example was taken, to 
see the expanded context. Another way to get to that site is to search Google for the exact text of the example. It should be 
noted that choosing the examples is perhaps the most laborious task. This choice must take into account several criteria 
such as: a) the most credible source of the example (newspapers published in Romania are preferred and sources with 
Romanian translations are avoided);3 b) the most appropriate illustration of the meaning (possibly with its explanation); c) 
the length and clarity of the example. Article titles are also accepted as examples and it should be noted that sometimes a 
new lexeme appears only in the title (probably due to its brevity), but not in the article.
ICSO entries end with a module containing 4 properly marked fields: 
1. Immediately after the symbol “–” the standard inflectional forms are given (if any), for nouns: the plural, and for 
adjectives: feminine singular, masculine and feminine plural. If one of these is not actually used, the symbol ^ precedes 
the unattested form. For verbs, the present indicative form of the first or third person and the participle form are specified.
2. After the mark “Pr.”, the pronunciation of foreign words or an accent variant (see Figure 2) is given. IPA symbols are 
used for pronunciation, but only those specific to the Romanian language, because we assume that an ordinary Romanian 
speaker is not sensitive and would not know how to pronounce the sounds he is not used to.
3. After the mark “Var.”, the circulating variants of the lemma are indicated. Often, these variations reflect loanword 
adaptation trends, such as reduction of double consonants, e.g. contactles in Figure 2. Variants are also listed, with 
reference to the basic form of the lemma.

3 The Romanian language is also spoken in the Republic of Moldova, but there are obvious differences between the language varieties 
spoken in the two states.

Figure 1: TshwaneLex Framework.
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lemma (and its variants, if any). Each example is accompanied by its online source, consisting of two fields: the web 
domain and an abbreviated link obtained with the public applications goo.gl or bit.ly. The web domain can provide a good 
hint about the level of education expected from the language of the text. For example, if this domain belongs to a 
television station or public institution, one expects the language to be more elevated than if it belongs to a comment on a 
post or to a forum. The abbreviated link allows the reader to go directly to the site from which the example was taken, to 
see the expanded context. Another way to get to that site is to search Google for the exact text of the example. It should be 
noted that choosing the examples is perhaps the most laborious task. This choice must take into account several criteria 
such as: a) the most credible source of the example (newspapers published in Romania are preferred and sources with 
Romanian translations are avoided);3 b) the most appropriate illustration of the meaning (possibly with its explanation); c) 
the length and clarity of the example. Article titles are also accepted as examples and it should be noted that sometimes a 
new lexeme appears only in the title (probably due to its brevity), but not in the article.
ICSO entries end with a module containing 4 properly marked fields: 
1. Immediately after the symbol “–” the standard inflectional forms are given (if any), for nouns: the plural, and for 
adjectives: feminine singular, masculine and feminine plural. If one of these is not actually used, the symbol ^ precedes 
the unattested form. For verbs, the present indicative form of the first or third person and the participle form are specified.
2. After the mark “Pr.”, the pronunciation of foreign words or an accent variant (see Figure 2) is given. IPA symbols are 
used for pronunciation, but only those specific to the Romanian language, because we assume that an ordinary Romanian 
speaker is not sensitive and would not know how to pronounce the sounds he is not used to.
3. After the mark “Var.”, the circulating variants of the lemma are indicated. Often, these variations reflect loanword 
adaptation trends, such as reduction of double consonants, e.g. contactles in Figure 2. Variants are also listed, with 
reference to the basic form of the lemma.

3 The Romanian language is also spoken in the Republic of Moldova, but there are obvious differences between the language varieties 
spoken in the two states.

Figure 1: TshwaneLex Framework.

