
 



 

 

 

Université de Montréal 

 

 

Criteria for the Validation  

of Specialized Verb Equivalents: 

Applications in Bilingual Terminography 

 

 

par 

Janine Pimentel 

 

 

Département de linguistique et traduction 

Faculté des arts et sciences 

 

 

 

Thèse présentée à la Faculté des études supérieures 

en vue de lôobtention du grade de Philosophiæ Doctor (Ph.D.) 

en traduction 

option terminologie 

 

 

 

mai 2012 

 

 

© Janine Pimentel, 2012 



 

 

 

Université de Montréal 

Faculté des études supérieures 

 

 

 

 

Cette thèse intitulée : 

 

Criteria for the Validation  

of Specialized Verb Equivalents: 

Applications in Bilingual Terminography  

 

 

 

présentée par : 

Janine Pimentel 

 

 

 

a été évaluée par un jury composé des personnes suivantes : 

 

 

Patrick Drouin, Président-rapporteur 

Marie-Claude LôHomme, Directrice de recherche 

Rute Costa, Co-directrice 

Judith Lavoie, Membre du jury 

Carlos Subirats, Examinateur externe 

Lyne Da Sylva, Représentant du doyen de la FES 



 

 

ii  

 

Abstract 

Multilingual terminological resources do not always include valid equivalents of legal 

terms for two main reasons. Firstly, legal systems can differ from one language community 

to another and even from one country to another because each has its own history and 

traditions. As a result, the non-isomorphism between legal and linguistic systems may 

render the identification of equivalents a particularly challenging task. Secondly, by 

focusing primarily on the definition of equivalence, a notion widely discussed in translation 

but not in terminology, the literature does not offer solid and systematic methodologies for 

assigning terminological equivalents. As a result, there is a lack of criteria to guide both 

terminologists and translators in the search and validation of equivalent terms.  

 

This problem is even more evident in the case of predicative units, such as verbs. 

Although some terminologists (LôHomme 1998; Lerat 2002; Lorente 2007) have worked 

on specialized verbs, terminological equivalence between units that belong to this part of 

speech would benefit from a thorough study. By proposing a novel methodology to assign 

the equivalents of specialized verbs, this research aims at defining validation criteria for 

this kind of predicative units, so as to contribute to a better understanding of the 

phenomenon of terminological equivalence as well as to the development of multilingual 

terminography in general, and to the development of legal terminography, in particular.  

 

The study uses a Portuguese-English comparable corpus that consists of a single 

genre of texts, i.e. Supreme Court judgments, from which 100 Portuguese and 100 English 

specialized verbs were selected. The description of the verbs is based on the theory of 

Frame Semantics (Fillmore 1976, 1977, 1982, 1985; Fillmore and Atkins 1992), on the 

FrameNet methodology (Ruppenhofer et al. 2010), as well as on the methodology for 

compiling specialized lexical resources, such as DiCoInfo (LôHomme 2008), developed in 

the Observatoire de linguistique Sens-Texte at the Université de Montréal. The research 

reviews contributions that have adopted the same theoretical and methodological 
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framework to the compilation of lexical resources and proposes adaptations to the specific 

objectives of the project. 

 

In contrast to the top-down approach adopted by FrameNet lexicographers, the 

approach described here is bottom-up, i.e. verbs are first analyzed and then grouped into 

frames for each language separately. Specialized verbs are said to evoke a semantic frame, a 

sort of conceptual scenario in which a number of mandatory elements (core Frame 

Elements) play specific roles (e.g. ARGUER, JUDGE, LAW), but specialized verbs are often 

accompanied by other optional information (non-core Frame Elements), such as the criteria 

and reasons used by the judge to reach a decision (statutes, codes, previous decisions). The 

information concerning the semantic frame that each verb evokes was encoded in an xml 

editor and about twenty contexts illustrating the specific way each specialized verb evokes 

a given frame were semantically and syntactically annotated. The labels attributed to each 

semantic frame (e.g. [Compliance], [Verdict]) were used to group together certain 

synonyms, antonyms as well as equivalent terms. 

 

The research identified 165 pairs of candidate equivalents among the 200 

Portuguese and English terms that were grouped together into 76 frames. 71% of the pairs 

of equivalents were considered full equivalents because not only do the verbs evoke the 

same conceptual scenario but their actantial structures, the linguistic realizations of the 

actants and their syntactic patterns were similar. 29% of the pairs of equivalents did not 

entirely meet these criteria and were considered partial equivalents. Reasons for partial 

equivalence are provided along with illustrative examples. Finally, the study describes the 

semasiological and onomasiological entry points that JuriDiCo, the bilingual lexical 

resource compiled during the project, offers to future users. 

 

Keywords: terminological equivalence, specialized verbs, Portuguese and Canadian 

judgments, Frame Semantics, FrameNet 
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Résumé 

Les ressources multilingues portant sur le domaine juridique nôincluent pas toujours 

dôéquivalents valides pour deux raisons. Dôabord, les syst¯mes juridiques peuvent diff®rer 

dôune communaut® linguistique ¨ lôautre et m°me dôun pays ¨ lôautre, car chacun a son 

histoire et ses traditions. Par conséquent, le phénomène de la non-isomorphie entre les 

systèmes juridiques et linguistiques rend difficile la tâche dôidentification des ®quivalents. 

En deuxième lieu, en se concentrant surtout sur la définition de la notion dô®quivalence, 

notion largement débattue en traductologie, mais non suffisamment en terminologie, la 

littérature ne propose pas de méthodologies solides et systématiques pour identifier les 

équivalents. On assiste donc à une absence de critères pouvant guider tant les 

terminologues que les traducteurs dans la recherche et la validation des équivalents des 

termes. Ce probl¯me est encore plus ®vident dans le cas dôunit®s pr®dicatives comme les 

verbes. Bien que certains terminologues (L'Homme, 1998; Lorente et Bevilacqua 2000; 

Costa et Silva 2004) aient déjà travaillé sur les verbes sp®cialis®s, lôéquivalence 

terminologique, en ce qui concerne ce type dôunit®s, b®n®ficierait dôune ®tude approfondie. 

En proposant une méthodologie originale pour identifier les équivalents des verbes 

spécialisés, cette recherche consiste donc à définir des critères de validation de ce type 

dôunit®s pr®dicatives afin de mieux comprendre le ph®nom¯ne de lô®quivalence et aussi 

améliorer les ressources terminologiques multilingues, en général, et les ressources 

terminologiques multilingues couvrant le domaine juridique, en particulier. 

Cette étude utilise un corpus comparable portugais-anglais contenant un seul genre 

de textes, à savoir les décisions des cours suprêmes, à partir duquel 100 verbes spécialisés 

ont été sélectionnés pour chaque langue. La description des verbes se base sur la théorie de 

la sémantique des cadres (Fillmore 1976, 1977, 1982, 1985; Fillmore and Atkins 1992), sur 

la méthodologie de FrameNet (Ruppenhofer et al. 2010), ainsi que sur la méthodologie 

développée ¨ lôObservatoire de linguistique Sens-Texte pour compiler des ressources 

lexicales spécialisées, telles que le DiCoInfo (LôHomme 2008). La recherche examine 
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dôautres contributions ayant déjà utilisé ce cadre théorique et méthodologique et propose 

des adaptations objectives du projet. Au lieu de suivre une démarche descendante comme le 

font les lexicographes de FrameNet, la démarche que nous décrivons est ascendante, côest-

à-dire, pour chaque langue séparément, les verbes sont dôabord analys®s puis regroup®s par 

cadres sémantiques. Dans cette recherche, chacun des verbes « évoque » un cadre ou frame, 

une sorte de sc®nario conceptuel, dans lequel un certain nombre dôacteurs obligatoires (core 

Frame Elements) jouent des r¹les sp®cifiques (le r¹le de juge, le r¹le dôappelant, le r¹le de 

la loi). Mis en discours, les termes sont souvent accompagn®s dôautres renseignements 

optionnels (non-core Frame Elements) comme ceux des critères utilisés par le juge pour 

rendre une décision (des lois, des codes, dôautres d®cisions ant®rieures). Tous les 

renseignements concernant les cadres sémantiques que chacun des verbes évoque ont été 

encodés dans un éditeur xml et une vingtaine de contextes illustrant la façon spécifique 

dont chacun des verbes évoque un cadre donné ont été annotés. Les étiquettes attribuées à 

chaque cadre sémantique (ex. [Compliance], [Verdict]) ont servi à relier certains termes 

synonymes, certains termes antonymes ainsi que des candidats équivalents. 

Parmi les 200 termes portugais et anglais regroupés en 76 cadres, 165 paires de 

candidats équivalents ont été identifiés. 71% des paires dô®quivalents sont des équivalents 

parfaits parce que les verbes évoquent le même scénario conceptuel, leurs structures 

actancielles sont identiques, les réalisations linguistiques de chacun des actants sont 

équivalentes, et les patrons syntaxiques des verbes sont similaires. 29% des paires 

dô®quivalents correspondent ¨ des équivalents partiels parce quôils ne remplissent pas tous 

ces critères. Au moyen dôexemples, lô®tude illustre tous les cas de figure observés et 

termine en présentant les différentes façons dont les futurs utilisateurs peuvent consulter le 

JuriDiCo, la ressource lexicale qui a été compilée pendant ce projet. 

 

Mots-clés : équivalence terminologique, verbes spécialisés, jugements Canadiens et 

Portugais, sémantique des cadres, FrameNet 
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Typographical conventions 

 Terms: italics plus sense number, e.g. violate2 

 Concepts or notions: quotation marks, e.g. ñres judicataò 

 Frame names: word beginning with a capital letter inside square brackets, e.g. 

[Verdict]  

 Frame Elements names: small capitals, e.g. JUDGE 

 Other lexical items referred to in the text: italics, e.g. defendant 

 English translations of terms in other languages: Eng. plus translation inside 

brackets, e.g. acusar (Eng. to accuse) 

 

List of symbols and abbreviations 

BLD  Black Lawôs Dictionary ï Free online edition 

BNC  British National Corpus 

CEE  Coastal Engineering Event 

FE  Frame Element 

ISO  International Standards Organisation 

L1  Language 1 (usually, source language) 

L2  Language 2 (usually, target language) 

LU  Lexical Unit 

NLP  Natural Language Processing 

NP  Noun Phrase 

OED  Oxford English Dictionary online 

OLST  Observatoire de linguistique Sens-Texte 

PP  Prepositional Phrase 

[Q1]  Question 1 

SCC  Supreme Court of Canada  

SL  Source language 

STJ  Supremo Tribunal de Justiça de Portugal 

TL  Target language 
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Gibt es eine andere Sprache, in der es für Warten und Hoffen nur ein Vokabel gibt wie 

esperar im Portugiesischen? Warten und Hoffen ï hinter diesen zwei Worten verbirgt sich 

die portugiesische Einstellung zum Leben (Marco Polo-Lissabon, 5).  

ïesperar [é] 1. v/t erwarten; fig auflautern (dat);  

2. v/t warten (por auf ac); hoffen (por auf ac) 

(Lang.-Twb. Port.-Dt./Dt.-Port. 2001) 

 

(cited in Wiegand 2005: 17) 

 

 

Adaptation: 

Is there any other language in which to wait and to hope for correspond to one word only, 

such as esperar in Portuguese? Waiting and hoping ï the Portuguese attitude towards life is 

hidden behind these two words (Marco Polo-Lisbon). 

esperar:  [é] 1. to hope for [é];  

2. to wait (for) [é];  

3. to look forward to [é]; 

4. to suppose [é]; 

5. to conjecture [é]; 

6. to count on [é]; 

7. to have hope [é]. 

 (Michaelis online 2012) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

« Quem espera, sempre alcança. » 

ñTime brings everything to those who can wait for it.ò 



 

 

1. Introduction  

This research studies the equivalence relationship between specialized verbs that occur in a 

corpus of judgments produced by Portuguese and Canadian judges. By focussing on this 

specific genre of texts as well as on the Portuguese-English language pair, this study aims 

at contributing to a better understanding of terminological equivalence at the same time that 

it extends on previous work that has approached specialized verbs within a single language 

(LôHomme 1998; Lorente 2000; Lerat 2002a; Costa and Silva 2004; Alves et al. 2005; De 

Vecchi and Eustachy 2008). Specifically, the study proposes a novel methodology to 

describe specialized verbs and to assign their equivalents based on the theoretical model of 

Frame Semantics (Fillmore 1976, 1977, 1982, 1985; Fillmore and Atkins 1992) and its 

application FrameNet (Ruppenhofer et al. 2010). The criteria for the assignment and 

validation of specialized verb equivalents that are presented in the research can be useful 

for the development of multilingual terminography, in general, for the development of legal 

terminography, in particular, as well as for the teaching and practice of specialized 

translation and terminology.  

 

1.1. Statement of the problem 

It is now a commonplace that translators have to work well and fast in a globalized world 

and that more and more often legal information has to be translated as a consequence of the 

increasing transnational cooperation. The translation of legal texts is particularly 

challenging because legal systems may differ from one linguistic community to another and 

even from one country to another because each has its own history and traditions (Gémar 

2008). The creation of multilingual terminological resources, in general, and the creation of 

multilingual specialized lexical resources covering the specialized field of the law, in 

particular, raises the problem of linking lexical information from different languages 

because legal terminologies are said to be anisomorphic, i.e. the semantic scope of terms 

differs. 
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Up to the present, multilingual resources that describe legal terminology have not 

included all the equivalents that translators need to produce translations of legal texts. This 

is particularly true with regard to specialized lexical resources covering the specialized field 

of the law in language pairs, such as Portuguese-English-Portuguese. As de Groot and van 

Laer (2008) explain in their assessment of the quality of the different bilingual legal 

dictionaries between the languages of the Member States of the European Union European, 

the Portuguese-English legal dictionaries correspond to ñword list dictionariesò, i.e. ñthose 

bilingual or multilingual lists of terms offering unsubstantiated translations; equivalence is 

assumed; no explanation as to different meanings is offeredò (de Groot and van Laer 2008: 

9). 

 

What is more, terminological resources have for a very long time neglected the 

description of predicative units, such as verbs. Over the years, however, some authors have 

sought to understand the lack of interest in terms belonging to parts of speech other than 

nouns as well as their weak presence in terminological resources (LôHomme 1998; Lorente 

and Bevilacqua 2000; Costa and Silva 2004). One of the reasons why terminology has been 

mostly interested in nouns lies in the importance given in the Wüsterian approach to objects 

and their designations. Nevertheless, some researchers have argued that specialized 

knowledge is not limited to objects but that it also extends to actions (LôHomme 2003; De 

Vecchi and Estachy 2008).  

 

In fact, verbs should be included in multilingual terminological resources, in 

general, and in resources covering the specialized field of law, in particular, because they 

pose three different but intertwined types of problem: decoding, encoding and translation. 

For example, although a translator may know the general meaning of the verb absolver 

(Eng. to acquit) as in absolver o réu do crime (Eng. to acquit the defendant of the crime), 

s/he may not know the meaning and the equivalent of absolver when it occurs as absolver o 

réu da instância (Eng. literally, the defendant is acquitted from the court). In addition, a 



 

 

3 

 

translator can understand the meaning of the verb acordar (Eng. to agree), but s/he may not 

be aware that in the judgments of the Supreme Court of Portugal, this verb is very 

frequently followed by the preposition em (Eng. in) and never by the usual prepositions 

com (Eng. with) and entre (Eng. between). 

 

For these reasons, translation-oriented terminography should concentrate on a high 

ñlevel of detail of cross-linguistic information without which it is difficult, if not 

impossible, to provide accurate resources for efficient communication across language 

boundariesò (Boas 2005: 445). Although it will be demonstrated that there are some 

theoretical frameworks that combine the description of the linguistic and extralinguistic 

characteristics of specialized verbs, it will be argued that the literature is silent when it 

comes to proposing sound methodologies for the search of equivalents.  

 

1.2. Objectives of the research 

The most important objective of the research is the definition of criteria for validating the 

equivalents of specialized verbs. In order to do so, the research proposes a methodology for 

describing specialized verbs that occur in a comparable corpus of Portuguese and English 

judgments as well as a methodology for assigning their equivalents. The findings of the 

study should bring about criteria for justifying why a specialized verb in one language is a 

more or less suitable equivalent of a specialized verb in a different language. Another 

specific objective of the research is to test the applicability of the theoretical model of 

Frame Semantics (Fillmore 1976, 1977, 1982, 1985; Fillmore and Atkins 1992) and of the 

FrameNet methodology (Ruppenhofer et al. 2010) to the aforementioned objectives as well 

as to the elaboration of multilingual lexical resources that describe legal terminology.  

 

 By knowing what causes a specialized verb in one language to be a more or less 

suitable equivalent of a specialized verb in another language, the research aims to better 
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understand the phenomenon of terminological equivalence and to contribute to the 

elaboration of multilingual terminological resources, in general, and to the elaboration of 

multilingual resources covering the subject field of law, in particular. Finally, the findings 

of the research should be useful for the teaching of specialized translation and terminology, 

for translators, terminologists and technical writers as well as for anyone interested in the 

multilingual aspects of terminology. 

 

1.3. Structure of the thesis 

In this first chapter we have outlined the challenges that the creation of multilingual 

specialized resources covering the subject field of law raise and identified the need to 

elaborate a methodology to assign the equivalents of specialized verbs that occur in legal 

texts. The various aspects of the thesis are developed in the following five chapters.  

 

Chapter 2, ñThe state of the artò, reviews the literature on the topics of legal 

language, equivalence and specialized verbs. It starts by describing the main characteristics 

of legal language, in general, and of judgments as a legal genre, in particular. Here, the 

hypothesis is formulated that knowledge about judgments as a legal genre may be helpful 

for: the design of specialized corpora, the selection of candidate terms, the interpretation of 

terminological data, and the assignment of equivalents. Then, the chapter compares how the 

phenomenon of equivalence has been approached from the viewpoint of lexicography and 

from the viewpoint of terminology, namely by providing definitions and typologies of 

equivalence along with illustrative examples. The hypothesis is formulated that the feature 

according to which the relationship of equivalence should be established needs to be 

equated as an external entity or frames and that the extralinguistic (participants in the 

frames) as well as the linguistic (syntagmatic context of the terms) description of the terms 

should provide enough information to understand why a given term in one language is an 

equivalent of a term in another language. Finally, the chapter reviews the various 
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theoretical frameworks that have been applied to the description of specialized verbs and 

discusses the few contributions on the assignment of specialized verb equivalents. It will be 

argued that a unified, theoretical and methodological framework for the description of 

specialized verbs and for the assignment of their equivalents is still necessary. 

 

Chapter 3, ñTheoretical frameworkò, outlines the main principles of Frame 

Semantics (Fillmore 1976, 1977, 1982, 1985; Fillmore and Atkins 1992), it describes its 

most important application to English, i.e. FrameNet (Ruppenhofer et al. 2010), and it 

reviews the applications of Frame Semantics to terminology (e.g. Dolbey et al. 2006; Faber 

et al. 2006; Schmidt 2009). It will be argued that Frame Semantics and the FrameNet 

methodology seem particularly well suited to: the study of specialized verbs, because verbs 

are ñframe-evokingò or ñframe-bearingò words par excellence; the elaboration of 

terminological resources, because they offer the possibility of combining the analysis of the 

linguistic and extralinguistic properties of terms; and the management of the multilinguality 

aspect of terminology, because frames are considered to be language independent to a fair 

degree. 

 

Chapter 4, ñMethodologyò, draws considerations on the corpus design as well as on 

the comparability of the Portuguese and Canadian texts. It then provides details on the 

bottom-up methodology of the research that consists in the following steps: extraction of 

candidate terms from the corpus; validation of the candidate terms; description of the terms; 

identification of the frames that group the terms together; data encoding; semantic and 

syntactic annotation of the contexts in which the terms occur; validation of the data; and 

assignment of equivalents. 

 

Chapter 5, ñResultsò, describes and discusses the findings of the research 

concerning the three units of analysis: the selected terms, the frames that were identified 

and the equivalents that were assigned. It also presents the lexical resource called JuriDiCo 
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that was compiled, namely the semasiological and onomasiological entry points that it 

offers to future users. 

 

Finally, in chapter 6 we review the theoretical and methodological aspects 

developed throughout the research and draw conclusions on how they can contribute to the 

state of the art. We also suggest a number of future research avenues following the work of 

the thesis. 

 

 



 

 

2. The state of the art  

In order to identify the equivalents of specialized verbs that occur in the Supreme Court 

judgments of Portugal and Canada, it is necessary to examine beforehand: 1) the main 

characteristics of legal discourse, in general, and of judgments, in particular; 2) the 

phenomenon and the typologies of equivalence as well as the methodologies for 

searching equivalents; 3) the theoretical and methodological approaches that have been 

applied to the description of specialized verbs; and, 4) the theoretical and 

methodological approaches that have been developed for identifying the equivalents of 

specialized verbs.  

 

This chapter is organized as follows. Section 2.1 describes the specificities of 

legal language emphasizing its discursive dimension. One of the ways in which legal 

language has been approached consists in identifying the genres of discourse that 

constitute the broad subject field of law. Central attention will be given to judgments as 

a text genre because the corpus used in the research is composed of judgments produced 

by the Supreme Court of Canada and by the Supremo Tribunal de Justiça de Portugal 

and, therefore, it aims to be representative of the language of judges. Section 2.2 deals 

with the phenomenon of equivalence seen from two different viewpoints: lexicography 

and terminology. Here, definitions and typologies of equivalence are provided along 

with illustrative examples. It will be argued that the literature is silent when it comes to 

proposing sound methodologies for searching equivalents. Section 2.3 reviews different 

theoretical frameworks used to describe specialized verbs. Special focus is given to 

approaches that have studied verbs occurring in legal texts. Finally, section 2.4 

discusses the few contributions on the assignment of specialized verb equivalents and 

justifies the necessity of the current research.  
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2.1. Legal language 

Legal language has interested many scholars stemming from research communities as 

varied as Translation Studies, Discourse Analysis, Languages for Special Purposes, 

Terminology, Jurilinguistics, and even Artificial Intelligence. Some researchers are 

particularly interested in the lexical component of legal language, or terminology, 

whereas others concentrate on its discursive dimension. Some others consider it 

important to take into account both the lexical and discursive dimensions of legal 

language as if they were two sides of the same coin. For instance, for Cornu (2005) 

legal language is composed of both a ñvocabulaire juridiqueò (the group of terms that 

receive one or several meanings from the law) and a ñdiscours juridiqueò defined as ñla 

mise en oeuvre de la langue, par la parole, au service du droitò (Cornu 2005: 207).   

 

Other researchers are more interested in the difficulties that the co-existence of 

different languages and legal systems in the same territory create at the same time they 

advocate the scientific study of legal language. Gémar (2011) explains that, in the 

bilingual and bijural Canadian system, translation has contributed to the understanding 

of the interplay between language and culture, this giving rise to Jurilinguistics. This 

discipline emerged with the publication of Langage du droit : Essais de Jurilinguistique 

(1982) directed by Jean-Claude Gémar and it has since been a fruitful framework of 

study with many contributions following on its footsteps in Canada and outside it: 

Jurilinguistique: entre langues et droits. Jurilinguistics: Between Law and Language 

(Gémar and Kasirer 2005), Langue et droit : terminologie et traduction (Gréciano and 

Humbley 2011), just to name a few.  

 

 As this research aims to describe the legal terminology used by a specific 

community of experts, i.e. Canadian and Portuguese judges, like Cornu (2005) we find 

it relevant to view legal language as a double-sided entity. The terminological 

dimension of it will be dealt in Chapters 4 and 5, in which we describe part of the 
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terminology of Canadian and Portuguese judgments. As for its discursive dimension, 

the following sections account for general and specific characteristics of what is called 

legal language (section 2.1.1) and argue for the notion of ñgenreò as a necessary tool to 

the understanding of legal discourse and ultimately to the interpretation of terminology 

(section 2.1.2).  

 

2.1.1. Characteristics 

Legal language or legal discourse is often said to display a set of specificities that make 

it different from other specialized discourses such as medicine and computing. Law has 

an intimate relationship with language as well as with socio-cultural traditions. 

 

2.1.1.1. Law and language 

The relationship between law and language is considered sui generis because law needs 

language in a specific way: language is the means of expressing and making the law. 

This means that legal texts are at the same time lawôs main resource and object, i.e. 

ñlanguage is the medium, process and product in the various arenas of the lawò (Maley 

1994: 11). Consequently, the linguistic and pragmatic mechanisms that generate the 

imperatives or effects of legal texts contribute both to expressing the conceptual 

universe of the domain and to expressing the legal operations necessary to the 

accomplishment of specific legal dispositions. Language as the medium, process and 

product of law explains, for instance, why legal writings of both practitioners and 

academics have an influence on any legal doctrine (Heutger 2004).  

 

Legal language is also considered vague as it cannot predict all scenarios of 

human behaviour that the law attempts to regulate. It, therefore, needs to be 

reinterpreted and redefined by lawmakers, judges and scholars not only for specific 

cases but also for keeping up with social evolution (Kasirer 1994; Mellinkoff 1983).  
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Legal language is considered normative as it is related to norm creation. Law 

creates norms in different ways such as by means of legislation, judgments and legal 

acts. The instruments of norm creation can vary from one legal system to another as 

well as from one country to another. Laws are written not only to convey knowledge but 

also to guide human behaviour in society. This does not mean that legal language is the 

only specialized language that is normative and prescriptive (Harvey 2002), but most 

experts tend to agree that legal discourse typically exhibits this characteristic.  

 

Legal language is considered performative insofar as legal effects are obtained 

by the use of speech acts (Cao 2007: 15). Legal experts call this performative function 

ñconstitutiveò (Garzone 2000: 4). Language can create legal relations where none 

existed before, e.g. wedding ceremonies. Verbs play an important role in this respect. 

 

Finally, legal language is considered ñpolysemousò (Ġarļeviĺ 1991) because it is 

composed of a large set of seemingly non-specialized terms, i.e. units that have come to 

be used in everyday language, but that have a specialized meaning in legal texts due to 

the legal effects that they create or simply because they occupy a certain place in the 

conceptual system. The polysemy of legal language may be related to the vagueness 

that characterizes it. Lorente et al. (2008: 1) explain that: 

 
El discurso jurídico es objeto de interés para la lingüística textual y la 

traducción, debido a que se suele caracterizar como un discurso estilísticamente 

opaco, codificado por y para expertos juristas, mientras que al mismo tiempo 

est§ dirigido a hablantes no expertos. [é] Uno de los aspectos m§s interesantes 

del discurso jurídico, desde el punto de vista lingüístico, es la proximidad de sus 

recursos léxicos respecto del léxico general de la lengua. Palabras comunes 

como demanda, denuncia, pena, reglamento, adquieren en el discurso jurídico 

un significado y un valor pragmático estrictos por los efectos o consecuencias 

legales que pueden tener. Puede parecer paradójico, pero es precisamente a 

través de este léxico tan cercano al léxico común, inserido en estructuras 

complejas y fijadas en el uso, que el discurso jurídico consigue esa opacidad 

estilística a las nos referíamos. 
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 Translation: 

Legal discourse is interesting for text linguistics and translation because it is 

often characterized as a stylistically opaque discourse that is codified for and by 

legal experts at the same time that it targets non-expert speakers. [...] From the 

linguistic point of view, one of the most interesting aspects of legal discourse is 

the proximity of the lexicon to the general lexicon of the language. Common 

words like claim, complaint, sentence, regulation, acquire in legal discourse a 

specific meaning as well as a pragmatic value due to the legal effects or 

consequences that they can have. It may seem paradoxical, but it is precisely by 

means of this closeness to the common lexicon together with the use of fixed 

and complex structures that legal discourse obtains the stylistic opacity to which 

we referred. 

 

Gémar (1991) gives an interesting example of the seemingly banality of certain 

terms that appear in legal texts: the English term information when put in the context of 

the article 785 of the Criminal Code of Canada does not mean a ñpiece of informationò 

but ñdenunciationò.  

 

2.1.1.2. Law and culture 

If law has an intimate relationship with language, this means that the ñlegal languageò 

used in one linguistic community may differ from the ñlegal languageò used in a 

different one. Legal language is, therefore, said to be culture-bound. Even though the 

abstract concept of law may be universal, legal language itself is not universal because 

different countries can have different legal systems with different institutions, 

procedures, etc., due to their varying legal histories. As Ġarļeviĺ puts it: ñEach country 

has its own legal language representing the social reality of its specific legal orderò 

(1985: 127).   

 

Taking G®marôs example (2008: 329), although one easily understands the 

meaning of the terms Rule of Law and État de droit, these terms refer to different 

national traditions and therefore need to be understood in the light of the culture in 

which they are used. The French term necessarily means something different depending 
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on whether one is referring to France in the context of the V
e
 République (1958) or to 

the monarchical Belgium. In the same way, the English term refers to a principle 

applied differently in Great Britain, which unlike many other countries does not have a 

single core constitutional document, or in the United States of America, a country based 

on the oldest written constitution (1787). 

 

For Gémar (2008: 328), the cultural and notional asymmetry of the subject field of 

law and the resulting culture-bound terminologies can be more or less visible depending 

on the genre of texts: 

 
Le texte juridique porte une charge culturelle plus ou moins lourde selon que 

lôon aura affaire ¨ une production du législateur (constitution, charte, loi), du 

juge (d®cision de justice), de lôhomme de la loi (acte juridique en g®n®ral, 

contrat en particulier) ou de lôauteur de doctrine (trait® de droit, article savant). 

 

 In fact, law is unusual in being system-bound because even if many different 

countries use the same language to convey and make law, legal discourse and legal 

drafting may vary considerably from country to country. For instance, German is used 

in Germany, Austria, Luxemburg, Italy and Belgium as the language of law, but in each 

one of these countries legal language differs as far as terminology as well as legal texts 

are concerned (Sandrini 2004). However, as Harvey (2002) rightly points out, law is not 

unique in this respect because religion and political science, which are historically 

related to law, are inseparable from the notion of systems as well.  

 

2.1.1.3. (Un)translatability  

Given the specificities of legal language discussed so far, it is not surprising that the 

possibility of translating legal texts and terms has been heatedly questioned. The debate 

on the (un)translatability of law relates to one more general question that has been 

debated philosophically over the centuries: is translation (in general) theoretically 
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possible? The question of translatability (or untranslatability) has been traditionally 

approached from two different points of views: the universalist view and the monadist 

or relativist view. According to de Pedro (1999), supporters of the former approach (e.g. 

Chomsky) claim that the existence of linguistic universals ensures translatability, 

whereas those who endorse the latter (e.g. Leibniz, Humboldt, Schlegel and 

Schleiermacher) maintain that each linguistic community interprets reality in its own 

particular way and that this jeopardizes translatability. Like the untranslatability debate 

in general, in law, too, this issue has been addressed from two points of view. Poirier 

(2005: 553) explains that: 

 

Appliquée au droit, cette notion signifie que les concepts de deux systèmes 

juridiques différents ne peuvent être comparés entre eux parce quôils 

appartiennent à des cultures différentes et que pour cette raison ils ne peuvent 

pas °tre traduits dôune culture ¨ lôautre. 

 

At one end of the pole are those scholars who assert that law is incommensurable. 

Supporters of this position include scholars like David (1974) and Sacco (1991). In 

general, the main argument put forth is that law cannot be translated because it is 

consubstantial with language and therefore one of the most culturally impregnated 

domains. As a result, legal concepts alien to or non-existent in the target system are 

untranslatable. Criticisms of this point of view sustain that even terms such as law, 

direito and droit refer to different traditions depending on the reader being English, 

Portuguese or Québécois but are nevertheless translatable. Therefore, at the other end of 

the pole, many scholars consider that legal translation is feasible and highly productive 

because it is a socio-cultural need (Mounin 1965; Harvey 2002). Supporters of this 

position also argue that even though legal translation is not an easy task, it can take 

place by means of a continuum of equivalence (Cao 2007: 32). Contrary to the 

universalist approach of the translatability debate in general, which maintains that 

languages share universals, untranslatability is viewed here as an abstract concept that 

serves to highlight the degree of complexity of legal translation. 
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The (un)translatability debate of law is relevant for legal translation as well as for 

terminology, because the anisomorphism of legal languages raises challenges when it 

comes to finding equivalents of system-bound terms. One example of this is the 

polemics around the translation of the Portuguese legal term arguido, which was even 

given an entry in Wikipedia because of the ñMaddie caseò that started in 2007. The 

story of the 3-year-old Madeleine McCann, who disappeared in May 2007 while on 

holiday with her parents and twin siblings in the south of Portugal, was known 

worldwide due to its huge media coverage. The investigation into her disappearance 

involved the co-operation of the British and Portuguese police and demonstrated the 

differing methodologies employed by each, with regard to such aspects as the amount of 

information released to the public and the legal status of those involved in the case. As 

the police investigation progressed, Maddieôs parents, Kate and Gerry McCann, were 

granted the arguido status. British people following the case of their compatriots did not 

know what arguido meant.  

 

Portuguese Criminal Law makes a distinction between arguido and suspeito 

(suspect). An arguido is someone who is being treated by the police as more than a 

witness but has not necessarily been arrested or charged. They can choose to enter this 

status of their own volition or by being nominated by the police. In contrast, a suspeito 

is someone who is thought of as having committed or participated in a crime or who is 

about to commit or participate in a crime and they cannot enter this status voluntarily 

(Antunes 2004). British Criminal Procedure does not make the same distinction due to 

its different criminal system. As a result, reporters writing on this case faced the 

problem of explaining what an arguido was because there is no perfect English 

equivalent for it. The equivalents proposed were suspect and formal suspect. We 

consider formal suspect closer to arguido than suspect which is the equivalent of 

suspeito. When the arguido has already been charged, then the equivalent is defendant. 

We will refer back to this in section 2.2.3. 
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2.1.2. Genres 

According to Gémar (2008) legal texts have three characteristics that make them 

different from other kinds of texts: norms, legal terminology and genre-bound style of 

writing. Since the previous section addressed the most important characteristics of legal 

language, it is now necessary to concentrate on the discursive side of legal language and 

review the notion of ñgenreò which has been considered relevant for corpus-building 

and terminology interpretation. The genre approach alongside with the sublanguage 

approach (Hoffmann 1985) can offer a perspective and a description apparatus to 

account for domain-specific communication. As Engberg (2010) explains, instead of 

looking at the subject of the text when defining the sublanguage, the point of departure 

in the genre analysis approach is primarily the situation and function of the text. 

 

2.1.2.1. Definition of genre 

The notion of ñgenreò has been discussed in a wide range of areas, including folklore 

studies (Propp 1969), literary theory (Bakhtin 1986; Fowler 1982), the sociology of 

language (Bergmann and Luckmann 1995; Guenthner and Knoblauch 1995), applied 

linguistics (Adam 1999; Biber 1988; Biber 1993), discourse analysis (Bhatia 1993; 

Maingueneau 1998; Rastier 1989; Swales 1990), just to name a few. In the literature of 

applied linguistics and discourse analysis, the terms genre, discourse type and text type
1
 

have sometimes been used interchangeably, this reflecting different theoretical 

perspectives as well as the development of the research in this area. For instance, 

Anglo-Saxon scholars did not usually differentiate between genre and text type until the 

work of Biber (1988).  

 

                                                 
1
 German-speaking scholars have used an even wider range of terms: Textsorte, Gattung, Texttyp, 

Textform and Fachtextsorte (cf. Gläser 1990). 
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For Biber (1988, 1993), genre (e.g. guidebooks, poems, business letters, 

newspaper articles) refers to texts that are similar according to situational or external 

criteria  and are defined on the basis of systematic non-linguistic criteria (e.g. intended 

audience, purpose, context), whereas text type refers to texts that are similar with 

respect to their linguistic form (e.g. argumentative texts, descriptive texts), irrespective 

of genre categories, and may be defined on the basis of cognitive categories or linguistic 

criteria (e.g. patterns in the use of verb tenses, lexical patterns, modals).  

 

The French tradition has been dissonant with regard to this distinction. Rastier, 

who differentiates between text and discourse, argues that these two are linked by 

means of the notion of ñgenreò and that ñtext typeò refers to the textual functions most 

common within a ñdiscourse genreò (Rastier 1989: 40). In contrast, Adam (1999), who 

does not draw a clear line between text and discourse, argues that genre refers to a type 

of socio-discursive practice and that the term text type is simply not appropriate because 

ñlôunit® ç texte » est trop complexe et trop hétérogène pour présenter des régularités 

linguistiquement observables et codifiablesò (Adam 1999: 82).  

 

As for Costa (2005), text and discourse are interdependent entities, i.e. there is 

no text without discourse and discourse is usually instantiated by means of text (either 

orally or in written form). According to the author, text implies the notion of 

ñdiscourseò articulated by a given individual in a specific point in time and place. From 

this perspective, it can be inferred that one of the specificities of specialized discourse 

consists in it being used by experts in a socioprofessional and temporal context. This 

way, legal, commercial and medical discourses are examples of types of specialized 

discourse in that they refer to instructionalized and situational communication between 

experts of specific domains. 
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Genre studies are consensual in describing genre as the empirical category 

necessary for the production and reception of texts by discourse communities (of both 

subject field experts and lay people) that draw upon genre knowledge to perform 

effectively. It is an empirical category because members of a given discourse 

community possess what Gläser (1990) calls Textsortenkompetenz (genre competence), 

and, therefore, are able to identify and differentiate between several genres.  

 

Interestingly, Paltridge (1997) views genres as frames (in the Fillmorean sense) 

because, he argues, anyone with a working knowledge of the appropriate conventions 

can tell whether a given text is a recipe, a novel or a judgment. This assumption is 

corroborated by the creator of the Frame Semantics theory when he writes that 

(Fillmore 1982: 117): 

 
Knowing that a text is, say, an obituary, a proposal of marriage, a business 

contract, or a folktale, provides knowledge about how to interpret particular 

passages in it, how to expect the text to develop, and how to know when it is 

finished. It is frequently the case that such expectations combine with the actual 

material of the text to lead to the textôs correct interpretation. And once again 

this is accomplished by having in mind an abstract structure of expectations 

which brings with it roles, purposes, natural and conventionalized sequences of 

event types, and all the rest of the apparatus that we wish to associate with the 

notion of óframeô. 
 

Genres are necessarily based on social conventions and on historical evolution. 

As products of dynamic societies, genres need to be contextualized in both time and 

place because they can change along with society. Genres are cultural products because 

genre conventions can vary from one society to another. Nevertheless, instantiations of 

genres are said to share similarities in the communicative function (or ñcommunicative 

eventò to use Swales (1990) terminology), in the macrostructure and in the discursive 

mode of developing the macrostructure. In this research, it will be shown that texts of 

the same genre written by communities of experts working within two different national 
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and legal systems reveal similarities and differences in the way the genre frame is 

instantiated (cf. Chapter 4). 

 

Genres are also usually attributed labels (e.g. judgment, contract, deed) that are 

recognized by at least some of the members of a given community if not all. Established 

members of a community will have a greater knowledge and understanding of the 

genres used in it than new members, outsiders or apprentices (Alcaraz and Hugues 

2002; Bhatia 1993; Gläser 1990). For instance, in the academic context, Masterôs 

students will have more difficulties in writing scientific articles than post-doctoral 

researchers because the former typically dispose of less experience to produce this kind 

of text genre.   

 

2.1.2.2. Legal genres 

ñEst juridique tout discours qui a pour objet la cr®ation ou la réalisation du droitò 

(Cornu 1990: 21). This point of view is also shared by Engberg (1993) who points out 

that newspaper articles on legal topics are not legal texts. However, unlike Cornu 

(1990), Engberg (1993) provides a tripartite classification of legal texts (Figure 1) in 

which texts that do not directly create law are considered as being part of legal 

discourse (i.e. descriptive texts).  

 

For Engberg (1993) and for Trosborg (1995) too, legal discourse is identifiable 

against pragmatic criteria such as the legal institutions responsible for the production of 

texts, the experts involved in it and the communicative function of texts. Although 

Engbergôs typology (1993) of legal texts is based here on the notion of ñtext typesò and 

not on ñgenreò, he mentions that sources and theories of law may constitute criteria for 

distinguishing legal genres that are grouped together into text types. 
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In contrast, Trosborg (1995) presents a taxonomy of legal language that 

illustrates how different communicative situations of texts give rise to different 

discourse and text genres (Figure 2).  

 

 

Figure 1. Typology of legal texts based on Engberg (1993) 

Figure 2. Taxonomy of legal language developed by Trosborg (1995) 
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The author argues that the language of the law is to be distinguished from other 

types of legal language, as, for example, the language used in the courtroom, the 

language of legal textbooks, the language used to talk about the law in a formal as well 

as in an informal setting. According to this hypothesis, legislation, contracts and deeds 

are text genres that fit in a category other than the category to which judgments belong. 

Reasons for the differences between these kinds of texts reside in the socio-pragmatic 

aspects underlying the notion of genre. For instance, legislative texts (acts, statutes, 

bills) have higher regulative functions than deeds. Doctrinal texts (legal textbooks) have 

no regulative function, but rather an informative one. Judicial texts (judgments, orders, 

decisions) have verdictive functions (e.g. to acquit, to convict) which consist in ñthe 

delivering of a finding, official or unofficial, upon evidence or reasons as to value or 

fact, so far as these are distinguishableò (Austin, 1962: 152 (cited by Trosborg 1995)).  

 

More recently, legal discourse has been classified by taking into account the 

legal and linguistic system in which it is produced. Orts Llopis (2009) proposes the 

following classification of legal genres in the Common Law (Figure 3). According to 

the author, there are three types of written legal discourse that are related to the 

conceptual organization of the subject field of law: discourse on public law, discourse 

on private law and the discourse of doctrine and jurisprudence. Some text genres are 

typical of a given type of discourse and may only be produced in that context for 

pragmatic reasons related to the conceptualization of the subject field. For example, 

wills are a private legal instrument that cannot be enacted as statutes can. They can thus 

be said to be separate legal genres.  

 

This kind of classification of legal genres is interesting because it is based on the 

legal system in which they are produced and, as a result, it allows one to identify 

differences in legal genres typologies across nations. The same author also presents a 

classification of legal genres used in Civil Law Spain and identifies differences between 



21 

 

 

the two typologies. For example, public law in Spain is not divided into ñunenactedò 

and ñenactedò law. Legal genres used in this type of discourse are: códigos (Eng. 

statutes), leyes parlamentarias (Eng. enactments), legislación delegada (Eng. delegated 

legislation) and jurisprudencia o sentencias (Eng. judgments). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.1.2.3. Judgments 

Judgments are one among many legal genres. If one considers Engbergôs classification, 

judgments are both normative and performative texts (Figure 1). If one considers 

Trosborgôs classification (Figure 2) judgments can be said to correspond to the broad 

category of ñthe language of the courtroomò and more specifically to ñjudges declaring 

lawò. If one considers Orts Llopis classification (2009), Common Law and Civil Law 

Figure 3. Legal genres in Common Law (Orts Llopis 2009) 
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judgments belong to the branch of public law which is, however, organized differently 

in the two legal systems.  