4. After the “Abr.” mark, a possible abbreviation of the lemma is given, for example RV for realitate virtuală ʻvirtual 
realityʼ. Abbreviations are described as standalone entries that have the same definition as the corresponding abbreviated 
lexeme and examples focusing on the abbreviation uses.
The last information in the entry refers to its author through an individual logo, e.g. (AMB) in Figure 2. This is an 
innovation in the lexicographic practice. For communication between lexicographers – both those involved in the project 
and those who use their results – this innovation has already proved its worth. Other justifications are given below, in 
section 4.
It should be noted that ICSO does not provide information on the first attestation and on the etymology of the new 
lexemes. Although, for the very old words, the first attestation is very important, sometimes attracting ample studies to 
establish it, nowadays, the first attestation is not so relevant. In fact, it is very difficult to establish it in such a large 
volume of texts. An approximate dating of a new lexeme may be made, in the future, depending on its appearance in a 
dictionary such as ICSO. A regular and sustained series of a dictionary of new words can be a good benchmark for the 
first attestation of a lexeme or, more precisely, for the moment of its entry into the language. As for etymology, we have 
omitted this information so as not to slow down the work. Establishing an etymology is not as trivial as it seems and 
requires specialized research that is time consuming.
The lemmas that already exist in the exclusion corpus are marked with the symbol *. They are entered in our dictionary if 
they have new meanings or the definitions in the other dictionaries are (no longer) appropriate or if they present any other 
element of novelty (e.g. changes in spelling, selective restrictions, etc.).

4 First Results and Encountered Problems
During two years (including one year for the project design and lexicographic rules setting), about 1400 entries have been 
built by 5 lexicographers working part time (1,5 full time).
Regarding the lexical creativity reflected by the new lexemes, we do not intend to make a detailed description here, but 
only mention a few aspects. It is worth mentioning that most of the inventoried lexemes, at this stage, represent lexical 
creations and extensions of lexical families in Romanian, and the loanwords in original form and their naturalized 
derivatives cover only 20% (despite the general perception of the overwhelmingly invasion of anglicisms, for instance).
Another aspect concerns a whole series of words that, most likely, will not last in time, but which reflect a notable social 
phenomenon: the strong influence of highly publicized people on society. Lexical families of some proper names 
belonging to persons very frequently seen on TV were registered. For example, the name of a controversial businessman, 
Becali, created the family made of adj. becal-ic / becal-ist ʻspecific / loyal to Becaliʼ, vb. becal-iza (infinitive) / becal-izat
(past participle) ʻbecome as Becaliʼ. Of course, the person's name Becali is not entered as a separate entry, as we consider 
that the reference in the definition to the person with that name is sufficient.
Graphic adaptation of loanwords can be traced with the help of the registered variants of different lexemes. They reflect 
the following types of adaptations, among others:
• phonetic writing, specific to the Romanian language: brandui ʻto brandʼ > brendui, which is written as it is 
pronounced; flash > fleș; foosball > fusbal; rider > raider; vlogger > vlogăr; etc.
• deleting letters that are not pronounced (double consonants, mute vocals etc.): contactless > contactles; couponing >
cuponing; fratello > fratelo; pattern > patern; etc.
• writing in ordinary Romanian letters: cyberterorism > ciberterorism; flash > flaș; photoshopare ʻphotoshoppingʼ >
fotoșopare; etc.
• changing the English plural ending to the Romanian one: dreadlocks > dreadlock-uri, etc.
In fact, the vast majority of variants reflect hesitations in using the hyphen to mark compounds or derived words. For 
instance, for compounds, especially loanwords, there are almost complete series of variants: flash-mob / flash mob /

Figure 2: The Entry Structure.
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flashmob / fleșmob; microjob / micro-job / micro job; off-grid / off grid / offgrid; etc. But there are also hesitations 
regarding Romanian compounds: cardiotoracic / cardio-toracic ʻcardiothoracicʼ; colorectal / colo-rectal ʻcolorectalʼ;
euroentuziast / euro-entuziast ʻone who has full confidence in the values of the European Union.ʼ; etc.  The same 
phenomenon is found in words derived in Romanian with prefixes: anti-avort / antiavort ʻanti-abortionʼ; co-inventator /
coinventator ʻinvention partnerʼ; interreligios / inter-religios ʻinterreligiousʼ; or suffixes: rohmerian / rohmer-ian ʻin 
Rohmer’s styleʼ.
The graphic variation can also come from other sources, such as writing abbreviations as they are pronounced: CAP-ist /
ceapist ʻworker in an agricultural cooperativeʼ; PSD-ist / pesedist ʻmember in the Social-Democrat Partyʼ; or lowercase / 
uppercase writing: new-age-ist / New-Age-ist ʻadept of New Age philosophyʼ, secret Santa / Secret Santa, youtuber / 
YouTuber ʻperson who regularly makes and posts videos on youtube.comʼ.
The recording of all these variants, useful for a deeper understanding of language trends, also creates some problems. The 
main problem we encountered in building ICSO is related to the fact that our institute is seen as the main author of 
normative academic workings. Thus, we faced the same problem reported by Joaquim Rafel (see also Langemets et al. 
2019: 12):

Uno de los problemas que plantea la elaboración de un diccionario descriptivo por una academia de la lengua es que este diccionario 
contiene palabras o acepciones que no son reconocidas por la normativa vigente, a pesar de encontrarse documentadas en los textos; 
por una parte este diccionario puede ser considerado más científico que el normativo por cuanto intenta dar cuenta de una manera 
sistemática de la realidad de la lengua a partir de datos empíricos, pero por otra parte puede ser visto como un peligro para el uso 
lingüístico considerado correcto. (Rafel 2007: 21)

Actually, in general, the public demands linguistic norms even for things that cannot be normed. It is so eager for 
normative works. Therefore, given this expectation, a descriptive dictionary can create confusion, because it contains 
many variants under which a lexeme circulates and many terms belonging to the „colourful” language used in forums, 
comments, etc. To draw attention to the fact that not all forms belong to the literary language, we have adopted the 
following solutions (in addition to the warning note in the generally ignored introduction).
Firstly, we have called this work “inventory”, not “dictionary”. The Romanian term “inventory”, mainly used in 
dialectology, suggests a simple enumeration and differs from the usual titles of academic dictionaries.
Secondly, we have paid more attention to the stylistic-use information, such as depreciative, ironic, affectionate, etc. We 
could not mark the unrecommended entries, as it has been done in Rafel (2007: 21) for instance, because ICSO entries 
have not been yet subject to prescriptive analysis.
Finally, we have adopted an innovative solution by ending each ICSO entry with its author's logo, in order to highlight the 
fact that the entry content is under the responsibility of a person, not an authority. For the general public, the 
personalization of the entry could diminish the normative perception, and for the lexicographer colleagues it helps to a 
better communication later. The author logo also concerns the loanwords pronunciation which, in the absence of 
specialized studies, reflects the choice of the entry author.
Another encountered issue is related to the volatility of the examples on the Internet. This is indeed a risk, mitigated by 
the fact that if a lexeme is certified at least 10 times, it is likely to remain attested even if the example in ICSO disappears.
In addition, when selecting examples, archival sources are preferred and volatile texts, like those found on sites of 
second-hand sales, are avoided.

5 Conclusions and Further Work
ICSO is a descriptive dictionary that monitors new lexemes in Romanian, in order to capture the dynamics of the 
language in the smallest details (e.g. the loan adaptation process). The main purpose is to provide primary material for the 
systematic updating of normative dictionaries. A secondary goal is to provide the general public with explanatory 
definitions for the explosion of terms on the Internet. 
In order to draw the public's attention to the fact that this is not a normative dictionary, we have adopted small 
lexicographical innovations such as the title “Inventory” and the indication of the entry author through a logo. In order to 
ensure an increased working speed, required by the urgent need to update general dictionaries, we have adopted the 
random selection method which excludes the regular browsing of predetermined sources. We also waived the information 
regarding the first attestation and the etymology of the registered lexemes. The use of the Internet as a lexical source 
allows us access to a field almost ignored by normative dictionaries, that of familiar language in social media, which 
actually reflects everyday language.
The project aims at the sustained elaboration of a volume of at least 1500 words every 2 years, taking into account the 
inherent delays due to publication. The publication of the dictionary on the site of our institute is considered, possibly in 
a dynamic way, so that the public can benefit as soon as possible from the definitions of the new lexemes. Another aspect 
worth considering is the use of the crowdsourcing method for word gathering. With the launch of ICSO2 site, a facility 
can be created to allow the general public to suggest new words to be introduced in the dictionary. Furthermore, we hope 
that in the near future we can use tools for automatic search of new lexemes that have sufficiently good results.
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flashmob / fleșmob; microjob / micro-job / micro job; off-grid / off grid / offgrid; etc. But there are also hesitations 
regarding Romanian compounds: cardiotoracic / cardio-toracic ʻcardiothoracicʼ; colorectal / colo-rectal ʻcolorectalʼ;
euroentuziast / euro-entuziast ʻone who has full confidence in the values of the European Union.ʼ; etc.  The same 
phenomenon is found in words derived in Romanian with prefixes: anti-avort / antiavort ʻanti-abortionʼ; co-inventator /
coinventator ʻinvention partnerʼ; interreligios / inter-religios ʻinterreligiousʼ; or suffixes: rohmerian / rohmer-ian ʻin 
Rohmer’s styleʼ.
The graphic variation can also come from other sources, such as writing abbreviations as they are pronounced: CAP-ist /
ceapist ʻworker in an agricultural cooperativeʼ; PSD-ist / pesedist ʻmember in the Social-Democrat Partyʼ; or lowercase / 
uppercase writing: new-age-ist / New-Age-ist ʻadept of New Age philosophyʼ, secret Santa / Secret Santa, youtuber / 
YouTuber ʻperson who regularly makes and posts videos on youtube.comʼ.
The recording of all these variants, useful for a deeper understanding of language trends, also creates some problems. The 
main problem we encountered in building ICSO is related to the fact that our institute is seen as the main author of 
normative academic workings. Thus, we faced the same problem reported by Joaquim Rafel (see also Langemets et al. 
2019: 12):