 

Judgments are the final decision in a legal dispute which determines ñwinners 

and losersò (Songer 2008: 78). They are written not only for the benefit of the parties 

involved in the case, but also for the benefit of legal profession, for the benefit of other 

judges and for the benefit of appellate Courts. In some jurisdictions (e.g. Canada), 

judgments may set a precedent which is always binding on lower courts. In all cases, 

they are written by judges working in tribunals or courts. For this reason, judgments as 

a legal genre are intimately related to the role of courts and, by implication, to the role 

of judges which is that of providing arbitration of particular disputes. According to the 

Canadian expert Gall (2004: 209): 

 
[t]he role of our courts is to provide a fair and just resolution of the various 

problems and conflicts that are brought before them. The attainment of justice, 

through the instrumentality of fair and impartial proceedings, defines the 

essential nature of the function of our system of courts in Canada. [...] 

Essentially, that process is an exercise in the search for truth. Upon the 

discovery of the truth, through an application of our rules of procedure and rules 

of evidence, the courts then exercise a decision-making jurisdiction, after which 

the appropriate disposition is made. [...] our system of judicial decision-making 

is based on the assumption that the search for truth is best conducted in the 

context of an adversarial system. 

 

In contrast, in Portugal, the judicial decision-making system is based on the 

assumption that the search for truth is best conducted in the context of an inquisitorial 

system. While in the adversarial system, two or more opposing parties gather evidence 

and present the evidence as well as their arguments to a judge or jury, in the 

inquisitorial system the judge is responsible for supervising the gathering of the 

evidence necessary to resolve the case by steering the search for evidence and 

questioning the witnesses, including the respondent or defendant.  
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In Canada as in Portugal, disputes that are resolved before the courts can deal 

with a multitude of areas of human concern reflected in the many specialized areas of 

law. Judges are given jurisdiction over certain areas of the law that depend on the 

organization of the nationôs system of courts and law. For example, criminal law suits 

tend to be resolved in specialized courts or court divisions. Figure 4 illustrates the 

progression of a law suit according to the Brazilian Criminal Proceedings which are 

similar to the Portuguese Criminal Proceedings (Figure 4). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Initiating a law suit is often the last resort when two parties fail to come to an 

agreement, or when one party feels wronged by the other. Fuzer and Barros (2009) 

Figure 4. Progression of a law suit according to the Brazilian Criminal 

Proceedings (Fuzer and Barros 2009) 
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explain that after the police investigation (in which the author of the crime is charged) 

the parties should present all their considerations, report the facts in detail, and describe 

what happened from the opening of the police inquiry to the moment of the closing 

argument. The basic function of the closing argument is to request the defendantôs 

conviction or acquittal and/or the reduction of the sentence. The parties should construct 

their thesis (of accusation and defence) according to the types of crimes defined by the 

Penal Code, because penalties will be applied according to this classification. The judge 

decides which request from the parties is more valid, taking into account their 

arguments. When the parties are not satisfied with the outcome of the judgeôs decision 

they can appeal to Courts of Criminal Appeal.  

 

Studies on judgments have focused on several of the aspects that characterize 

this legal genre. Bhatia (1993) and Maley (1985) have concentrated on the 

macrostructure of judgments, on the realization of its communicative purposes through 

language, and on their intertextual characteristics. In particular, Bhatia (1989) has 

argued that this kind of information can be useful for teaching English for Academic 

Purposes. The author (1993: 118) explains that legal cases display a four-move 

structure, which corresponds to its conventionalized internal structure and fulfils 

communicative purposes. In move one, the case is identified. In move two, the facts of 

the case are identified. In move three, the case is argued by stating the history of the 

case, by presenting the arguments, and by deriving ratio decidendi (the principle of law 

that the judge wished to set down for application to future cases of a similar 

description). Finally, move four corresponds to the final decision. 

 

Judgments have also been studied from a bilingual/binational point of view. For 

instance, Engberg (1997) compared the linguistic and textual conventions of Danish and 

German judgments, namely by investigating the speech acts performed within the genre 

so as to point to differences in the use of these devices in German and Danish 
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judgments. He argues that knowledge about textual conventions is fundamental in the 

search of appropriate translation equivalents.  

 

Recently, Vesterager (2010) compared Danish and Spanish judgments in terms 

of their move structure and rhetorical strategies so as to better understand the challenges 

that the translation of judgments pose to translators. She reached the conclusion that 

Danish and Spanish texts display many similarities (Vesterager 2010: 221): 

 
[...] they share the same purposes of the analysed moves and use some of the 

same rhetorical strategies to comply with these purposes. For instance both 

languages use legal terminology to help place the judgment in its proper 

context, and their choice of verbs and grammatical tense supports the purpose of 

the moves. Moreover, in order to be able to express something of general 

validity, both languages prefer the impersonal writing style. Furthermore, in 

Danish as well as in Spanish the conclusion of the judgment is traditionally 

initiated by a standard formula, doubtless with the purpose of ensuring the legal 

effect of the document. 

 

However, the comparison of Danish and Spanish judgments also revealed a few 

differences in the move structure. Danish judgments include larger parts of the co-text 

(information about the text) whereas the Spanish judgments only include the conclusion 

reached by the previous court instance (move one). Spanish judgments include more 

information in move four (e.g. information on appeal opportunities, payment of the 

counselôs fee and confirmation of the judgment) than Danish judgments. The main 

differences between the texts are related to syntax (e.g. sentence length and syntactic 

complexity measured by degree of subordination) and to the lexicon (mainly legal 

terminology and lexical variation). According to the author, the translation of Spanish 

judgments into Danish is challenging due to these differences. 

 

In contrast with Engberg (1993) and Vesterager (2010), who compare judgments 

produced within the same legal system (Civil Law), in this research we propose to 

compare judgments produced within two different legal systems, i.e. Portuguese 
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judgments (Civil Law) and Canadian judgments (Common Law). To the best of our 

knowledge, no such comparative study has been carried out so far. Chapter 4 includes a 

section on the analysis of these legal texts as well as a comparison of both and Chapter 

5 describes the most relevant verbs in the texts, the scenarios in which they participate 

as well as their equivalents. 

 

2.1.2.4. Genres, corpus design and terminology interpretation  

Although genre has always been a consideration in the organisation of general corpora 

and an important issue in corpus design, it was not until recently that terminologists 

started reflecting on genre as a criterion for the design of specialized corpora 

(Aussenac-Gilles and Condamines 2007; Condamines 2008; Costa 2001, 2004, 2005; 

Meyer and Mackintosh 1996; Rogers 2000).  

 

Aussenac-Gilles and Condamines  (2007: 140) state that: ñLa prise en compte de 

la notion de genre permet de constituer des catégories de textes censés avoir les mêmes 

caract®ristiques extralinguistiques et les m°mes r®gularit®s linguistiques.ò The idea is 

that the notion of ñgenreò can be useful for terminologists who use corpora to describe 

terminological data. The delimitation of the subject field of which the corpus should be 

representative so as to establish the boundaries of the terminology that one aims to 

describe is a task that has to be completed at an early stage of the terminologistôs work. 

One way of doing this is by taking genres as a means of characterization of the various 

aspects of specialized discourse.  

 

Rogers (2000) argues that genre, as a concept which has a classificatory role, is 

an important means of structuring corpora in order to facilitate the interpretation of 

terminological data. From this point of view, it can be inferred that corpora should be 

first constituted according to extralinguistic criteria (genres) and only then can their 

linguistic features (terminology) be observed and interpreted. This is in line with 
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Maingueneau (2004) for whom building a corpus is a ñsociological taskò carried out 

before its linguistic analysis can begin.  

  

Thus, we can formulate the hypothesis that knowledge about judgments as a 

legal genre with a specific function, sender, receiver, institutional context, 

macrostructure or move structure and mode of developing it may be helpful for this 

research in many ways. Firstly, if building a corpus is indeed a ñsociological taskò, we 

can acquire extralinguistic knowledge on the specialized corpus. Extralinguistic 

knowledge is important for legal terminography due to the characteristics of legal 

language mentioned earlier on in this chapter (e.g. conceptual anisomorphism, 

vagueness). For instance, we may want to select texts that are comparable in terms of 

their conceptual systems because we learn that conceptual systems typically differ from 

one legal system to another. What is more, each legal genre typically presupposes a 

specific conceptualization. Therefore, genre knowledge, by assuming that texts that 

belong to the same genre share certain extralinguistic similarities, could allow us to 

comfortably delimit the branch of law as well the kind of specialized communication we 

wish to cover so as to constitute a representative and comparable corpus which is 

essential for the goals of the research.  

 

Secondly, extralinguistic characteristics of genres could be of assistance in the 

methodology we use in this research (Chapter 4). For instance, we learn that the parties 

involved in a law suit have to present arguments in their defense and that judges, too, 

have to provide argumentation for their decisions. We learn that this corresponds to one 

of the mandatory moves of judgments. Then, we may consider argumentation as 

particularly relevant in the specialized corpus. This piece of information related to what 

mandatorily and frequently happens inside the judgment scenario can help us make 

better informed decisions on the verbs we wish to choose from a list of candidate terms, 
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i.e. we may want to select argumentation verbs. Thus, we make the hypothesis that 

genre knowledge may guide us in the task of term selection (Chapter 4). 

 

Thirdly, the same kind of information mentioned above may also be useful for 

describing the selected verbs by means of semantic frames (Fillmore 1976, 1977, 1982, 

1985; Fillmore and Atkins 1992). If we understand that argumentation is a mandatory 

frame in the judgments and that both the parties and the judges have to provide for it, 

the frame Argumentation could be described accordingly: an ARGUER (the parties and 

the judges) has to provide ARGUMENTS to justify their position in a given moment of the 

judgment scenario.  

 

Finally, we can also hypothesize that genre knowledge may be helpful for 

assigning equivalents and explaining the higher or lower equivalence degree between 

terms in that it presupposes that the instantiations of a given genre may reveal 

similarities and differences in its characteristics. Therefore, partial equivalence can be 

explained by examining such differences. 

 

2.2. Equivalence 

This sub-chapter investigates the theoretical grounds of equivalence in lexicography 

and in terminology as well as the methodologies of equivalent selection proposed in 

these two disciplines. More specifically, the sub-chapter discusses the nature and the 

types of equivalence formulated in the literature (e.g. semantic equivalence, functional 

equivalence, terminological equivalence); it explains equivalence problems (e.g. 

anisomorphism, culture-dependant terminology); it presents classifications of 

equivalence degrees (e.g. full equivalence, partial equivalence, zero equivalence); 

finally, it surveys methods and practices of establishing equivalence in lexicography 

and in classic descriptive terminology (e.g. how do lexicographers and terminographers 
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find equivalents in a systematic way?). Since one objective of the research is to 

understand the phenomenon of equivalence so as to develop a methodology for the 

selection of equivalents of specialized verbs, we do not focus on the matter concerning 

the presentation of equivalents in dictionaries. This topic is, nevertheless, among the 

future research perspectives. 

 

Throughout this sub-chapter, it will be argued that theoretical grounds of 

equivalence are more developed in lexicography than in terminology, that they differ 

sometimes quite radically, and that considerations on the methodologies put forth by 

lexicographers and terminologists to identify and choose equivalents are not fully 

satisfactory. By the end of the sub-chapter we will have provided arguments to the 

effect that a methodological approach to the establishment of terminological 

equivalence based on the concepts evoked by terms as well as on their syntagmatic 

behaviour is the most suitable approach for the identification of equivalents. 

 

2.2.1. Definitions of equivalence 

Over the last decades, lexicographers and terminologists have formulated distinct 

definitions of equivalence for two main reasons. Firstly, the concept of ñequivalenceò 

originally stems from disciplines such as logic, mathematics and physics, in which it is 

considered a transitive, reflexive and symmetric relation. It then became a concept used 

in general language and one that was also adopted and heatedly debated in translation 

studies, some of the theories developed here influencing both lexicography and 

terminology. We will not go into details on the debate that exists in translation studies 

over the theoretical grounds of equivalence because it is out of the scope of the 

research. The extent to which theories developed in translation studies influenced 

lexicography and terminology will only be dealt with when appropriate.  
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The second reason why lexicographers and terminologists have formulated 

distinct definitions of equivalence lies in the fact that they adopt or are expected to 

adopt radically different approaches or methodologies to the compilation of dictionaries. 

The former typically adopt a semasiological approach, in which the need to present 

equivalents for every source language lexical item has long led lexicographers to reflect 

on the phenomenon of equivalence. In contrast, most terminologists adopt an 

onomasiological approach that aims first and the foremost to document concepts and 

reduce ambiguity in expert communication. Van Campenhoudt (2001) rightly 

comments that compared to metalexicography considerations on equivalence found in 

terminology manuals are much poorer. We agree with him when he writes that this can 

be explained by the normative view in classic terminology (Van Campenhoudt 2001: 3):  

 
Dans la logique viennoise, sont réputés équivalents les termes qui expriment un 

m°me concept. La probl®matique de lô®quivalence partielle nôest pas ni®e, mais 

elle est davantage décrite comme un problème à éviter que comme un fait à 

gérer dans le plus grand respect des différences culturelles. 

 

But even in lexicography, equivalence requires more thorough studies. The 

metalexicographer Wiegand (2002: 241) argues that the concept of equivalence still 

needs to be defined specifically for dictionary research and be differentiated from the 

concepts from neighbouring disciplines. Adamska-Sağaciak (2010) seems to agree that 

this has not yet been fully accomplished in lexicography. We will try to demonstrate 

that, in this respect, the situation in terminology is not much different and that the 

concept of equivalence is either simplified or even rejected here. The main question 

guiding this section is then: what is equivalence?  

 

Adamska-Sağaciak (2010: 387) reminds us that ñto be able to talk about 

equivalence, there must be (at least) two entities of some kind, a certain relationship 

between those entities, and a certain value of that relationshipò. This statement 

generates a further number of questions that were raised in Werner (1999), in Wiegand 
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(2005) and most recently in Adamska-Sağaciak (2010). Some of the questions 

Adamska-Sağaciak raises are similar to those raised by Wiegand (2005) but are not 

limited to them. From our point of view, these questions are so relevant to understand 

what the phenomenon of equivalence involves that we will reproduce them here 

(Adamska-Sağaciak 2010: 387-388): 

 

1. At what level of organization should one look for the entities between which 

the relationship of equivalence obtains? 

2. What exactly are those entities? 

3. What is the nature of the relationship between them (e.g. identity, 

interchangeability, similarity, correspondence)? 

4. What is the feature according to which the relationship is established or 

measured (e.g. meaning, reference, message, effect)? 

5. Is equivalence a unitary concept or should different types thereof be 

recognized? 

6. Is equivalence ódiscoveredô (does it exist prior to being established by the 
lexicographer) or is it ócreatedô by the lexicographerôs act? 

7. Are the answers to 1-6 in agreement with the findings of linguists and 

translation theorists? 

 

The following sections proceed as follows. Firstly, we summarize the answers 

the author provides for the first six questions concerning specifically the literature on 

bilingual lexicography. We will not refer to the seventh question because it is out of 

scope of our project. Secondly, we comment on the answers the author provides for 

lexicography by directly or indirectly confirming or refuting the authorôs views. Finally, 

we attempt to answer the same questions regarding the practices adopted by 

terminologists so as to compare the theoretical grounds as well as the types of 

equivalence formulated in lexicography and in terminology. 
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2.2.1.1. Langue and parole 

[Q1] ñAt what level of organization should we look for the entities between which the 

relationship [of equivalence] obtains?ò 

While studying equivalence, the first important aspect that needs to be examined is that 

of the levels at which equivalence can be formulated. Is equivalence a systemic or 

interlingual phenomenon because language is viewed as a system? Is equivalence a 

textual or intertextual phenomenon because language is viewed as a text? Or is 

equivalence both systemic and textual?  

 

Adamska-Sağaciak (2010) explains that this distinction is based on the different 

approaches taken by translation studies and by lexicography. Using the Saussurrian 

distinction between langue and parole, generally, in translation studies, equivalence is 

seen as a phenomenon belonging to the level of parole because it has to do with 

instantiations of language in texts. In contrast, in lexicography, equivalence is seen as a 

phenomenon that belongs to the level of langue in that the equivalence relationship only 

exists between units (words or expressions) that are given in a lexicographic product. 

Despite the distinction between systemic and textual levels, Adamska-Sağaciak (2010) 

rightly points out that, at first sight, one would think that lexicographic equivalence 

must be formulated at the systemic level but, in fact, it is formulated at both levels.  

 

We remind the reader that Zgusta (1971: 294) wrote that ñthe basic purpose of a 

bilingual dictionary is to coordinate with the lexical units of one language those lexical 

units of another language which are equivalent in their lexical meaningò (systemic 

level). However, as Adamska-Sağaciak (2010: 388) notes, with the use of corpora 

lexicographers have come to apply both types of equivalence, ñthe intertextual type 

appearing in those instances where the source language (henceforth, SL) unit to be 

provided with an equivalent is larger than a single wordò. Wiegand (2002: 245) takes a 

more radical position by arguing that: 
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the langue-related concept of equivalence of contrastive lexicology is 

inappropriate for bilingual lexicography, because bilingual dictionaries are not 

conceptualised as aids for contrastive studies of language systems [...] They are 

rather meant, in the first place, as a means to understand and produce foreign 

texts and to make translations in both directions. 

 

Although we think that contrastive studies of language systems could be useful 

for the understanding and the production of foreign texts (either originals or 

translations) or that contrastive lexicology and lexicography are, at least, not entirely 

unrelated, we agree with Wiegand that the level of equivalence being sought by both is 

radically different. Whereas equivalence is a ñlangue-related conceptò in contrastive 

lexicology, equivalence should be intertextual in lexicography. Thus, Wiegand argues 

that the concept of equivalence in metalexicography should be parole-related even if 

this brings it closer to the concerns of translation theory and that it should not be 

reduced to lexical items. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As for terminology, equivalence is generally formulated here at the ñconceptualò 

level, i.e. two terms are equivalents if their conceptual properties coincide against the 

background of a specialized field. This raises the question whether concepts are 

Figure 5. W¿sterôs four-word model (Picht and Draskau 1985: 93) 



34 

 

 

independent from language. If concepts belong to langue and not to parole, as W¿sterôs 

four-word model (1968) seems to suggest (Figure 5), then equivalence can be equated at 

the systemic level. In his model, elaborated from that of Saussure (1972 [1916]), Wüster 

considers the concept (A) and the sign (B) as two separate entities united arbitrarily and 

places the concept in the upper part of the diagram representing the language system. 

Thus, by placing langue as the level of organization at which the relationship of 

equivalence obtains, the textual level, at which equivalence is also formulated in 

lexicography, seems to be neglected. 

 

Recently, however, the question on the level of organization at which the 

relationship of equivalence obtains in terminology has been debated in Rogers (2007). 

She argues that terminologists are increasingly using running texts to extract lexical 

data and when they move between text and system they do not necessarily find the same 

equivalents. This suggests that, as in lexicography, the intertextual type of equivalence 

is also taken into account in some kinds of terminology work.  

 

Le Serrec et al. (2009) is a case in point. The authors use a term extractor 

(TermoStat) as well as a lexical aligner (Alinea) to identify and extract relevant 

equivalents for pre-defined candidate terms extracted from a climate change corpus. 

When searching for equivalents in corpora, the authors observed that: 1) ña term in 

language L1 can have more than one equivalent in the corpus of language L2ò; 2) ña 

term that belongs to a given part of speech may be rendered by a term that belongs to a 

different part of speechò; 3) ñterms expressed in language L1 may be translated by an 

anaphora (a more generic term or a pronoun) in language L2ò (Le Serrec at al. 2009: 83-

84). The third observation clearly illustrates that the intertextual type of equivalence is 

radically different from the interlingual type.    
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2.2.1.2. Concepts and designations 

[Q2] ñWhat exactly are those entities [between which the relationship of equivalence 

obtains]?ò 

Here, it is a matter of examining whether the phenomenon of equivalence is established 

between word senses, concepts or designations. For Adamska-Sağaciakôs (2010) the 

entities between which the relationship of equivalence is obtained can, on the one hand, 

be word senses: ñwhen we talk about a lexical item X in the SL being equivalent to a 

lexical item Y in the TL, what we mean is that X in a particular sense is equivalent to Y 

in a particular senseò. On the other, if one accepts senses are artefacts of lexicographic 

analysis as some authors defend they are (Wierzbicka 1992, 1993; Rivelis 2007), the 

entities have to be words or expressions. For Wiegand (2005: 21), the entities are 

ñlexikalsemantische Einheitenò, a notion which roughly corresponds to that of ñlexical 

unitsò (Cruse 1986), i.e. words or expressions taken in one of their senses. 

 

Interestingly, the International Standards Organisation (henceforth, ISO) defines 

equivalence as ñthe relation between designations in different languages representing 

the same conceptò (ISO 1087-1 2000: 30). So, although we mentioned previously that 

equivalence is formulated at the conceptual level, the definition of equivalence provided 

by ISO (2000) seems to suggest that the entities in question are a matter of designations 

more than a matter of concepts. Rondeauôs definition of equivalence also mentions 

designations but is not limited to them (1981: 33): 

 
Deux termes, T1 et T2, de différentes langues, L1 et L2, sont considérés 

équivalents parfaits si la dénomination D de la L1 partage une relation identique 

avec la dénomination D de la L2, et le concept C de la L1 partage une relation 

identique avec le concept C de la L2. 