Uno de los problemas que plantea la elaboración de un diccionario descriptivo por una academia de la lengua es que este diccionario 
contiene palabras o acepciones que no son reconocidas por la normativa vigente, a pesar de encontrarse documentadas en los textos; 
por una parte este diccionario puede ser considerado más científico que el normativo por cuanto intenta dar cuenta de una manera 
sistemática de la realidad de la lengua a partir de datos empíricos, pero por otra parte puede ser visto como un peligro para el uso 
lingüístico considerado correcto. (Rafel 2007: 21)

Actually, in general, the public demands linguistic norms even for things that cannot be normed. It is so eager for 
normative works. Therefore, given this expectation, a descriptive dictionary can create confusion, because it contains 
many variants under which a lexeme circulates and many terms belonging to the „colourful” language used in forums, 
comments, etc. To draw attention to the fact that not all forms belong to the literary language, we have adopted the 
following solutions (in addition to the warning note in the generally ignored introduction).
Firstly, we have called this work “inventory”, not “dictionary”. The Romanian term “inventory”, mainly used in 
dialectology, suggests a simple enumeration and differs from the usual titles of academic dictionaries.
Secondly, we have paid more attention to the stylistic-use information, such as depreciative, ironic, affectionate, etc. We 
could not mark the unrecommended entries, as it has been done in Rafel (2007: 21) for instance, because ICSO entries 
have not been yet subject to prescriptive analysis.
Finally, we have adopted an innovative solution by ending each ICSO entry with its author's logo, in order to highlight the 
fact that the entry content is under the responsibility of a person, not an authority. For the general public, the 
personalization of the entry could diminish the normative perception, and for the lexicographer colleagues it helps to a 
better communication later. The author logo also concerns the loanwords pronunciation which, in the absence of 
specialized studies, reflects the choice of the entry author.
Another encountered issue is related to the volatility of the examples on the Internet. This is indeed a risk, mitigated by 
the fact that if a lexeme is certified at least 10 times, it is likely to remain attested even if the example in ICSO disappears.
In addition, when selecting examples, archival sources are preferred and volatile texts, like those found on sites of 
second-hand sales, are avoided.

5 Conclusions and Further Work
ICSO is a descriptive dictionary that monitors new lexemes in Romanian, in order to capture the dynamics of the 
language in the smallest details (e.g. the loan adaptation process). The main purpose is to provide primary material for the 
systematic updating of normative dictionaries. A secondary goal is to provide the general public with explanatory 
definitions for the explosion of terms on the Internet. 
In order to draw the public's attention to the fact that this is not a normative dictionary, we have adopted small 
lexicographical innovations such as the title “Inventory” and the indication of the entry author through a logo. In order to 
ensure an increased working speed, required by the urgent need to update general dictionaries, we have adopted the 
random selection method which excludes the regular browsing of predetermined sources. We also waived the information 
regarding the first attestation and the etymology of the registered lexemes. The use of the Internet as a lexical source 
allows us access to a field almost ignored by normative dictionaries, that of familiar language in social media, which 
actually reflects everyday language.
The project aims at the sustained elaboration of a volume of at least 1500 words every 2 years, taking into account the 
inherent delays due to publication. The publication of the dictionary on the site of our institute is considered, possibly in 
a dynamic way, so that the public can benefit as soon as possible from the definitions of the new lexemes. Another aspect 
worth considering is the use of the crowdsourcing method for word gathering. With the launch of ICSO2 site, a facility 
can be created to allow the general public to suggest new words to be introduced in the dictionary. Furthermore, we hope 
that in the near future we can use tools for automatic search of new lexemes that have sufficiently good results.
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