 

For Rondeau, both designations and concepts are the entities between which the 

relationship of equivalence is obtained. This is because Rondeau views terms as 
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Saussurre views linguistic signs. For Rondeau, terms are composed of a designation and 

a concept, which constitutes a viewpoint different from that of Wüster (cf. Figure 5).  

 

We can formulate two hypotheses on why sometimes equivalence is defined as a 

relationship between concepts and some other times as a relationship between 

designations. Firstly, ISO (ISO 1087-1 2000) identifies three types of relations between 

designations of concepts, i.e. synonymy, antonymy and equivalence. Each of these is 

defined as a kind of relation between two or more designations. Thus, equivalence is a 

relation between designations in different languages. However, most terminologists 

disagree with such formulation of equivalence and reiterate that equivalence is a 

relation between concepts and not designations or ñtermsò (Felber and Budin 1989). 

Secondly, for a very long time partisans of the classical approach to terminology 

believed that designations should be ótransparentô and reflect the concept and the place 

the concept occupies in the conceptual system (Felber and Budin 1989: 123). Thus, if 

designations mapped concepts, it would not make a difference to formulate equivalence 

either as a relation obtained between designations or as a relation established between 

concepts.  

 

2.2.1.3. Similarity  and interchangeability 

[Q3] ñWhat is the nature of the relationship between them [the entities] (e.g. identity, 

interchangeability, similarity, correspondence)?ò 

The phenomenon or the ñrelationshipò of equivalence, as Adamska-Sağaciak calls it, is 

most often seen as a matter of similarity and interchangeability between two or more of 

the entities to which we referred in the previous section. Therefore, question 3 addresses 

the nature of equivalence.  

 

Adamska-Sağaciak examines the definitions of óequivalenceô and óequivalentô 

provided in the Oxford English Dictionary online (henceforth, OED online) as well as 
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in Hartmann and James (1998: 51) and concludes that the nature of the relationship 

described in both dictionaries slightly differs: 

 

OED online 

equivalence 

1.a. The condition of being equivalent; equality of value, force, importance, 

significance, etc. 

equivalent (n.) 

2. A word, expression, sign, etc., of equivalent meaning or import. 

equivalent (a.) 

1. Equal in value, power, efficacy, or import. 

2. Having equal or corresponding import, meaning, or significance: chiefly of 

words and expressions. 

 

Dictionary of Lexicography (Hartmann and James, 1998: 51) 

equivalence 

The relationship between words or phrases, from two or more languages, which 

share the same MEANING. Because of the problem of ANISOMORPHISM, 

equivalence is ópartialô or órelativeô rather than ófullô or óexactô for most 

contexts. Compilers of bilingual dictionaries often struggle to find and codify 

such translation EQUIVALENTS, taking into account the directionality of the 

operation. In bilingual or multilingual TERMINOLOGICAL DICTIONARIES, 

equivalence implies interlingual correspondence of DESIGNATIONS for 

identical CONCEPTS. 

 

 This way, the relationship between words or expressions or phrases is one of 

equality or correspondence for the former dictionary and one of ñsharing (meaning)ò or 

ñcorresponding (meaning)ò for the latter.  

 

According to ISOôs definition quoted previously (2000: 30), the relationship 

between designations is one of ñsamenessò and Termium (2011) also formulates the 

relationship in the same terms: 
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 Termium Plus  

 equivalence 

match 

DEF - The relationship that exists between terms designating the same concept 

in different languages. Where the concepts designated are not quite the same, 

the equivalence of the terms is only partial and must be reflected in the semantic 

labels (e.g. generic-specific) used to identify the relationship between the terms. 

OBS ï Normally the validity of the equivalence is demonstrated by the textual 

match. 

 

 Interestingly, the observation field (ñOBSò) suggests that interchangeability is a 

characteristic of the equivalence relationship as ñthe validity of the equivalence is 

demonstrated by the textual matchò, i.e. two terms in different languages are equivalents 

when they can be used in the same situational context. This is in line with the view of 

equivalence as a relationship that is obtained at the textual level to which we referred in 

section 2.2.1.1. 

 

Termiumôs definition along with that of Hartmann and James (1998: 51) also 

stress that the relationship may not be symmetrical, an idea shared by other 

terminologists. Probably because of this, Picht and Draskau (1985) prefer to formulate 

the nature of the relationship between equivalent entities in terms of ñcongruenceò (of 

systems of concepts). They argue that the use of a ósystem of conceptsô is an important 

aid in the elaboration of a terminology, namely because it enables one to recognize ñthe 

degree of congruence between the systems of concepts of different languages; this in 

turn is indispensable for the recognition of equivalenceò (1985: 92). To sum up, both in 

lexicography and in terminology the nature of the equivalence relationship is one of 

more or less symmetrical correspondence. 
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2.2.1.4. Semantic content and collocational context 

[Q4] ñWhat is the feature according to which the relationship is established or 

measured (e.g. meaning, reference, message, effect)?ò 

This question may seem redundant when compared to the previous one, but it is not. 

Whereas Q3 focuses on the nature of equivalence itself, Q4 concentrates on the ways in 

which the nature of equivalence can be perceived by lexicographers. What matters here 

is the methodology for identifying the equivalence relationship.  

 

Adamska-Sağaciak explains that the OED online allows the feature according to 

which the equivalence relationship is measured or compared to be one of the following: 

import, meaning, importance, significance, value, force, power or efficacy, whereas 

Hartmann and James (1998: 51) only mention meaning as the feature according to 

which the equivalence relationship is measured or compared. From our point of view, 

the dictionariesô and Adamska-Sağaciakôs answer is not very helpful as there is little 

theoretical consensus on what meaning is. 

 

Other interesting and interrelated answers to Q4 that are extremely relevant for 

this research can be found elsewhere in the literature. The first one is provided in 

Werner (1999) and in Wiegand (2005). These authors consider the context and cotext 

(ñKontext und Kotextò) of the entities an important feature according to which the 

relationship of equivalence can be measured, an idea also shared by Atkins and Rundell 

(2008). For them, there is not only one feature according to which the relationship of 

equivalence between lexical units is measured, but several ones: semantic content, 

collocational context, vocabulary type, message and function. They note that: ñThe first 

four of these factors relate to lexical items while the last is principally of interest when 

youôre looking for equivalents of grammatical itemsò (Atkins and Rundell 2008: 468).  
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For Atkins and Rundell, ñsemantic contentò refers to what other linguists call 

denotation, reference and cognitive meaning. So, semantic content designates ñthe 

óliteralô meaning of an expression together with its óconnotationô or any figurative 

meaning that may be associated with itò (Atkins and Rundell 2008: 469). Usually, two 

words denoting the same object such as tiger and tigre form an exact match of semantic 

content.  

 

ñCollocational contextò is an important feature according to which the 

relationship of equivalence between lexical units is established because sometimes 

collocates in the SL produce different translations in the TL (Figure 6). Bunch has 

different equivalents in French depending on whether it collocates, for instance, with 

flowers as in a bunch of flowers or bunch of hair. The French equivalent of bunch as in 

bunch of flowers is bouquet and the French equivalent of bunch as in bunch of hair is 

touffe or houppe. The same is valid for verbs and adjectives (Figure 6).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6. Example of the importance of collocational patterns 

for evaluating equivalence (taken from Collins Robert French 

Dictionary: French-English/English-French (2006) in Atkins 

and Rundell 2008: 470) 
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ñVocabulary typeò refers to register, style, attitude, etc. that can cause SL-TL 

mismatches. For instance, an informal expression should have an informal expression as 

equivalent. ñMessageò refers to those cases in which the literal meaning of a phrase is 

different from its underlying meaning or ñpragmatic forceò. For example, the French 

equivalent of the English expression birds of a feather flock together is qui se ressemble 

sôassemble. 

 

Another very relevant answer to Q4 comes from one of the authors that 

Adamska-Sağaciak cites but to which she does not pay sufficient attention. For 

Piotrowski (1994), the feature according to which the relationship of equivalence should 

be established needs to be equated as a third external entity or ñtertium comparationisò. 

He explains that ñin order to be able to compare two entities it is essential to have a 

third one against which both could be described, evaluated, etc.ò (Piotrowski 1994: 

128).  

 

The ñtertium comparationisò should be external to both entities and it should 

also be something practical. Briefly, according to the author, referents or concepts as 

described in the semiotic triangle are not appropriate ñtertium comparationisò principles 

because ñthere are no pure references, i.e. the act of distinguishing a referent depends to 

a large degree on the relevant languageò and concepts ñare not suitably external to any 

languageò (Piotrowski 1994: 129). Neither is meaning because he rightly argues there is 

little theoretical agreement on what meaning is. Instead, the ñtertium comparationisò 

should consist of two dimensions: a ñsituational dimensionò and a ñformal dimensionò.  

 

The ñsituational dimensionò corresponds to the discursive dimension and as such 

it relates to culture: ñSituations, in turn, cannot be separated from wider contexts, 

ultimately from the context of culture. That is why lexical comparison is ultimately 

based on cultural comparisonò (Piotrowski 1994: 131).  
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The ñformal dimensionò corresponds to the collocational patterns of lexical 

items. As Atkins and Rundell (2008), Piotrowski believes collocational patterns should 

be compared so as to establish equivalents. However, he adds that only the most typical 

frequent collocability patterns, or ñfocal collocationsò, should be taken into account. He 

further explains that the two dimensions mentioned are not only theoretical but that, in 

fact, bilingual lexicographers work on their basis intuitively, because lexicographers 

usually start from the formal dimension and then go on to the situational analysis. His 

position concerning equivalence can thus be summarized in his own words (Piotrowski 

1994: 138):  

 
Generally our approach to equivalence is in agreement with the theoretical view 

that meaning, however defined, is carried by larger linguistic expressions rather 

than by single lexemes, advocated by some logicians (e.g. Quine 1969) and by 

some linguists (cf. Apresjan 1974/80; Melôļuk and Pertsov 1987).  
[é] 
In our approach equivalence does not hold between single lexemes in L1 and 

L2, or between their senses, but between whole syntagmatic expressions, i.e. 

between collocability patterns which contain lexemes.  

 

 As we will attempt to demonstrate similar positions to equivalence in 

terminology are only adopted by those terminologists who follow a lexicographic 

approach to the elaboration of specialized lexical resources. In fact, the feature 

according to which the relationship of equivalence should be established is not entirely 

clear or explicit in the literature on terminology. While explaining the onomasiological 

approach on which the search for equivalence should be based, Felber (1987: 128) 

states that ñLa compr®hension dôune notion est lôensemble des caract¯res qui constituent 

cette notion. Côest pourquoi comparer deux notions revient plus ou moins ¨ comparer 

les caract¯res de ces notionsò. However, he does not specify the characteristics to which 

he refers. Other answers in the literature refer to the place the concept occupies in the 

conceptual system of the specialized field, which can be inferred from the statements 

such as the following ones (Arnzt 1993: 6 and 13): 
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A concept can only be understood in the context of the system to which it 

belongs. Thus, before comparing two languages, it is first necessary to draw up 

or discover the independent systems of concepts existing in each individual 

language.  

[é] 

Basically, two terms can be considered as equivalent when they match in all 

characteristics, i.e. when there is conceptual identity. 

 

The identity of content of the terms derives from the fact that they occupy the 

same position in both systems. So, it seems that conceptual characteristics are the 

features according to which the relationship of equivalence has been measured in 

terminology. However, not all terminologists adopt the onomasiological approach and 

those who adopt a lexico-semantic / lexicographic approach as well as a theoretical 

view of meaning closer to that defined by Piotrowski (1994) will not usually proceed as 

Arnzt (1993). Rather, they will take into account the collocability patterns of terms. 

This is, for instance, the case of LôHomme (2008).  

 

In DiCoInfo (LôHomme 2008), a specialized lexical resource that describes the 

terminology of the subject field of computing and the Internet in English, French and 

Spanish, equivalents of terms are selected on the basis of the analysis of their actantial 

structures. The actantial structure roughly corresponds to the obligatory participants of 

predicative and quasi-predicative terminological units. The actants are identified by 

analyzing the patterns of collocates observable in a large amount of concordances. 

Although some actants are not always linguistically instantiated, they are mandatory 

meaning slots. Therefore, in DiCoInfo, equivalent terms contain the same number and 

type of actants (Table 1).  

 

For instance, email2 and courriel2 are equivalents because they have three 

similar actants: Destination, Agent and Instrument. Courriel2 cannot be an equivalent of 

email3 because terms instantiating the actant Patient, part of email3, do not have 

equivalents in courriel2. Another example of what Piotrowski called the ñformal 
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dimensionò present in DiCoInfo is the fact that the syntactic behaviour of email1 and 

email2 can provide clues to the correct use of their equivalents. The countable and 

uncountable distinction of email (email1) vs an email (email2) corresponds to un 

courriel (courriel1) and du courriel (courriel2). 

 

Table 1. Equivalent terms in DiCoInfo 

English terms French terms 

email1, n 

an email: ~ sent to 

Destination{recipient 1} by 

Agent{sender 1} with Instrument{email 

3}  

courriel 1, n. m. 

un courriel : ~ envoyé à 

Destination{destinataire 1} par 

Agent{expéditeur 1} avec 

Instrument{courrier électronique 1}  

email2, n 

email: ~ sent to Destination{recipient 

1} by Agent{sender 1} with 

Instrument{email 3}  

courriel 2, n. m. 

du courriel : ~ envoyé à 

Destination{destinataire 1} par 

Agent{expéditeur 1} avec 

Instrument{courrier électronique 1}  

email3, n 

email: ~ used by Agent{user 1} to send 

Patient{message1} to 

Destination{recipient1}  

courrier électronique1 

le courrier électronique : ~ utilisé par 

Agent{utilisateur1} pour envoyer 

Patient{message1} à 

Destination{destinataire 1}  

 

Further considerations on this work and on how equivalents of specialized verbs 

are established will be drawn in sub-chapter 2.3.2. For the moment, it is important to 

add that in DiCoInfo the ñsituational or discursive dimensionò of terms is not explicitly 

described. We believe this can be explained by the fact that the subject field of 

computing and the Internet is taken to be a relatively culture-independent domain whose 

terminology does not differ immensely from language to language in terms of 

ñsituational dimensionò. The same, however, cannot apply to culture-bound domains 

such as Law in which the discursive intricacy of terms can be of utmost importance (cf. 

sub-chapter 2.1). Here, indeed, the use of an entity entirely external to the entities of the 

equivalence relationship, as advocated by Piotrowski (1994), could be of great 
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assistance to identify and validate candidate equivalents. Instead of calling this external 

entity tertium comparationis, in this research we will call it frame. Chapter 3 accounts 

for the theoretical basis of frames which will be used in Chapter 4 to link candidate 

equivalents.  

 

2.2.1.5. Equivalence types 

[Q5] ñIs equivalence a unitary concept or should different types thereof be 

recognized?ò 

The discussion developed in the previous sections indicates that definitions of 

equivalence may vary. This section investigates why equivalence may not be a unitary 

concept and lists the kinds of equivalence that can be identified in the literature. 

 

Based on the comparison of the definitions of equivalence included in the 

lexicographic works that she quotes, Adamska-Sağaciak (2010) argues that equivalence 

is not a unitary notion.  She corroborates this conclusion with a review of literature as 

well as with a review of the terminology used to refer to the equivalence relationship. 

Another argument she seems to put forth is that the existence of degrees in the 

correspondence or sameness relationship that characterizes equivalence may explain the 

difficulty in elaborating a single definition of what lexicographic equivalence is. The 

author supports this argument with a reference to Sovran (1992) who demonstrates that 

ñsimilarityò and ñsamenessò are not unitary concepts themselves. It follows that 

equivalence defined as a ñsimilarityò or ñsamenessò relationship between at least two 

entities cannot be a unitary concept because the nature of the relationship itself is not 

unitary. Thus, although terminological variations do not necessarily mean that different 

phenomena are being discussed, some are. Based on the literature review, Adamska-

Sağaciak then presents a classification of the several types of equivalence: 
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 cognitive equivalence (also called semantic, systemic, prototypical, 

conceptual, decontextualized, notional); 

 explanatory equivalence (also called descriptive); 

 translational equivalence (also called insertable, textual, contextual); 

 functional equivalence (also called situational, communicative, 

discourse, dynamic). 

 

 To use the distinction made earlier in this sub-chapter, the first two types of 

equivalence can be considered interlingual while the last two are intertextual. Before 

examining each type of equivalence, it is important to mention that in terminology, in 

contrast with lexicography, not many types of equivalence such as the ones listed above 

are discussed. In fact, one could well say that, in terminology, there is one only kind of 

equivalence, i.e. terminological equivalence, although some authors also call it 

conceptual equivalence (Arnzt 1993; Bach et al. 2000). As there are differences in the 

definition of and approach to equivalence in lexicography and in terminology, we 

consider it relevant to add a fifth type of equivalence called terminological equivalence 

to the four types of equivalence presented above and that will be discussed below.  

  

Cognitive equivalence 

According to Adamska-Sağaciak, the cognitive equivalence refers to what Zgusta (1987: 

30), Gouws (2000: 102) and Svensén (2009: 255) call semantic, to what Hausmann and 

Werner (1991: 2745) call systemic, to what Cop (1991: 2776) calls prototypical, and to 

what Piotrowski (1994: 134) calls cognitive. All these terms mainly differ in emphasis 

because they all describe equivalents whose function is to convey the meaning of a 

given linguistic unit and not necessarily to substitute it. Thus, Zgusta (1987: 30), Gouws 

(2000: 102) and Svensén (2009: 255) prefer the term semantic to emphasize the 

denotational identity of lexical items. Hausmann and Werner (1991: 2745) prefer the 

term systemic (interlingual) to differentiate it from the translational equivalence type 
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(intertextual). Cop (1991: 2776) uses the term prototypical because she wishes to 

emphasize the fact that full semantic identity of lexical items is rare and, as a result, 

what an equivalent must cover is the prototypical sense of a headword and not 

necessarily its less central senses. Finally, Piotrowski uses the term cognitive so as to 

place emphasis on ñall relevant dimensions of meaningò (1994: 139). He also explains 

that this kind of equivalence is one of the means of restricting the number of equivalents 

in a bilingual dictionary given the fact that lexicographers sometimes have to cope with 

the infinitude of equivalents. A simple example of cognitive equivalence is that of tiger 

and tigre provided in Atkins and Rundell (2008: 469) that denote the same object and 

form an exact match of semantic content. 

   

Most terminologists do not use the terms cognitive equivalence or semantic 

equivalence, but this kind of equivalence is the one that corresponds the most to 

terminological equivalence, as we will demonstrate later on. However, terminologists 

who adopt a lexico-semantic approach instead of a conceptual one will refer to 

equivalence as an interlingual semantic relation or as a relation between terms with the 

same meaning (as opposed to a relation between terms denoting the same concept). For 

instance, LôHomme (2004: 115) writes that ñdes termes sont ®quivalents lorsquôils ont 

les m°mes composantes s®mantiquesò, and for van Campenhoudt (2001) equivalent 

terms are those terms who share the same ñsememesò or the same ñsemantic chargeò. 

 

Explanatory equivalence 

Explanatory equivalence or descriptive equivalence are terms used by Zgusta (1971: 

319) and Svensén (2009: 255) to refer to free phrases that provide information about the 

lexical unit of the target language. Svens®n (2009: 257) cautions that ñexplanatory 

equivalents should be distinguished from those (mainly encyclopaedic) explanations 

that are used when there is no target-language expression at allò, because as Zgusta said 

ñif stabilized and accepted into the language, it can become a lexical unit of the target 
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languageò (2006 [1979]: 235). Adamska-Sağaciak explains that this type of equivalence 

has the same objective of conveying meaning as the cognitive type of equivalence, but 

while it is always possible to provide an explanatory type of equivalent it is not always 

possible to provide a cognitive one. Svensén (2009: 255) provides the example of 

Kriegskind whose explanatory equivalent is child born during the war. Terminologists 

never refer to this type of equivalence except when mentioning the strategies for coping 

with the absence of equivalents. In lexicography, explanatory equivalence is usually 

contrasted with the translation type of equivalence, to which we will refer next. 

 

Translational equivalence 

Cop (1991: 2776) calls it insertable, whereas Zgusta (1971: 319), Hausmann and 

Werner (1991: 2745), Piotrowski (1994: 134) and Svensén (2009: 255) call it 

translational. The translational equivalent must be a lexicalized unit of the target 

language that can be inserted in the running target-language text, and that has an 

explanatory power, although to a lesser extent than the explanatory equivalent. Svensén 

(2009: 255) provides the example of Kriegskind whose translational equivalent is war 

baby. 

 

In terminology, Chromá (2004) mentions this type of equivalence in a similar 

sense to the aforementioned lexicographers. Nielsen (1994) seems to use this term in the 

sense of ñsemantic equivalenceò because he states that the establishment of translation 

equivalents is the linguistic task of bilingual lexicography. He explains that in the 

subject field of law it is not always possible to provide ñreal lexical units in the target 

language which express exactly the same meaning as their respective source language 

terms owing to the different legal systems and terminological incongruencyò (1994: 

157). 
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Functional equivalence 

Zgusta (1987: 30) calls it functional, Gouws (2000: 102) calls it communicative, and 

Svensén (2009: 255) calls it pragmatic. Adamska-Sağaciak explains that functional 

equivalence is sought ñin situations where it is impossible to provide a lexical 

equivalent of the headword, one which would be both its semantic and grammatical 

(same part of speech) counterpartò (2010: 395). Functional equivalents are most often 

used when one wants to capture the stylistic and idiomatic overtones of the text. 

Compared to translational equivalents their explanatory power is smaller. It is upon this 

type of equivalence that bilingual dictionaries have relied the most to offer equivalents 

of idioms or proverbs. For instance, porter de lôeau ¨ la rivi¯re is a functional 

equivalent of to carry coals to Newcastle. As an intertextual kind of equivalence per 

excellence, this kind of equivalence seems to be close to the concerns of translation 

theorists, especially to the concerns of the functionalist approach or Skopos theory 

(Reiss and Vermeer 1984; Vermeer 1989), among others. Adamska-Sağaciak claims that 

ófunctionalô equivalence is our odd man out as, compared to the other kinds, it is the 

most marginal one. She accepts it as a type on its own right, although she says one 

could think of treating it as a subtype of translational equivalence.  

 

We agree with the author that this type of equivalence is different from the 

others for the reasons mentioned and that it is a type on its own. Functional equivalence 

is close to the concerns of translation studies and of legal translation (Ġarļeviĺ 2000: 

236), but it has also been applied in legal terminography to such an extent that its 

importance cannot be denied. Harvey (2002 : 42) defines functional equivalence as 

follows : 

 

Ce proc®d® consiste ¨ trouver dans la langue dôarriv®e un r®f®rent qui remplit 

une fonction similaire. Il sôagit dôune adaptation interculturelle. On peut citer 

comme exemples : « the Cour dôAssises ï roughly the equivalent of the English 

Crown Court » (Chalmers, 1994 : 15) ; intime conviction = being satisfied 
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beyond reasonable doubt (Bridge, 1994: 173) ; hypothèque = mortgage 

(Bridge, 1994: 152).  

 

In fact, most terminologists concerned with the elaboration of legal dictionaries 

often reflect on the notion of functional equivalence and they do it either to accept it 

(Groffier and Reed 1990; Sandrini 1995, 1996, 1999; Chromá 2004) or to reject it (de 

Groot 1990; Ġarļeviĺ 1991, 2000). Section 2.2.4 gives further details on the approaches 

adopted by these authors.  

 

Another notion that has been used in legal translation is the óprinciple of legal 

equivalenceô which is akin to functional equivalence. Briefly, according to this 

principle, legal translation will seek to achieve identity of meaning between original 

and translation, i.e. identity of propositional content as well as the identity of legal 

effects (Sager 1994: 180). For all these reasons, it seems that this type of equivalence 

cannot be discarded in legal terminology. 

 

2.2.1.6. Creation and discovery 

[Q6] ñIs equivalence ódiscoveredô (does it exist prior to being established by the 

lexicographer) or is it ócreatedô by the lexicographerôs act?ò 

If one accepts senses are artefacts of lexicographic analysis as some authors defend they 

are (Wierzbicka 1992, 1993; Rivelis 2007), it is very relevant to ask whether the 

establishment of equivalents is a matter of creation or discovery.  

 

For Adamska-Sağaciak, cognitive equivalence is discovered while explanatory 

equivalence, translational equivalence and functional equivalence are created. She thus 

seems to disagree with Hartmann (2007 [1985]: 16) when he claims that ñlexical 

equivalence does not exist until it has been established as a result of a bilingual 

conscious actò. Werner (1999: 1867) also believes that equivalence is created with a 
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particular purpose in mind: ñ quivalenzen zwischen lexikalischen Einheiten 

verschiedener Sprachen bestehen nicht an sich, so dass sie nur entdeckt werden müßten. 

Sie werden nicht objektiv festgestellt, sondern zu einem bestimmten Zweck 

hergestelltò
2
. 

 

We agree with Adamska-Sağaciak that explanatory equivalence, translational 

equivalence and functional equivalence tend to be created, although they can always be 

discovered if one uses corpora to identify equivalents, especially parallel corpora. As 

for cognitive and terminological equivalence, lexicographers and terminologists may 

well wish to believe they discover equivalents that existed prior to being established, 

but it may happen that in the process of ñdiscoveryò they identify several equivalent 

candidates and then have to choose among them. This choice obviously corresponds to 

an intervention mechanism and the decision of the lexicographer and terminologist is 

thus a ñconscious actò like Hartmann puts it.  

 

2.2.2. Equivalence problems 

Equivalence is not always easy to establish for two main reasons. Firstly, the 

organization of concepts and designations inside and between languages often differs. 

This phenomenon is called anisomorphism. Secondly, connotations, or the feelings 

which speakers of a certain language connect with certain words may also be difficult to 

describe and hence to compare between languages. This research is primarily interested 

in the first problem as connotations usually play a less relevant role in terminologies. 

 

Yong and Peng (2007) explain that anisomorphism is most typically encountered 

in cultural words, categorical words, encyclopaedic terms, and technical terms. Al-

Kasimi (1977) presents seven possible differences that may exist between two related 

                                                 
2
 Our translation: ñEquivalence between lexical units of different languages does not exist in itself in that 

it would have to be discovered. It cannot be determined objectively, but created for a particular purpose.ò 
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items in different languages, whereas Yong and Peng (2007) put forth five categories of 

anisomorphism: cultural, linguistic, componential, extralinguistic and specialized 

anisomorphism.  

 

An example of linguistic anisomorphism is when languages differ in the 

grammatical category of gender. For instance, the word sea is masculine in Portuguese 

(o mar) whereas in French it is feminine (la mer). An example of specialized 

anisomorphism is that of the Portuguese term arguido and the English term suspect, to 

which we referred in sub-chapter 2.1.1. Portuguese Criminal Law makes a distinction 

between arguido and suspeito (suspect). An arguido is someone who is being treated by 

the police as more than a witness but has not been arrested or charged. They can choose 

to enter this status of their own volition or by being nominated by the police. In 

contrast, a suspeito is someone who is thought of as having committed or participated in 

a crime or who is about to commit or participate in a crime and they cannot enter this 

status voluntarily (Antunes 2004). British Criminal Procedure does not make the same 

distinction because the criminal system is different. 

 

For other authors, anisomorphism is to be explained from a conceptual point of 

view, i.e. the number of concepts is not the same in two different languages and/or the 

conceptual systems may differ in structure (Svensén 2009). Well-known examples of 

the difference in the number of concepts are the Eskimo language, which has a large 

stock of concepts relating to snow compared to other languages, and Arabic, which is 

similarly equipped in regard to camels. Usually, this phenomenon takes place when a 

given reality or object plays a particularly important role in the culture of the linguistic 

community. Table 2 illustrates a situation in which the structure of conceptual systems 

differs from one language to another. 
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Table 2. Anisomorphism: example of differences in the conceptual structures (adapted 

from Svensen 2009) 

Meaning Portuguese French German Danish 

tree árvore arbre Baum trae 

heating material lenha 

bois 
Holz 

skov 
construction material madeira 

small area of trees bosque 
Wald 

large area of trees floresta forêt 

 

Each of the languages presented in Table 2 has a term for designating ña 

perennial plant having a self-supporting woody main stem or trunk (which usually 

develops woody branches at some distance from the ground), and growing to a 

considerable height and sizeò (definition of tree in OED online). However, not all four 

languages have a monoreferential term that exclusively refers to ñheating materialò. For 

instance, the French word bois can either refer to ñheating materialò or ñconstruction 

materialò or even ña small area of treesò, whereas Portuguese has distinct words for 

each meaning. In these particular cases, among the four languages Portuguese is the one 

which makes the most distinctions and Danish is the one which makes the less. 

 

It is relevant to mention here that this kind of differences in the structures of 

conceptual systems raises an important problem when it comes to elaborating a 

bilingual or multilingual dictionary: directionality. For instance, the German equivalent 

of lenha is Holz but lenha is not always the equivalent of Holz as madeira can also be 

the equivalent of Holz. For this reason, if the dictionary user is looking up the 

Portuguese-German section of a dictionary, s/he will not have difficulty in choosing the 

right equivalent, but if s/he is looking up the German-Portuguese section, s/he should be 

informed that Holz translates in Portuguese in two different ways so that s/he chooses 
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the appropriate equivalent. This is because the relation between lenha and Holz is said 

to be one of 1:1 (one lexical unit in one language corresponds to another one only in 

another language), while the relation between Holz and its equivalents is one of 1:2 (one 

lexical unit in one language corresponds to two lexical units in a different language). 

We will refer further to this scenario of equivalence in section 2.2.3. 

 

Still regarding the anisomorphism problem, interlingual comparison is said to be 

more favourable in the field of terminology (Arnzt 1993). This may be true if one thinks 

of scientific-technical fields because a tangible field of objects exists independently of 

the language concerned. For example, if we consider W¿sterôs English-French 

dictionary, The Machine Tool (1968), we will find that the vast majority of entries are 

organized as in Figure 7.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The number on the upper left side refers to the concept that is related with the 

previous and following numbered concepts. Below number 1015 is the English term 

stripper with a definition in English and below this are the French equivalents 

arracheur and extracteur accompanied by a definition in French. Definitions are written 

Figure 7. Example of an entry in W¿sterôs English-

French dictionary, The Machine Tool (1968) 
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in such a way that they are composed of smaller units referring to other concepts also 

described in the dictionary. In the vast majority of times, English and French definitions 

contain the same numbers, e.g. 1382, 1390, 1118 and 1325 (cf. Figure 7). Sometimes, 

there is even a picture to illustrate the concept being described. In Figure 7, the concept 

under 1025 has an English designation and two French ones that are perfect equivalents 

as all three can be defined in exactly the same way and they all represent the same 

object. In fact, this case of perfect equivalence between the French term and the English 

one can be found throughout most of the dictionary. However, Wüster also 

demonstrates that even in the vocabulary of mechanical construction interlingual 

divergences may exist (Figure 8). 

 

From Figure 8 one can observe that there is no English designation for the 

concept 699, while there are two designations for it in French: écrou à créneaux and 

écrou crénelé. Concept 699 can be designated in English by means of two more specific 

terms, those indicated in 700 (hexagon slutted nut) and in 701 (hexagon castle nut, 

castle nut, castellated nut, pinnacle nut) which, in turn, have French equivalents 

different than those given in 699 (écrou normal à créneaux, écrou HK (700); écrou haut 

à créneaux; écrou HKL (701)). Similarly to the previously mentioned situation of 

anisomorphism in which the structure of conceptual systems differs from one language 

to another, French reveals here to have a term for a generic concept including concepts 

700 and 701 whereas English has a hyperonym void. 

 

As mentioned, Arnzt (1993: 5) argues that interlingual comparison is more 

favourable in the field of terminology because connotations play a secondary role as the 

conceptual content of the term is the most important aspect. We have attempted to 

demonstrate here that, although interlingual comparison may be more favourable in the 

field of terminology, this does not necessarily mean that there are no divergences at all 

in technical domains. In this section, we have also given the example of the specialized 
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anisomorphism between legal terms such as arguido and suspect. Bearing in mind the 

description of the most important characteristics of legal terminologies we provided in 

sub-chapter 2.1.1, it should be by now clear why interlingual comparison may be 

particularly challenging in the subject field of law. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 8. Interlingual divergences in W¿sterôs English-French 

dictionary, The Machine Tool (1968) 
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2.2.3. Qualitative and quantitative discrimination of equivalents 

Due to the phenomena of anisomorphism and directionality, the first and last types of 

equivalence discussed in the previous section (cognitive equivalence and 

terminological) are usually attributed a gradation from full through partial to zero. 

Therefore, our next step must be to identify the typologies of degrees described in the 

literature as well as the criteria underlying them.  

 

There are two different typologies: a qualitative one based on the nature of 

equivalence and a quantitative one based on the number of equivalents (Duda et al. 

1986). The terminology used to refer to the different degrees of equivalence as well as 

the classifications thereof proposed in the literature vary widely. As for the qualitative 

typology of equivalence, most authors seem to agree that there are three main degrees of 

equivalence: full equivalence, partial equivalence and zero equivalence. Variations can 

be seen in the terminology used to differentiate types of partial equivalence.  

 

In lexicography, Yong and Peng (2007) identify five types of partial 

equivalence: analytical equivalents, approximative equivalents, synthetic equivalents, 

subordinate equivalents and superordinate equivalents. Svensén (2009) distinguishes 

between convergence and divergence. In terminology, Felber (1987) distinguishes 

between overlapping and inclusion. Arnzt (1993) adopts the same classification. 

Nielsen (1994) talks about inclusion and intersection. Ġarļeviĺ (2000) makes the same 

distinction but adds that functional equivalence is usually a type of partial equivalence. 

Van Campehoudt (2001) makes the same distinction as Nielsen but he specifies 

inclusion types: inclusion and hyponymy and inclusion and meronymy. Thiry (2006) 

concentrates on the reasons why equivalents are only partial.   
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Bearing in mind the gradation of equivalence and gathering up all the terms 

mentioned in the literature, we end up with the following scale of equivalence degrees 

reproduced in Figure 9. 

 

Figure 9. Equivalence degrees in terminology based on the review of the literature 

 

Full equivalence 

Full equivalence occurs when there is an overall correspondence between the lexical 

unit in the source language and its counterpart in the target language in regard to 

semantic content, category, and conditions of use. Typically, full equivalents denote the 

same object (Table 3).  

 

In terminology, full  equivalence occurs when two terms in different languages 

designate the same concept. Thiry (2006: 804) notes that, most often, full equivalence 

co-occurs with literal, word-to-word correspondence, e.g. responsabilidad civil 

extracontractual and responsabilité civile extracontractuelle. Nevertheless, there may 
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be cases of full  equivalence without literal equivalence, e.g. capacidad natural de 

entender y querer and capacité aquilienne (Thiry 2006: 804-808). 

 

Table 3. Example of full equivalents 

Lexical units Meaning Graphical representation of the relation 

EN table (A) 
  

 

                               = 
PT mesa (B) 

  

Partial equivalence 

In lexicography, partial equivalence tends to be formulated as the situation in which a 

lexical unit in one language has the same semantic features as the lexical unit in the 

other language but includes others features that the equivalent does not include or has 

more or less features than the equivalent. Similarly, in terminology, partial equivalence 

occurs when: ñUn terme T1 dans la langue L1 ne partage pas une relation identique 

avec un terme T2 dans la langue L2, quand le concept C  dans la langue L1 ne 

correspond pas compl¯tement au concept C dans la langue L2ò (Rondeau 1981: 33). 

There may be different reasons why equivalents are partial:  

 

 Inclusion ï Terms do not have the same amount of semantic or conceptual 

traits in that one includes the other. They will, however, match up in terms 

of their essentialia, i.e. essential or necessary characteristics (Ġarļeviĺ 

1991). In Table 4, the essentialia shared by the two concepts are highlighted 

in bold. Term A denotes a wider concept than term B as the former contains 

accidentalia (additional characteristics) not present in the latter. 

 

 

A 

 

B 
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Table 4. Partial equivalence by inclusion 

Terms Meaning 
Graphical representation of the 

relation 

cause de non-

imputabilité (A) 

ñfait exonératoire ... qui empêche 

de considérer un fait 

dommageable comme une faute 
... soit en ®tablissant que lô®l®ment 

psychologique fait défaut, ... soit 

parce que le fait provident dôune 

cause étrangèreò (Thiry 2006 : 

805) 

 

causa de 

inimputabilidad (B) 

ñfait exonératoire ... qui empêche 

de considérer un fait 

dommageable comme une 

fauteò (Thiry 2006 : 805) 

 

 

 Intersection ï Terms share a certain amount of semantic or conceptual 

characteristics but differ in others. In legal terminology, there are terms that 

have the same essentialia but their accidentalia are different because each 

has a specific value within its legal system. The accidentalia may refer to 

cases, theories, situations or proceedings which contribute to the meaning of 

the term. In Table 5, the term A denotes the same essentialia as term B 

which are highlighted in bold and basically correspond to the idea of 

ñsomeone who the police have reasonable grounds to believe has committed 

an offence and to someone who is actually being detainedò. However, the 

accidentalia of the two concepts are fundamentally different. Whereas the 

term suspect is used to refer to ña youth in the context of whether the police 

had reasonable grounds for believing that the youth had committed an 

offenceò, the concept of arguido does not presuppose that the person be a 

youth. Whereas ña person can be called a suspect if a police officer has a 

hunch or intuition that he is involved in something illegal even if there is no 

proof at allò, the arguido status presupposes that there is strong evidence 

against the person. Finally, whereas an arguido has rights and duties because 
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he or she is given a relevant status in the case, a suspect does not have these 

same rights and duties or the same status in the case. For all these reasons, 

term A and term B denote concepts that intersect each other in their 

essentialia but that diverge completely in their accidentalia. 

 

Table 5. Partial equivalence by intersection 

Terms Meaning 

s
u

s
p

e
c
t (
A

) 

Regarding the term ñsuspectò, many of the cases that have interpreted and applied s. 56(2) 

[of the Young Offenders Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. Y-1] and s. 146(2) [of the Youth Criminal 

Justice Act, S.C. 2002, c. 1] have used that word to refer to a youth in the context of whether 

the police had reasonable grounds for believing that the youth had committed an offence. 

[é] for example, a person can be called a suspect if a police officer has a hunch or intuition 

that he is involved in something illegal even if there is no proof at all, it can apply to 

someone who the police have reasonable grounds to detain for investigative purposes, it 

can apply to someone who the police have reasonable grounds to believe has committed 

an offence and to someone who is actually being detainedðits use does not indicate 

which standard is being applied. [é] R. v. S. (C.L.) (2011), [2011] M.J. No. 14, 2011 

CarswellMan 14, 2011 MBQB 21 (Man. Q.B.) at para. 112 Beard J. 

a
rg

u
id

o 
(B

) 

Article 57, No 1 of the Code of Penal Procedure establishes that arguido is a person who is 

being accused or prosecuted in criminal proceedings. Therefore, the arguido status 

corresponds to a procedural qualification attributed to a person that is being investigated, 

accused or prosecuted in criminal proceedings and that, therefore, is considered suspect 

of a crime. The arguido has rights (among others, the right not to tell the truth about the 

facts of which he or she is being accused, the right to silence, the right to appeal, the right to 

appoint a lawyer or request the appointment of a lawyer [...]) and duties (among others, the 

duty to respond truthfully about their identification, the duty to present themselves in all 

required stages of the case) [...]. Nowadays, the arguido of an accusatory case is considered a 

ñsubjectò in the procedure and not an ñobjectò. According to Article 59 No 2 of the Code of 

Penal Procedure, the person thought to have committed a crime may be given the arguido 

status or they can enter it on their own volition (Our translation from Prata 2010: 49). 

G
ra

p
h

ic
a

l 

re
p

re
s
e

n
ta

ti
o

n
 o

f 
th

e
 

re
la

ti
o

n 
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Zero equivalence 

Zero equivalence can occur in three different situations. Firstly, there may not be a 

corresponding notion and designation in the target language. This is, for instance, the 

case of the Brazilian caipirinha. A caipirinha is a cocktail made of cachaça (sugar cane 

rum), sugar (preferably powdered) and lime. Although it is Brazilôs national cocktail, it 

is almost unknown outside it.  

 

Secondly, the notion exists but there may not be a designation in the target 

language. This is, for instance, the case of the ombudsman. Ombudsman is an originally 

Danish, Norwegian, and Swedish term that refers to a representative appointed by the 

government or by an organization who is charged with representing the interests of the 

public by investigating and addressing complaints reported by individual citizens. 

Countries other than Denmark, Norway and Sweden may know the notion but borrow 

the foreign term. Thirdly, the vast majority of semantic features or conceptual features 

of the source lexical unit or term is not included in the target one.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10. Example of zero equivalence between 

saudade and yearning 
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For instance, in Figure 10 saudade and yearning are non-equivalents because 

saudade includes a large variety of semantic features among which are yearning. As 

yearning corresponds to a very small portion of the meaning of saudade it will seldom 

be interchangeable with it. 

 

Quantitative typology of equivalence 

As mentioned in section 512.2.2, languages may exhibit differences that reflect 

divergences in conceptual systems and that raise the question of the dictionaryôs 

directionality. We provided the example of the German Holz and the Portuguse lenha 

and explained that lenha is not always the equivalent of Holz as madeira can also be the 

equivalent of Holz. In the Portuguese-German section of a bilingual dictionary the 

relation between lenha and Holz is one of 1:1 (one lexical unit in one language 

corresponds to another one only in another language). Conversely, in the German-

Portuguese section of a bilingual dictionary the relation between Holz and its 

equivalents is one of 1:2 (one lexical unit in one language corresponds to two lexical 

units in a different language). 

 

This kind of quantitive classification has been used in Hausmann (1977) who 

introduced the terms Divergenz (when a source language lexical item corresponds to 

two, three, etc. target language items) and Konvergenz (when two, three, etc., lexical 

items in the target language correspond to one source language item) to illustrate the 

problem of directionality. In fact, the underlying basis of this classification is line with 

the view taken by authors such as Piotrowski (1994) and Atkins and Rundell (2008) 

who underline the importance of syntagmatic contexts for equivalent differentiation. It 

can also be applied to equivalents in legal terminology. So, for instance, the Spanish 

term culpable can have three different equivalents in Belgian law, i.e. fautif, coupable 

and culpeux depending on the syntagmatic use of these terms: 
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1. culpable 

1. fautif  (act or a person) 

2. coupable (person) 

3. culpeux (act) 

 

 As culpable is a more generic term than its three equivalents, i.e. it includes all 

three equivalents, they can only be said to be partial equivalents. So, this quantitative 

type of equivalence classification does not discard the other. Its purpose is, again, to 

account for the issue of directionality.  

 

2.2.4. Methodologies for establishing equivalence 

Despite the variety of definitions and typologies of equivalence presented in the 

previous sections, the literature is much more silent regarding methodologies or 

techniques for identifying and establishing equivalence. For instance, Svensén (2009) 

dedicates half a page to the topic of the establishment of equivalence in the twenty-eight 

page chapter called ñEquivalents in bilingual dictionariesò. Basically for Svensén, the 

search for equivalents is similar to the search for suitable paraphrases in monolingual 

lexicography. The procedure consists in determining the headwordôs content, for 

instance from a monolingual dictionary in the source language, and then in working 

towards the word or words available in the target language which best represent that 

content. He adds that (Svensén 2009: 266):  

 
[t]he process need not always be as detailed as described here. Normally, there 

are from the very outset one or more equivalent candidates available in the 

sources on which the work is based, whether these consist of bilingual 

dictionaries (in digital form or not) or authentic material in the form of, for 

instance, bilingual corpora.  
 

We admit that this simplistic view may be possible for general lexicography, but 

we find it insufficient for the elaboration of specialized lexical resources, especially if 

the work is carried out by non-experts of the domain that the resource aims to cover.  



65 

 

 

Another example of insufficient considerations on equivalence selection is that 

of Yong and Peng (2007). The authors write that equivalents should be discriminated on 

a semantic basis, i.e. whether a lexical item in the target language can be considered an 

equivalent of the source language item depends largely on the extent to which they 

correspond semantically (2007: 129). They also suggest making stylistic and pragmatic 

comparisons, but unfortunately no examples illustrating the implementation of such 

procedures are provided.  

 

The considerations drawn by Yong and Peng (2007) as well as by Svensén 

(2009) and, most of all, the few considerations on methodologies for equivalent 

selection that can be found in the literature lead us to agree with Bergenholtz and Tarp 

(1995: 110) when they state that ñequivalent selection is usually not discussedò. As 

mentioned in Chapter 1, one of the main objectives of the research is to contribute to the 

discussion on equivalent selection. Even though the literature does not discuss 

systematic methodologies for equivalent selection, a number of clues or criteria for 

accomplishing this task can be identified.  

 

We have already referred to the factors that Atkins and Rundell (2008) consider 

relevant to be taken into account in the establishment of equivalence (semantic content, 

collocational context, vocabulary type, message and function). They also suggest that 

corpora can be used for finding equivalents. We agree with their statement (Atkins and 

Rundell 2008: 473) and argue for the use of corpora in terminography, particularly in 

terminography developed without the benefit of a wide knowledge on the subject field: 

 
Translators start with some good ideas about how to translate words and 

phrases, but everyone has moments of doubt. Scanning bilingual dictionaries 

and checking out oneôs intuitions with a native speaker of the language that is 

not your own have traditionally been the way to deal with such doubts. Indeed, 

until quite recently these were the only options open to bilingual dictionary 

editors. Now of course the world has changed, and we can use corpus data to 

widen our translating horizons.  
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The authors then explain how a target language corpus and parallel corpora can 

be used to identify equivalents, how to search concordances and use the information 

found to put translations in a database. They also mention the use of comparable 

corpora but unfortunately they do not specify how the same can be done with this kind 

of corpus, this being one of the issues to which our research attempts to contribute. We 

have also referred in section 2.2.1 to a contribution in terminology that uses a parallel 

corpus, a term extractor as well as a lexical aligner to identify and extract relevant 

equivalents for candidate terms (Le Serrec at al. 2009). One of these researchers is 

currently comparing the nature of equivalents extracted from parallel corpus and from 

comparable corpus.  

 

Bergenholtz and Tarp (1995) are part of the few lexicographers who draw 

considerations on the matter of equivalent selection. They consider introspection an 

unreliable approach that should never stand alone and that should thus be combined 

with the use of corpora. However, in their Manual of Specialised Lexicography (1995: 

106-110), they present five procedures that take introspection as the point of departure 

in a gradable way and all five use corpus as a tool.  

 

They describe the first procedure as suitable for those situations in which the 

lexicographer has a priori knowledge of the equivalents and wishes to confirm or deny 

these by searching them in a corpus. The second procedure is used when the 

lexicographer is less certain about the correctness of equivalents but is still capable of 

identifying some possibilities and needs to confirm or deny these by searching them as 

well as other possibilities in a corpus. The third procedure consists in selecting a 

number of contexts of the lemma, searching on the surrounding words of it, looking up 

in a dictionary the equivalents of the surrounding words and searching a corpus 

containing translated texts for the possible equivalent. In the fourth procedure, the 

lexicographer familiarizes her/himself with the contents of the texts in which the lemma 
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appears and then skims texts in the other language to find a parallel context in which the 

equivalent occurs. This procedure works well for terms denoting objects or products, 

whereas the following procedure can be used for more abstract terms.  

 

According to the authors, the fifth procedure is the only alternative available to 

lexicographers of culture-dependent LSP dictionaries, one that applies particularly to 

legal language. It consists in searching the thematic context as in the fourth procedure, 

but in addition to his or her linguistic competence, the lexicographer will have to draw 

on his or her encyclopaedic knowledge. The authors stress that it is of paramount 

importance to ensure that the LSP corpus contains the same typology of L1 and L2 

texts. For instance, guesses on equivalents can be verified by looking at the introductory 

or concluding parts of texts if the lemmata typically occur there. The authors are aware 

that none of these procedures can successfully help the lexicographer find equivalents in 

all cases. 

 

In terminology, this kind of work has traditionally followed an onomasiological 

approach, one that takes the concept as the point of departure. As a concept can only be 

understood in the context of the system to which it belongs, it is first necessary to 

discover the system of concepts. Therefore, classic terminologists will most often 

follow the approach described in Felber (1987) and in Arnzt (1993), i.e. unilingual 

systems of concepts are compiled separately so that there is no source-language target-

language relationship and only then are the two systems compared. The task ends when 

the definitions of concepts are compared in the two languages.  

 

The comparison should reveal if the conceptual systems differ from one 

language to the other as well as the extent to which they differ. As concepts do not 

always match up from one language to the other, Felber (1987) admits that each 

conceptual system will have its own structure in each of the languages considered. 



68 

 

 

Arnzt (1993) underlines the importance of using definitions to compare the concepts, 

but he admits that these can sometimes be problematic as concepts may be defined 

differently as regards the structure of the description and the point of view. He gives the 

example of the terms ultrasonic welding and Ultraschallschweiɓen that, based on the 

comparison of the definitions provided in the British and German standards, possess 

three common characteristics and five differing ones (he calls them additional 

characteristics). Nevertheless, Arnzt considers these two terms equivalents because 

they occupy the same position within the system of concepts.  

 

This approach is, actually, very productive in legal terminography which also 

happens to be strongly influenced by theory on legal translation, especially by 

functional theories. For instance, Groffier and Reed (1990) adhere to the notion of 

ñfunctional equivalenceò as a method to solve problems of language transfer. In order to 

determine the accuracy of functional equivalents, they propose the following 

methodology (Groffier and Reed 1990: 84): 

 

(é) analyser le terme ¨ traduire dans la langue source pour en dégager les 

caractéristiques essentielles et accessoires et à faire la même chose dans la 

langue cible. Lô®valuation finale consiste ¨ comparer les caract®ristiques 

correspondantes. 
 

Unfortunately, the authors do not explain how they select candidate equivalents, 

what is considered ñessentialò and ñaccessoryò, nor do they provide an example 

illustrating the methodology. We assume that their intuition as subject field experts 

may guide them in this task.  

 

The most radical approach concerning methodologies for establishing 

equivalence is that of de Groot (1990), Ġarļeviĺ (1991) and Sandrini (1995, 1996, 

1999). Like other terminologists mentioned in the section 2.2.1.5 (cf. functional 

equivalence), Ġarļeviĺ (1991) not only questions the acceptability of functional 
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equivalents but she also maintains that total equivalence does not exist. Even though 

she says that establishing a criterion to measure the acceptability of functional 

equivalents is a method to improve user reliability on dictionaries, she acknowledges 

that no consensus has been reached in the literature. Nevertheless, she refers to the 

methodology followed in 1966 by the Berlin Institute for the elaboration of the 

Europaglossar der Rechts- und Verwaltungssprache as a possible compromise 

solution. The methodology is based on the distinction between essential characteristics 

of concepts, or ñessentialiaò, and accidental characteristics or ñaccidentaliaò (1991: 

618) which is based on Dahlbergôs classification of the characteristics of concepts 

(1981). If all essential characteristics of the concepts denoted by candidate term 

equivalents match up and only a few of the accidentalia do, then the terms are 

considered equivalents.  

 

Like de Groot and Ġarļeviĺ, Sandrini (1995, 1996) argues that total equivalence 

is not possible with concepts coming from different legal systems. According to him, 

total equivalence is only possible with concepts coming from the same legal system. 

So, what Sandrini proposes is a comparative and descriptive approach in terminography 

that does not aim at complete conceptual correspondence but at complete 

documentation of the national concepts. By citing Snell-Hornby (1990), he explains 

that, traditionally, lexicography has hunted for immediately insertable equivalents, but 

that dictionaries should instead provide the translator with the necessary information so 

that s/he is best prepared in the decision process of recreating the text.  

 

Sandriniôs approach is both onomasiological and functional, insofar as he argues 

that the criteria for establishing equivalence between concepts should be based in the 

analysis of their functions within a legal system (Sandrini 1995: 1). In 1996, he 

developed an entry model for term banks based on the classification of the relations 

between concepts and groups of concepts from one legal system and another, a model 
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that he reiterates and completes in 1999. The emphasis on conceptual relations 

underlies Sandriniôs critical view on textual equivalence for use in terminography 

because he considers that it is the translatorôs responsibility and not the 

terminographerôs to judge the particular communicative situation where the equivalents 

are to be inserted. To sum up, for Sandrini, dictionaries should be elaborated for legal 

systems and not for languages.  

 

From our point of view, this approach is valid but not sufficiently ambitious. 

We agree that the documentation of concepts is unavoidable in legal terminography and 

we also understand that legal concepts are most of the times vague because their full 

meaning can only be grasped when interpreted in and applied to a specific legal 

situation. However, it seems to us that a terminographic resource built in these moulds 

is not only empowering translators to make the right decisions about the terminology 

with which they are dealing. Rather, on the basis that there is no such thing as perfect 

equivalence, this approach is also avoiding the task of searching for the best possible 

equivalents and of documenting the reasons why they are the best possible equivalents 

only. It is a well-known fact that, nowadays, translators have less and less time to do 

their work. If they merely look up a documentation resource like the one Sandrini 

proposes, then they will need some time not only to make a decision on the best 

equivalent but also to find the correct usage of the equivalent term.  

 

For all these reasons, we believe that a suitable resource for legal translators 

would be a lexical resource that documents the concepts of the specialized field as well 

as the linguistic behaviour of terms. This resource would allow users to make both 

onomasiological and semasiological queries so as to meet the reception and production 

needs of translators. In this research, we propose to describe the extralinguistic 

information of the subject field by means of semantic frames, or conceptual scenarios 

(Fillmore 1976, 1977, 1982, 1985; Fillmore and Atkins 1992). Semantic frames are 
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defined by taking into account their mandatory participants and they can group together 

terms in one or more languages that are defined relative to the frames. So, based on 

Piotrowski (1994), we formulate the hypothesis that the feature according to which the 

relationship of equivalence should be established needs to be equated as an external 

entity or tertium comparationis. In the case of the present research, this entity is called 

frame.  

 

As semantic frames tend to group together terms that share similar syntactic and 

semantic patterns, the description of the linguistic behaviour of the terms is facilitated.   

Based on the principles explained by Piotrowski (1994) as well as by Atkins and 

Rundell (2008), we formulate the hypothesis that the syntagmatic contexts of terms can 

be extremely useful for the differentiation of equivalents (i.e. the linguistic 

information). In fact, the extralinguistic (frames) as well as the linguistic (syntagmatic 

context of the terms) description of the terms should provide enough information to 

understand why a given term in one language is an equivalent of a term in another 

language.  

 

The phenomenon of partial equivalence by inclusion is defined in the literature 

as a situation in which a term in one language denotes a more generic concept than the 

term in another language. How can one include the possibility of examining this 

phenomenon in a methodology for establishing equivalents? Could this generic-specific 

relation be identified by examining the linguistic behaviour of the terms? For instance, 

could the equivalents of specialized verbs be considered ñpartial equivalents by 

inclusionò because the realizations of the actants of a term in language A may denote 

generic concepts whereas the realizations of the actants of the equivalent in language B 

denote specific ones? Also, the literature states that two terms can be partial equivalents 

because they do not share some mandatory conceptual characteristics (partial 
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equivalence by intersection). Could the absent essentialia, to which Ġarļeviĺ (1991) 

refers, be identified by observing the linguistic behaviour of the terms in the corpus?  

 

Furthermore, according to the literature, partial equivalents may also correspond 

to functional equivalents. We mentioned that for Adamska-Sağaciak functional 

equivalence is sought ñin situations where it is impossible to provide a lexical 

equivalent of the headword, one which would be both its semantic and grammatical 

(same part of speech) counterpartò (2010: 395) and that she feels that functional 

equivalents is our odd man out. In legal terminography, too, functional equivalence is 

not only very often mentioned but also defined in a slightly different way in that it is 

associated to the legal effect that terms create. Two partial equivalents are said to be 

functional equivalents if they create the same legal effect in the source text as well as in 

the target text. Given that one of the specificities of legal language is its performative 

and constitutive function (cf. section 2.2.1) has functional equivalence to be truly 

considered a category on its own? Is it valid only for those cases in which it is 

impossible to provide a lexical equivalent that corresponds to the same part of speech? 

These are some of the questions we will attempt to answer in Chapter 5. 

 

2.3. Approaches to specialized verbs 

Despite the scarce or null presence of verbs in terminographic resources, over the last 

decades some terminologists have defended that specialized knowledge can be 

expressed at word class level not only by nouns but also by verbs (LôHomme 1995, 

1998; Lorente 2000). Other terminologists at least recognize that verbs play a relevant 

role in certain specialized discourses (Costa and Silva 2004; De Vecchi and Eustachy 

2008). This way, although prototypical terms are still considered to be nouns, verbs 

occurring in specialized texts have been more and more studied.  
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 Among these studies, some contributions are particularly relevant for the present 

research. This is the case of the criteria for validating the specialized status of verbs 

elaborated in LôHomme (1998, 2004) and in Lorente (2007) as well as the 

methodologies for describing specialized verbs (e.g. Lerat 2002a; Alves et al. 2005). 

These methodologies are based on several theoretical models; they have different 

application purposes and have been applied to several languages. Nonetheless, only a 

few have concentrated on the equivalence of specialized verbs as well as on the design 

of methodologies for identifying and validating the equivalents of this type of units.  

 

 In this sub-chapter, we will argue that a unified theoretical and methodological 

framework for the description of verbs occurring in legal texts and for the identification 

of their equivalents is still necessary. It will also be argued that the framework that will 

be used in this research should include, in a unified way, the principles described in the 

state of the art that are the most relevant for the purpose of the research.  

 

In one way or another, five theoretical approaches have been applied to 

specialized verbs: the theory of classes of objects (section 2.3.1);  the Meaning-Text 

Theoryôs Explanatory and Combinatorial Lexicology (section 2.3.2); the 

Communicative Theory of Terminology (section 2.3.3); an ontology-oriented approach 

(section 2.3.4); and a speech-act-theory-based approach (section 2.3.5). We then refer to 

the few works that have concentrated on the equivalents of specialized verbs (section 

2.3.6). While reviewing these contributions emphasis will be placed on considerations 

regarding verbs that occur in legal texts.  

 

2.3.1. The theory of classes of objects 

The theory of classes of objects was developed by Gross (1994, 1995, 1996) and Le 

Pesant and Mathieu-Colas (1998) for Natural Language Processing (NLP) applications, 

namely for the elaboration of electronic dictionaries. The theory stems from the 
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methodology of lexico-grammar developed by Gross (1975, 1981) as well as from the 

transformational grammar of Harris (1964, 1968, 1976). The lexico-grammar model is 

based on the Harrisô notion of transformation and on the idea that grammatical 

information should be formally described as clearly and as transparently as possible so 

as to be implemented by computers. The results of the descriptions in the lexico-

grammar model consist in two-entry tables in which the semantic and syntactic 

properties of lexical items are intersected, i.e. all the admitted constructions and 

transformations concerning lexical items are thoroughly (quantitatively) listed.  

 

Gross (1994, 1995, 1996, 2003) considered this theory suitable for NLP and 

developed it further into ñthe theory of the classes of objectsò. As argued by Gross, 

printed dictionaries are not directly useful for the automatic analysis and for the 

generation of texts because: 1) only the most frequent senses are described due to 

format and editorial constraints; 2) they do not provide all the necessary information on 

the construction of elementary sentences such as the different behaviour of certain 

arguments (Je parle à Paul, Je lui parle, but Je pense à Paul, *Je lui pense); 3) they do 

not list complex restructurations (Il y a eu un grave accident à Paris; Paris a connu un 

grave accident; Paris a ®t® le th®©tre dôun grave accident); 4) examples given are often 

insufficient or inappropriate. In contrast with printed dictionaries, electronic dictionaries 

must contain all the necessary information not only for the recognition of sentences and 

texts but also for the generation of them. To address the aforementioned problems of 

printed dictionaries, electronic dictionaries should be based on a logical, explicit and 

exhaustive description of language, in which every word has to be analyzed and 

described.  

 

Gross views the lexicon as an entity composed of predicates and arguments 

instead of LUs (ñmotsò), as well as an entity inseparable from syntax and semantics. 

Predicates are words or sequences of words that carry more specific information than 
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other words or sequences of words in a given sentence and, therefore, bring more 

contribution to its meaning. Predicates can be verbs, nouns, adjectives and even 

prepositions taken in one single sense. Other parts of the sentence play a different role 

in that they complete the sentence. These are called arguments. The function of the 

predicate is to describe the specific relationship between the arguments (Clas and Gross 

2003).  

 

Languages should be described in terms of the semantics and syntax of a 

ñsch®ma dôargumentsò (the predicates together with the totality of their arguments). 

Predicates have a given number of arguments and these belong to a given semantic 

class. If the semantic class of a given argument changes, the sense of the predicate may 

change as well, i.e. in the case of polysemy, predicates cannot have the same classes of 

arguments. For instance, the verb prendre as in prendre le train and prendre un couteau 

has two different meanings. Although train and couteau belong to the semantic class of 

CONCRETE they also belong to narrower classes (means of transport and tangible 

objects, respectively) which are called classes of objects. In order to describe a predicate 

one has to list all the lexical units that occur as a given argument and make 

generalizations about their semantic classes and most importantly about their object 

classes. 

 

Predicates, regardless of their part of speech, can be grouped together by means 

of their schemata of arguments and object classes. When predicates are enumerated 

along with their object classes, large classes of predicates that share the same general 

properties can be identified, e.g. predicates of movement, predicates of communication, 

etc. These large classes of predicates, or hyperclasses, can in turn be sub-divided into 

sub-classes, this meaning that a predicate both inherits properties of the hyperclass and 

is characterized by specific properties of the sub-class to which it belongs. 
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The theory of the classes of objects has been applied to the description of LSPs 

such as medicine (Gross and Mathieu-Colas 2001), football (Gross and Guenthner 

2002; Clas and Gross 2003) and the law (Lerat 2002a, 2002b, 2005; Chodkiewicz and 

Gross 2005). We will focus here on its application to legal language as well as to 

specialized verbs.  

 

For Lerat (2002a) there are three types of verbs that occur in specialized 

discourse: very specialized verbs (ñverbes tr¯s specialis®sò), support verbs and 

polysemous verbs. By stating that ñtout emploi dôun mot sp®cialisé renvoie à un 

sc®nario de r®alit® lexicalis® au moyen dôun sch®ma dôargumentsò (Lerat 2002b: 159), 

the author is suggesting using the identification of the schemata of arguments to 

differentiate between them. For instance, intenter is a specialized verb whose arguments 

can be une demande en justice, une accusation and un procès. These entities can be 

grouped into one and the same class, i.e. the class of objects of <action en justice> that 

intimately relates to the subject field of law. In fact, the first type of verbs, i.e. 

specialized verbs, is used with very strict classes of objects which can be described in 

terms of contextual rules as the following ones (Lerat 2002a: 206): 

 

adjuger N <biens> 

abroger N <règles de droit> 

allouer N <sommes dôargent> 

antidater N <preuves par écrit> 

contrevenir N <règles du droit>, <valeurs juridiques> 

 

The type of constructions in which they appear are not always free and should be 

made explicit and formalized as above. The second type of verbs, i.e. support verbs like 

avoir, donner, mettre, porter or prendre, are not specialized and, according to the 

author, should be treated under the noun forms with which they occur because the noun 

forms are the ones that are semantically relevant. This position is in line with common 

practices in specialized-dictionary making, in which verb supports are generally never 

given an independent entry.  
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The third type of verbs, i.e. polysemous verbs, usually corresponds to verbs used 

in general language that acquire a specific meaning in the subject field of law. Their 

description should take into account the constructions in which they are used as well as 

the hyperclasses and classes of their objects. Hyperclasses are very general semantic 

classes such as ABSTRACT. As a great variety of legal terms are abstract concepts, the 

use of hyperclasses to categorize them is not sufficiently discriminating. Hence, classes 

of objects can be helpful here. Nevertheless, in some cases, such as the one below, 

hyperclasses can still be used to illustrate the several meanings of polysemous verbs 

(Lerat 2002a: 209): 

 

séquestrer HUMAIN // séquestration = retenir enfermé 

séquestrer <bien> // séquestre = mettre sous séquestre 

 

According to the author, contexts taken from corpora are not entirely suitable to 

account for the formalization of the verbsô constructions, a position with which we do 

not agree. He argues that only the use of classes of objects allows for capturing 

regularities and making generalizations. We believe that corpus study could be of 

assistance here, by providing terminologists with evidence of regularities that allow 

them to make generalizations on the classes of objects to which the arguments of the 

verbs belong. 

 

Finally, another contribution that has proposed a description of legal language 

based on this theory is that of Chodkiewicz and Gross (2005). Their goal is to account 

for the behaviour of legal language with the precision necessary for NLP applications. 

They argue that legal language should be treated by means of a methodology that has 

proved to be efficient for general language because (Chodkiewicz and Gross 2005: 25): 

 
[é] un texte juridique comprend, pour la majorit® de sa surface, des mots de la 

langue générale. Il est donc impossible de traduire ou plus généralement de 

générer un texte juridique sans avoir une description fine de la langue générale. 
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De plus, il nôexiste pas de limite claire entre la langue g®n®rale et la langue du 

droit parce quôil nôy a aucune diff®rence de nature entre celles-ci. 

 

In fact, Chodkiewicz and Gross (2005) view ñlegal languageò as discourse that 

is instantiated in texts which, in turn, contain predicates. In this specific contribution, 

the authors propose to describe all predicates used in legal discourse by means of the 

theory of classes of objects. The considerations they draw on verbs are similar to those 

drawn by Lerat (2002a, 2002b). 

 

To sum up, in the approach that we have just described, verbs used in legal 

discourse are seen as relevant relational entities for NLP whose meaning depends on the 

kind of arguments with which they occur. Arguments of predicates in legal discourse 

usually refer to abstract legal entities which can be sub-categorized by means of fine-

grained generalizations (classes of objects). The stricter the argument selection, the 

higher are the probabilities of verbs being specialized. Legal texts can be treated for 

NLP purposes by means of a theoretical and methodological framework originally 

conceived for general language. The main difference between this theoretical 

framework and the one which will be used in this research, which was also originally 

developed for general language (chapter 3), lies in the fact that the scenarios in which a 

given class of predicates participate are only indirectly explained.  

 

2.3.2. Explanatory and Combinatorial Lexicology 

LôHomme (1995, 1998, 2002, 2003, 2004) was one of the first authors that argued for 

the study of specialized verbs as well as for their inclusion in specialized lexical 

resources. She has also contributed to the study of specialized verb equivalents, as we 

will demonstrate in section 2.3.6. For the time being, we would like to refer to two other 

particularly relevant contributions of the author. The first one consists in a set of criteria 

for validating candidate terms belonging to several word classes including verbs that the 
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author applied to the selection of terms of a specialized lexical resource. These criteria 

are based on lexical semantics, more precisely on the Explanatory and Combinatorial 

Lexicology (ECL) principles (Melôcuk et al. 1984-1999), a component of the Meaning-

Text Theory (MTT). The criteria were first proposed in LôHomme (1998), developed in 

LôHomme (2003) and reorganized in LôHomme (2004). According to LôHomme 

(2004), a given lexical item may be a term if:  

 

1) The lexical item has a meaning related to the subject field in question;  

2) The actants of the lexical item are terms themselves according to criterion 1;  

3) The morphological derivatives of the lexical item are terms themselves 

according to criteria 1 and 2, and there is a semantic relation between the lexical 

item and its derivatives;  

4) The lexical item has other paradigmatic relations to other terms validated by 

all three criteria.  

 

 For instance, to install (as in The user installs a firewall) is a term because: it 

has a meaning related to the subject field of computing (1); its actants user, firewall, 

program and software are terms according to criterion 1 (2); its morphological 

derivative installation is a term according to criteria 1 and 2 and there is a semantic 

relation between to install and installation (3); its antonym to uninstall is a term (4). 

 

LôHomme (2004) argues that the first criterion is more easily applied to terms 

denoting entities, whereas the last three criteria mainly apply to predicative units. As we 

will see, these criteria are not completely different from those developed by Lorente 

(2002, 2007), to which we will refer in section 2.3.3. However, the applicability of the 

criteria developed by LôHomme is wider, in that they can be used with noun, verb, 

adjective and adverb terms, whereas Lorenteôs criteria are only applicable to verbs. This 

contribution is also very relevant in terminology, in general, as to the best of our 
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knowledge no other set of systematic criteria for the validation of terms has been 

proposed in the literature so far.  

 

The second important contribution by LôHomme resides in the fact that she 

considers verbs as ñan excellent starting point for capturing the lexical structure of a 

specialized domainò (LôHomme 2003: 407). For this reason, she implemented a 

lexicographic method to elaborate specialized lexical resources that include specialized 

verbs. The lexicographic method relies on the Explanatory and Combinatorial 

Lexicology (ECL) principles (Melôcuk et al. 1984-1999), a component of the Meaning-

Text Theory (MTT). The MTT is a theoretical framework for the description of natural 

languages launched in Moscow in the 60s that lends itself well to computer 

applications.  

 

In ECL, the lexicon is viewed as a system of LUs (words or set phrases taken in 

one well-defined sense). LUs can be predicative or non-predicative. Verbs, adjectives, 

adverbs and also most nouns can be predicative LUs. Predicative LUs necessarily have 

participants in their meaning. An obligatory participant in the meaning of a given LU is 

called actant and an optional participant is called circumstant (Melôļuk 2004). For 

example, in the sentence Yesterday, John criticized Mary for her inappropriate 

behaviour, the actants of the LU criticize are John, Mary and her inappropriate 

behaviour, while yesterday is a circumstant.  

 

In ECL, predicative LUs should be exhaustively described by means of an 

actantial structure, i.e. a propositional form featuring the LU and its semantic actants 

represented by variables (X criticize Y for Z) as well as by means of a definiens or the 

definition proper (its paraphrase in terms of simple constitutive meanings) (Miliĺeviĺ 

2006). Semantic relations between LUs are described by means of lexical functions 

(LFs). These can be divided into paradigmatic and syntagmatic LFs. Paradigmatic LFs 
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represent synonymy, antonymy, nominalization, and other kinds of semantic relations. 

Syntagmatic LFs correspond to very general and abstract meanings that can be 

expressed in different ways. For instance, Magn is a syntagmatic LF that expresses a 

high degree of what is designated by the LU (Magn means ñveryò, ñvery muchò or 

ñcompletelyò). The expression rely heavily in to rely heavily on somebody could be then 

represented by the syntagmatic LF Magn(rely)=heavily (Melôļuk 2001).  

 

LôHomme (2008) applies these principles and methods to the elaboration of a 

dictionary of computing and the Internet called DiCoInfo (Dictionnaire fondamental de 

lôinformatique et de lôInternet) which is a freely available online dictionary currently 

with three language versions: French, English and Spanish. This dictionary is original 

because it describes the linguistic behaviour of terms belonging to different parts of 

speech such as nouns, verbs, adjectives and adverbs. Terms are, thus, viewed as LUs 

and the lexical structure of a given subject field is described by taking into account the 

paradigmatic and syntagmatic relations among the terms included in the lexical 

resource. Paradigmatic and syntagmatic relations are described by means of ECLôs 

lexical functions. All the information concerning the terms is gathered from corpus 

evidence and encoded in an xml editor. Consider the entry of the term install2 (Figure 

11) in the sense that a user installs software as opposed to hardware (install1). 

 

Figure 11 shows that the entry is divided into four sections: actantial structure, 

linguistic realizations of actants, contexts and lexical relations. The first section 

accounts for the obligatory participants (or actants) in the sense of the verb that is being 

described. Here, the term install2 has three actants: a user | installs | software | on a 

computer. Terms which typically represent those actants are presented in squiggly 

brackets. 
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The second section lists the terms found in the corpus that occur as the actants of 

the verb. For instance, if one clicks on the ñLinguistic realizations of the actantsò, one 

will find a list of the terms occurring as the first actant (programmer, user), a list of 

terms occurring as the second actant (antivirus program, application, browser, 

compiler, daemon, demo, etc.) and a list of terms occurring as the third actant 

(computer, hard disk, PC). Actants are attributed general semantic labels (Agent, 

Patient, Destination, etc.) which are reminiscent of the original version of case grammar 

(Fillmore 1968).  

 

The third section provides users with contexts illustrating the terms as they occur 

in the corpus texts. If one clicks on ñContextsò, one will find not only three illustrative 

Figure 11. Entry of install2 in the DiCoInfo 
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contexts, but also a hyperlink called ñAnnotated contextsò which contains about twenty 

semantically and syntactically annotated contexts. These are accompanied by an 

annotation summary table which illustrates the semantic and syntactic patterns of the 

term.  

 

Finally, the last section of the entry provides information on lexical relations. In 

Figure 11, ñRelated Meaningsò lists synonyms and near-synonyms of the term; 

ñOppositesò contains the antonym to uninstall; installation2 and reinstall are indicated 

as derivatives; and the section ñOthersò accounts for the instrument used to perform the 

action of install. 

 

DiCoInfo also provides the equivalents of terms. In the case of install2 the 

French equivalent is installer2 and the Spanish equivalent is instalar2. We will refer to 

how this dictionary accounts for equivalents in section 2.3.6. 

 

DiCoInfoôs theoretical and methodological frameworks have been applied to 

other researches such as Tellier (2008) and Le Serrec (2008, 2009) with some 

adaptations. For instance, Tellier (2008) uses the DiCoInfo model to analyze specialized 

verbs from the domain of infectiology. The main adaptation of Tellier (2008) consists in 

creating a specific system of conceptual labels for describing the actants of the verbs 

that occur in the infectiology subject field.  

 

In conclusion, although the theoretical frameworks are not the same, this 

contribution is in line with the some of the principles followed by the contributions 

described in the previous section (classes of objects). Firstly, almost all parts of speech 

are candidate terms. Secondly, the lexicographic descriptions take into account the 

argument structure of terms and the nature of the arguments is extremely important for 

sense distinctions. Thirdly, the semantic and syntactic properties of verbs are 
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formalized. The main difference between the two frameworks lies in the fact that 

DiCoInfo describes the relations between terms to a greater extent than the theory of 

classes of objects. 

 

2.3.3. The Communicative Theory of Terminology 

Another theory that has been applied to the study of specialized verbs is the 

Communicative Theory of Terminology (CTT) developed by Cabré (1999). Cabré 

views terminological units as multifaceted entities that are ñat one and the same time 

units of knowledge, units of language and units of communicationò (Cabr® 2003: 183). 

In CTT, lexical units are not taken to be specialized per se but acquire a specialized 

value in certain specialized contexts. The units that convey specialized meaning in 

specialized discourse are not necessarily lexical entities and can take the form of words, 

phrases, clauses and even textual fragments. They can also belong to parts of speech 

other than nouns. Thus, the CTT attempts to describe the behaviour of all the lexical 

categories that convey specialized meaning regardless of the form they may take. 

 

Based on this theory, Lorente (2000, 2002) and Lorente and Bevilacqua (2000) 

decided to study verbs that occur in specialized texts in order to examine and contribute 

to three theoretical and methodological issues. Firstly, they are interested in 

understanding why terminological resources seldom include verbs and give preference 

to noun terms. Secondly, they want to identify those verbs that have a specialized value 

and to create a typology of verbs occurring in specialized texts. Thirdly, they wish to 

establish criteria for the validation of the proposed typology. In all cases, their objective 

is to help terminographers decide what kind of verbs should be included in 

terminological resources.  
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The typology of verbs appearing in specialized texts as well as the criteria used 

to validate the typology have been redefined in Lorente (2007). As we consider these 

contributions relevant for this research, we would like to account first for the proposals 

before 2007 and then for the modifications made in 2007. This will also allow us to 

better compare the criteria put forth by Lorente (2007) with those of LôHomme (1998, 

2004) that were presented in the previous section. Finally, we will refer to two 

contributions regarding the synonymy of specialized verbs occurring in different kinds 

of legal texts (Freixa and Lorente 2006; Lorente et al. 2008) as this matter is addressed 

in the methodological part of our research (Chapter 4).  

 

Classification of verbs: the initial proposal 

In 2000, Lorente carries out a study in which she concludes that there are four types of 

verbs in specialized texts: verbos discursivos (Eng. discursive verbs), verbos conectores 

(Eng. connective verbs), verbos fraseológicos (Eng. phraseological verbs) and verbos 

terminológicos (o verbos-término) (Eng. terminological verbs). Some verbs can be 

considered units of specialized meaning whereas others cannot. Those verbs that are 

considered units of specialized meaning can be strongly linked to terms, they can 

combine with terms or simply be part of specialized meaning units without carrying a 

specialized meaning. Lorente admits that this classification may vary from one 

specialized field to another and that some verbs can have a hybrid character, i.e. they 

can belong to more than one category, because the typology is seen as a continuum and 

not as a rigid classification.  

 

Discursive verbs are linked to the functions of the text in which they occur (e.g. 

describir, narrar, dar instrucciones, argumentar
3
), to speech acts (e.g. decir, 

                                                 
3
 to describe, to tell, to give instructions, to argue 
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comunicar, transmitir, opinar
4
), to the structure of discourse (e.g. organizar, 

estructurar, ordenar, continuar, concluir
5
) and even to the purpose of discourse (e.g. 

presentar, convencer, instruir, demostrar
6
). They do not necessarily convey specialized 

meaning because they are not linked to the specialized field. Rather, they are linked to 

the metadiscursive information in that they help experts communicate knowledge. 

However, Lorente (2000) adds that some of these verbs may be hybrid in nature as they 

may also convey meaning related to the methodology followed by the expert (e.g. 

hipotetizar, analizar, clasificar, deducir
7
). Apart from these hybrid cases, she argues 

that discursive verbs should not be included in terminological applications. In our 

research, we will examine whether some discursive verbs can be included in 

terminological resources as they are relevant in the corpus we use. In fact, discursive 

verbs seem to be highly relevant in judgments as argumentation is a mandatory task for 

the parties in a law suit, for appellants, and for judges. We will return to this matter in 

Chapter 5. 

 

Connective verbs are usually copula verbs that attribute qualities and values or 

express equivalence, equality, similarity and dependency relations (e.g. ser, parecer, 

equivaler, corresponder
8
). Lorente explains that this kind of verbs do not have a 

specialized value but only configure specialized knowledge units. They often occur in 

definitions (of concepts) and in metalanguage (when experts use language to talk about 

the language used), but their meaning is not really different from their common 

meaning or from their meaning in other specialized contexts. Therefore, she believes 

that connective verbs should not be included in terminological applications. 

 

                                                 
4
 to say, to communicate, to transmit, to give an opinion 

5
 to organize, to structure, to ordain, to continue, to conclude 

6
 to present, to convince, to inform, to demonstrate 

7
 to formulate an hypothesis, to analyze, to classify, to infer 

8
 to be, to seem, to be equivalent of, to correspond to 
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Phraseological verbs are predicative verb units that appear in specialized texts 

in order to express actions, processes and states. When isolated, their meaning is no 

different than the meaning they have in non-specialized contexts (e.g. generar, 

producir, fabricar, gastar, consumir
9
). However, when they are included in syntagmatic 

units such as generar energía, instaurar penicilina
10

 in which they co-occur with, at 

least, one terminological unit playing the syntactic role of subject or object, then they 

acquire a specialized value and can be said to belong to ñspecialized phraseological 

unitsò. Support verbs, e.g. dar tratamiento (Eng. to treat), as well as total or partial 

metaphors, e.g. instaurar un tractament (medicina) (Eng. to administer a treatment) can 

also be included in this category. In terminological resources, one should include only 

phraseological verbs displaying behaviour or meaning different from other non-

specialized contexts.  

 

Terminological verbs correspond to those units whose meanings are 

specifically related to the specialized field, e.g. eutrofizar (ecología), acetificar 

(química)
11

. These verbs often have noun derivatives that are terms themselves and 

should be included in terminological resources.  

 

Verbs are discriminated by means of the following criteria (Lorente and 

Bevilacqua 2000, Lorente 2002):  

 

1) Discursive function. The function of verbs is analyzed in terms of their role 

in the textual typology, discourse genres and speech acts. This criterion 

allows for the distinction between discursive verbs and the other three types 

of verbs. Typically, the discursive function of discursive verbs consists in 

the organization of discourse, in the expression of the expertsô intentions 

                                                 
9
 to generate, to produce, to manufacture, to spend, to consume 

10
 to generate energy, to give penicillin 

11
 to result in eutrophication (ecology), to acetify (chemistry) 
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and in the activity process of transmitting information. In contrast, the 

discursive function of connective, phraseological and terminological verbs 

is to transmit specialized information. 

 

2) Specialized value. Here, one seeks to verify if the verb has a specialized 

meaning that can be identified without resorting to a context. One wants to 

verify if the verb conveys specialized meaning per se or when it co-occurs 

with other terms. For instance, discursive verbs, connective verbs and 

phraseological verbs do not have a specialized value because they do not 

transmit specialized knowledge by themselves. However, some 

constructions in which they appear may transmit specialized knowledge. It 

is the case of connective and phraseological verbs but it is not the case of 

discursive verbs. Terminological verbs have a specialized value because 

they only occur in certain specialized fields.  

 

3) Semantic content of the VP. Here, the idea is to ascribe semantic 

categories to verb phrases so as to identify those that refer to actions, to 

processes of the specialized field, or to the discursive intentions. Discursive 

verbs refer to the action of informing, e.g. presentar datos (Eng. to present 

data), but in some cases they can also refer to the scientific methodology of 

the subject field, e.g. analizar recursos energéticos (Eng. to analyze energy 

resources). Connective verbs can be placed into three classes: dictum verbs, 

e.g. llamar, denominar, nombrar (Eng. to call, to name, to mention); copula 

verbs, e.g. ser, parecer, tener (Eng. to be, to seem, to have), and verbs that 

transmit logical relations, e.g. estar formado por, proceder de, originar 

(Eng. to be formed of, to come from, to originate). Phraseological verbs 

typically belong to four different semantic classes: inaccusative 

constructions, e.g. la temperatura aumenta; el aire circula (Eng. the 
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temperature rises; the air circulates); result constructions, e.g. almacenar 

energía, generar electricidad (Eng. to store energy, to generate electricity); 

process constructions, e.g. fermentar azúzar, convertir el calor en energía 

útil (Eng. to ferment sugar, to convert the heat into usable energy); and 

ergative constructions, e.g. la radiación eleva la temperatura/la 

temperatura se eleva (Eng. the radiation increases the temperature/the 

temperature increases). The semantic content of the VPs of terminological 

verbs usually corresponds to typical actions and processes of the specialized 

field. However, in contrast with connective and phraseological verbs, when 

the direct object of terminological verbs is a term, the specialized content is 

said to be contained at the same time in the two elements of the VP, e.g. 

erosionar el lecho corriente abajo (Eng. to erode the bed downstream). 

 

4) Morphological formati on. The authors assume that morphology conditions 

ñthe meaning and the behaviour of wordsò and use this criterion to take into 

account the lexical formation of the verb as well as the selection of lexemes, 

affixes and formants so as to establish relations between the verbs and other 

part of speech units. Discursive and connective verbs are said to be in most 

cases simple verbs. Phraseological verbs can be simple or derivative verbs 

formed by means of causative suffixes, e.g. garantizar la potencia máxima 

(Eng. to guarantee maximum power). Terminological verbs usually 

correspond to complex morphological structures and they often contain 

Greek and Latin formants in the subject field observed by Lorente and 

Bevilacqua (2000) and Lorente (2002). Although there are some simple 

terminological verbs, in either case the root lexeme is the same as in other 

word classes, e.g. magneto ï magnetizar ï magnetización ï magnetizado - 

desmagnetizar (Eng. magneto ï to magnetize ï magnetization ï magnetized 

ï to demagnetize). 
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5) Subcategorization. This criterion refers to the syntactic characteristics of 

the verbs: copula, transitive, intransitive verbs, etc. In this respect, 

discursive verbs are usually transitive verbs. Connective verbs can be 

copula verbs, transitive verbs with a direct object NP and intransitive verbs 

with a PP. Phraseological verbs have less restrictions when it comes to 

verbal subcategorization, i.e. they can be transitive, intransitive with PP or 

without PP. Terminological verbs can be intransitive verbs without PPs or 

transitive verbs with a direct object that specifies the event denoted by the 

verb, e.g. nuclearizar, galvanizar níquel (Eng. nuclearize, to galvanize 

nickel). 

 

6) Semantic relation with the subject. Here, the subject of the verb is 

distinguished in terms of its logical relation with the verb: Agent, Cause, 

Instrument, and Theme. The subjects of discursive verbs are always an 

Agent corresponding to the author of the texts. They are usually hidden in 

impersonal constructions. The subjects of connective verbs are usually an 

Agent that can also be hidden in impersonal constructions. However, the 

subjects of verbs expressing logical relations between two units of 

specialized meaning are usually an object or an abstract concept playing the 

semantic role of Theme, Cause, Origin and Place. The subjects of 

phraseological verbs and terminological verbs can refer to people 

controlling the action (Agent), to natural phenomena, to events and abstract 

concepts (Cause), to objects controlled by the Agent (Instrument) and to 

concrete objects (Theme or Result).  

 

7) Lexical selection. This criterion is used to analyze the combinatory 

restrictions between the verb and its arguments so as to identify 

phraseological behaviour. Although the authors do not provide illustrative 
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examples, they state that discursive verbs are subject to combinatorics but 

their cooccurrents do not contain specialized meaning and, as a result, both 

can often be paraphrased. Connective verbs show restrictions regarding the 

use of prepositions and can be paraphrased. Phraseological and 

terminological verbs show strong restrictions regarding combinatorics and 

paraphrases are not always possible.  

 

After analyzing each type of verb using these criteria and considering the 

cognitive dimension (ñspecialized knowledgeò) and linguistic one (ñspecialized 

meaningò) of the verbs, Lorente and Bevilacqua (2000) and Lorente (2002) reach the 

following conclusions. Firstly, discursive verbs are not specialized knowledge units or 

specialized meaning units. Secondly, connective verbs and phraseological verbs can be 

specialized knowledge units but are not specialized meaning units. Thirdly, 

terminological verbs are specialized knowledge units and specialized meaning units. 

This classification of verbs is graphically represented by means of a Venn diagram in 

which each group of verbs is part of a larger group (Figure 12). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12. Classification of verbs that occur in specialized 

discourse: proposal by Lorente (2000, 2002) 
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Connective verbs, phraseological verbs and terminological verbs should be 

included in applications such as ontologies, computational lexicography, dictionaries 

and manuals for technical writing. In the case of production-oriented applications, the 

authors argue that it is very important to include phraseological and terminological 

verbs since these are the verbal specialized knowledge units of knowledge-rich 

predications. 

 

Classification of verbs: redefinitions 

In 2007, Lorente decided to redefine the classification presented above arguing that the 

latter was not systematic enough because it was based on superficial observation of 

insufficient data. She revises her initial work regarding four different aspects: the 

representation model (Figure 12), the structure of classification, the denomination of the 

classes and the criteria for distinguishing the classes of verbs. 

 

As mentioned, the representation model she first proposed corresponds to a 

Venn diagram in which each group of verbs is part of a larger group (Figure 12). This 

model, as the author points out, does not represent well the classification of verbs 

occurring in specialized texts for several reasons (Lorente 2007: 6-7). Firstly, although 

the representation illustrated terminological, phraseological and connective verbs as part 

of the large group of specialized knowledge units, non-specialized meaning units such 

as discursive verbs were also included. Secondly, the smaller and larger groups of 

Figure 12 attempted to show that some categories can contain more or less verbs but, 

although it successfully illustrates that terminological verbs are rarer than 

phraseological verbs because the circle representing the former is smaller than the latter, 

the diagram cannot account for the fact that connective verbs occur very often in 

specialized texts (tokens) whereas their lemmas are reduced (types).  
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Another problem with this representation that is not mentioned by the author is 

that this kind of representation that presents categories embedded in other categories 

suggests an inclusion relation in which categories share properties with the others. 

However, this may not always be the case. For instance, terminological verbs are 

included in phraseological verbs which in turn are included in connective verbs, but the 

relation between terminological verbs and connective verbs in terms of their properties 

is not clear. Due to these problems, Lorente (2007) decided to redesign the classification 

of verbs that occur in specialized discourse by using a flowchart (Figure 13). In this 

flowchart óyesô or ónoô conditions make the basis of the classification. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lorente (2007) also changes the labels she attributed to the four categories of 

verbs so as to better reflect what each of them represents. For example, she changes the 

label discursive verbs to performative verbs (verbs performatius del discurs), because 

Figure 13. Classification of verbs that occur in specialized 

discourse: proposal by Lorente (2007) 
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all verbs included in a specialized text have a certain discursive function, which means 

that the latter cannot be a distinctive trait of verbs. Nevertheless, this group of verbs that 

do not convey a specialized meaning do have a performative function in the sense 

defined by Austin (1962). Lorente also changed the label connective verbs to verbs of 

logical relations because the former label is traditionally used to refer to copula or 

attributive verbs only, although the author included predicative verbs in the category as 

well. Thus, verbs of logical relations refer to those verbs that are part of specialized 

knowledge units and that express generic logical relations. These label redefinitions 

seem to us more accurate for the same reasons mentioned by the author. Lorente does 

not change the label phraseological verbs and only points out that this category 

includes verbs that appear in collocations (strict lexical selection), in fixed phrases and 

in support verb constructions. As for terminological verbs, it is not entirely clear why 

the author changed the label to quasiterminological verbs (verbs quasitermes) as the 

only reason she provides is contradictory to the CTTôs principle according to which 

terms can belong to several word classes (Lorente 2007: 9):     

 
A mida que anem avançant en la descripció de construccions verbals dels 

discursos dôespecialitat m®s ens ratifiquem en la idea que els termes s·n 

prototípicament de categoria nominal (Cabré 1999). De fet, [...] és precisament 

la relaci· que estableixen els verbs amb els termes dôun text all¸ que condiciona 

aquesta mateixa classificaci· dels verbs dôun text especialitzat. 
 

 Translation: 

As the description of verbal constructions of specialized discourses advanced 

we were able to confirm the idea according to which terms typically belong to 

the part of speech of noun (Cabré 1999). In fact, [...] it is precisely the 

relationship established between the verbs and the terms that determines this 

classification of verbs that occur in a specialized text. 

  

 Finally, the last aspect of her initial proposal that she criticizes is the set of 

criteria put forth to analyze the contexts of verbs and decide to each category they 

belong. She rightly states that these criteria were not discriminatory enough. For 

example, the criterion of morphological formation showed that both discursive and 
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connective verbs are simple verbs, that phraseological verbs can be simple or 

derivatives and that terminological verbs reveal a tendency to complex lexical formation 

(derivation or composition). Thus, the criterion is not suitable to distinguish one class 

from another. In order to address this lack, Lorente applies to the classification of verbs 

two criteria only: 1) the nature and degree of connection of verbs to a given noun term 

(the main criterion), and 2) the semantic classes of verbs (the complementary criterion).  

 

When there is a lexical relation between a given verb and a noun term relevant 

in the specialized field such as morphological derivation or a paradigmatic relation, the 

verb belongs to the category of quasiterminological verbs. When there is no 

morphological relation between the verb and a relevant term in the specialized field but 

the verbôs syntactic object is a term, then the verb belongs to the category of 

phraseological verbs. When there is no connection between the verb and a noun term 

but there is a relevant term in the construction of the verb (other than its syntactic 

object), the verb belongs to the category of the verbs of logical relations. Performative 

verbs do not meet any of these conditions.  

 

To sum up, Lorenteôs idea is that the relation between a verb and a noun can 

range from the most intimate (morphological relation) to the farthest (no connection 

between the verb and the noun), passing by varying degrees of syntactic relation. In 

order to be specialized knowledge units, verbs have to relate with at least a noun term 

because noun terms are prototypical terms and their strong referential properties allow 

for a direct usage in the representation of specialized knowledge.  

 

The complementary criterion serves to confirm the distinctions made by means 

of the first criterion. Quasiterminological verbs and phraseological verbs are said to 

belong to the same semantic classes: action, change, cause change. In contrast, verbs of 
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logical relations are stative, whereas discursive verbs are cognitive, communication and 

aspectual verbs.   

 

This theoretical approach and classification of verbs have been applied to other 

subject fields. Casademont (2008) studied the category of phraseological verbs as well 

as their behaviour in the specialized fields of economy and genomics and concluded 

that, whereas Lorenteôs main criterion (the nature and degree of connection of verbs to a 

given noun term) applies well, the complementary criterion (the semantic classes of 

verbs) does not.  

 

Casademont (2008) demonstrates that phraseological verbs can be action verbs 

but also stative verbs, a semantic class attributed to verbs of logical relations in Lorente 

(2007). When they convey an action, specialized knowledge is transmitted by means of 

the verb and a sub-categorized argument. For instance, the verb expressar is a 

phraseological verb and part of a specialized knowledge unit because, in the subject 

field of genomics, it refers to an action of creation, fabrication and production (the sub-

categorized arguments). However, verbs can also be stative and convey specialized 

knowledge by means of the verb and all its arguments (sub-categorized or not). For 

example, the verb dividir is a phraseological verb whose arguments not only relate to 

the verb but also to each other. According to Casademont (2008) this kind of verbs are 

halfway between phraseological and logical-relations verbs, this reinforcing the idea 

according to which the categories proposed by Lorente (2007) have to be seen as a 

continuum.  

 

LôHommeôs (1998, 2004) and Lorenteôs (2007) criteria : a comparison 

The criteria put forth by LôHomme (2004) and the criteria underlying the latest 

classification put forth by Lorente (2007) share certain similarities as well as 

differences. First of all, the purpose of LôHommeôs and Lorenteôs criteria is slightly 
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different. The criteria designed by LôHomme aim to validate candidate terms belonging 

to parts of speech as varied as nouns, verbs, adjectives and adverbs so that these can be 

included in lexical resources. In contrast, the criteria proposed by Lorente were 

designed to elaborate a classification of verbs that appear in specialized texts, but the 

author is also interested in determining the extent to which verbs participate in the 

expression of specialized knowledge as well as in providing arguments for the inclusion 

of some verbs in different kinds of terminological resources.  

 

As LôHomme herself notes, the last three criteria that she proposes (nature of  

actants, morphological derivation and paradigmatic relations) mainly apply to 

predicative units. This makes the criteria particularly well suited to the validation of 

verbs and, therefore, comparable with Lorenteôs criteria. Thus, one similarity between 

the two set of criteria lies in the fact that they can apply to the same type of units. By 

implication, another similarity is that the authors wish to examine the specialized value 

of verbs occurring in specialized texts, even though the way they do this slightly differs 

because LôHomme does not analyze verbs as ñspecialized knowledge unitsò and 

ñspecialized meaning unitsò as Lorente does.  

 

Despite the coincidence of the main criteria put forth by the authors to identify 

specialized verbs, the criteria used by Lorente (2007) allow her to differentiate between 

categories of verbs whereas LôHomme (2004) does not focus on this. For Lorente, the 

nature and degree of the connection between a given verb and a noun term is the main 

criterion for identifying verbs that convey specialized knowledge. This connection can 

be morphological and it allows for the identification of quasiterminological verbs. This 

criterion corresponds to LôHommeôs third criterion, according to which a verb is quite 

likely a term if its morphological derivatives are terms themselves. However, LôHomme 

specifies that such morphological relation necessarily involves a semantic one as well, 

which is only implied in Lorente (2007). For Lorente, the connection between a verb 
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and a given noun term can be paradigmatic, but this criterion allows for the 

identification of the same type of verbs, i.e. quasiterminological verbs. For LôHomme, a 

verb can be a term if  it has paradigmatic relations to other terms.  

 

The third aspect taken into account by Lorente is the syntactic behaviour of the 

verbs. When there is no morphological or paradigmatic connection between a given 

verb and a noun term of the specialized field but the verbôs syntactic object is a term, 

then the verb belongs to the category of phraseological verbs. When there is no 

connection between the verb and a noun term but there is a relevant term in the 

construction of the verb (other than its syntactic object), the verb belongs to the 

category of the verbs of logical relations. As these two types of verbs are taken to 

convey specialized knowledge, one can consider Lorenteôs criterion similar to 

LôHommeôs second criterion according to which a verb is quite likely a term if its 

actants are terms themselves. Performative verbs do not meet any of LôHommeôs or 

Lorenteôs criteria and, therefore, do not convey specialized knowledge. 

 

Some of the differences that we observe between the two sets of criteria can be 

attributed to the fact that the authors work with different data and within distinct 

theoretical frameworks. Nonetheless, an important conclusion that can be drawn from 

these two contributions is that, in order to be specialized, verbs have to establish in one 

way or another (syntagmatically and paradigmatically) a relationship with other terms 

of the subject field.  

 

Synonymy in legal verbs  

The CTT has also been applied to the study of verbs occurring specifically in legal 

discourse. Freixa and Lorente (2006) focused on the verbs appearing in Catalan legal 

texts and their synonymic relations and Lorente et al. (2008) continue the same line of 

research but this time they focus on verbs appearing in Spanish legal texts. Their goal is 
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to show the mismatch that occurs between the information on synonymic relations 

described in dictionaries and the interchangeability of this kind of units in different 

contexts of use. The authors provide a methodology for the analysis of lexical variation 

that consists in crossing and adding a set of criteria to ensure, reject or set conditions of 

a particular relation of synonymy between two lexical items in specialized texts.  

 

In order to do that, the authors randomly select 36 lemmas from the Diccionario 

de términos jurídicos. Inglés-Español. Español-Inglés (1997) by Alcaraz and Hughes. 

They observe their frequency of use in three different sources of information: the web, 

the Corpus de Referencia del Español Actual, and the corpus de derecho en lengua 

española del Corpus Técnico del IULA. They verify that the selected verbs often occur 

in both general and specialized texts and proceed to analyze how the occurrences are 

distributed in the Corpus Técnico, namely in the several branches of law (civil law, 

constitutional law, penal law, etc.). Finally, verbs are studied in terms of their semantic 

and syntactic behaviour. The definitions of the verbs provided in four dictionaries that 

they use are compared to the meaning the occurrences seem to have in the corpus texts. 

The argument structure of verbs, the semantic roles of the arguments as well as 

recurrent lexical combinatorics are also taken into account.  

 

The authors conclude that there are many cases of partial synonymy because: 1) 

some verbs have a higher frequency in the corpus than other verbs; 2) their thematic 

distribution (through the several branches of law) is different; 3) they occur in different 

genres of texts (e.g. legislation, dispositions, law manuals); 4) some verbs have a more 

general meaning than others; 5) the argument structure of the verbs, the semantic roles 

of the arguments and the lexical selection differ. For example, compulsar, legalizar and 

legitimar are partial synonyms because, although they have the same argument structure 

(x(y)) and the arguments have the same semantic role (Agent and Patient), legitimar and 

compulsar are interchangeable only when their syntactic object is the noun firma, and 
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legalizar and compulsar are only interchangeable when the verbôs syntactic object is the 

noun copia. When legitimar selects as syntactic object entities denoting people 

(quienes, los que, accionistas, socios, administradores) or representative bodies 

(colegios oficiales, administraciones, consejos), it cannot be replaced by any of the 

other verbs in the series. Similarly, when legalizar selects the nouns libro, registro or 

ficha as internal argument, which occurs exclusively in commercial law, it is not 

interchangeable with any of the other verbs of the group.  

 

The application of the criteria taken into account by the authors allows them to 

explain why compulsar, legalizar and legitimar can be used as synonyms in the 

following contexts only: in commercial law and administrative law; in legal texts (laws, 

regulations, decrees and regulations); when their meaning refers to the verification of 

documents so as to give them legal status; when the lexical selection of the internal 

arguments of the three verbs is restricted to signatures, documents, copies and the like 

and never to people (legitimar) or records (legalizar). 

 

We believe that the differentiation of the categories of entities that occur in the 

corpus as the arguments of the aforementioned verbs would have benefited from 

approaches like the theory of classes of objects (section 2.3.1) and Frame Semantics 

(Chapter 3) which insist on more fine-grained generalizations on the arguments of the 

verbs instead of the use of semantic labels as general as Agent and Patient.  

 

2.3.4. The ontology-oriented approach 

Specialized verbs occurring in legal texts have also been described for information 

retrieval and question and answer systems. Alves et al. (2005a, 2005b, 2007) explain 

that one of their aims is to develop the information retrieval system of the Procuradoria 

Geral da Républica of Portugal (Office of the Public Prosecutor of the Republic of 

Portugal) and that their methodology is ñan integrated representation of the verbal 
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content from the perspective of the Formal or Logic Semantics, Lexical Semantics, 

Grammatical Semantics and Pragmatics heading for the construction of an ontologyò 

(Alves et al. 2007: 93). This means that the linguistic analysis that they perform on 

verbs combines several but intertwined theoretical frameworks.  

 

The authors use a corpus of electronic documents available in the legal databases 

of the Instituto das Tecnologias de Informação na Justiça of Portugal (Institute of 

Information Technologies in Justice). In order to extract verb terms they use a tool 

called XTRACTOR. They, then, select the most frequent verbs and proceed to analyze 

their concordances so as to select for each verb the following pieces of information 

(Alves et al. 2007: 93): 

 

1) a definition, 

2) its logic-semantic relations,  

3) its semantic roles,  

4) its frame elements. 

 

According to them, the definition is useful for the people working with the 

ontology but not for the system itself. The logic-semantic relations are selected based on 

the relations proposed by WordNet, i.e. antonymy, entailment, cause, hyponymy and 

synonymy. Take the verb condenar (to condemn) as an example. The procedure to 

analyze its logic-semantic relationships proceeds as follows. Firstly, they refer to Borba 

(2002) for whom this verb can convey two types of situations: action-process and 

action. They consider the situation of ñaction-processò (meaning declarar culpado 

(Eng. to declare guilty) and pronunciar uma sentença (Eng. to pronounce a sentence 

upon)) as relevant in the subject field in question. Then, they use WordNetôs logic-

semantic relations to account for the relations between the verb condenar and other 

verbs (Figure 14). For instance, condenar has three synonyms, i.e. pronunciar 
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julgamento contra, sentenciar and culpar; it has a ñcoordinate termò, i.e. absolver; and, 

it has several hyperonyms, i.e. julgar, declarar, verbalizar, etc. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Based on the works by Fillmore (1968), Frawley (1992) and Borba (1996), they 

proceed to identify the semantic roles of the arguments of the verbs by analyzing their 

contexts. The list of labels they use for this task includes very general semantic roles: 

Agent, Instrument, Beneficiary, Patient, Goal, Source, Location, Purpose and Reason. 

Taking the same verb as an example, the following context provided by the authors 

illustrates the identification of the verbôs argument with the semantic role of Patient 

(ñpacienteò) as well as the verbôs argument with the semantic role of Goal (ñobjectivoò) 

(Alves et al 2005: 130): 

 

Foi proferida nova sentença (fls. 241 a 252). E, no essencial, com o mesmo 

conteúdo da anterior, sendo a Ré [paciente] condenada a pagar aos autores, a 

Figure 14. Logic-semantic relations of the verb condenar (to 

condemn) (Alves et al. 2005a: 130) 
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mesma quantia global, de 6151000 escudos [objectivo]. (Fonte: Acórdão 

02B2159) 

 

 Translation: 

A new sentence was pronounced (fls. 241 a 252). And similarly to the previous 

one, the defendant [Patient] was sentenced to pay to the authors the same global 

amount of 6151000 escudos. [Goal]. (Source: Acórdão 02B2159) 

 

Finally, based on the FrameNet project, their analysis involves using frames to 

classify the entities related to the extralinguistic context. They explain that whereas 

semantic roles allow them to represent the participants in the predications, the frame 

elements allow them to represent the participants in the situation evoked by the LU in 

question. The same example illustrates the identification of the frame elements (Alves et 

al 2005: 130): 

 

Foi proferida nova sentença [meio] (fls. 241 a 252). E, no essencial, com o 

mesmo conteúdo da anterior, sendo a Ré [avaliado] condenada a pagar aos 

autores, a mesma quantia global, de 6151000 escudos [tópico]. (Fonte: Acórdão 

02B2159) 
 

Translation: 

A new sentence was pronounced [Means] (fls. 241 a 252). And similarly to the 

previous one, the defendant [Evaluated] was sentenced to pay to the authors the 

same global amount of 6151000 escudos. [Topic]. (Source: Acórdão 02B2159) 

 

The methodology designed by this group of researchers allows them to represent 

the condenar as a judgment_communication verb (Table 6), in which a ñcommunicatorò 

(implicit in the context above) communicates a judgment on ñsomebody who was 

evaluatedò (ña autoraò) to a given subject (uninstantiated in the context above). They 

note that the information in Table 6 took the corpus as the point of departure but did not 

limit itself to it, as the relations among the selected verbs were linked to other verbs that 

did not occur in the corpus. Once the corpus analysis is completed, they then proceed to 

encode the information gathered in the ontology editor Protégé in OWL format. 
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From this work, it is not entirely clear why the authors consider it relevant to use 

both semantic labels as general as Agent and Patient and frame-related labels as specific 

as Evaluator and Evaluee, even though they mention that the former aim to differentiate 

the participants in the predications whereas frame elements allow them to represent the 

participants in the situation evoked by the LU in question. It seems to us that frame-

related labels would be sufficient for reasons that will be mentioned in Chapter 3. 

 

2.3.5. The speech act theory 

Macielôs (2008) study focuses on verbs that instantiate macro speech acts in the subject 

field of law and that thus endow other verbs that occur in legal texts with the 

performative character as well. This work is placed in the perspective of the speech act 

theory (Austin 1962; Searle 1983). According to this theory, language is not only a 

means of conveying information but also a mode of action. The basic emphasis is on 

what an utterer means by his utterance rather than what it means in a language. 

Therefore, the uttering of a sentence is the doing of an action. Macielôs hypothesis is 

that actions in law are made by means of linguistic acts. Legal speech acts presuppose 

Table 6. Ontological structure of condenar (Alves et al 2005a: 131). 
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entities with authority to transmit meaning as well as a set of norms that establish the 

use of terms. Compliance with conventional procedures determines the success or 

failure of the act. Verbs have a performative character and, as a result, they play an 

extremely important role in the subject field of law because they can create or delete 

entities, punish or condemn somebody, allow or prohibit something.  

  

The author uses a corpus of constitutional texts from the eight members of the 

Community of Portuguese Language Countries (Angola, Brazil, Cape Verde, Guinea-

Bissau, Mozambique, Portugal, São Tomé and Príncipe and East Timor). She explains 

that the Constitution follows a pre-established graphical form that, together with the 

writing characteristics of legal texts, constitutes a good example of the canonical 

semiotics of the subject field. This structure is one of the elements that correspond to 

the institutional facts pointed out by Searle (1983) as indispensable for the performance 

of a speech act. In this corpus she identified 829 verbs and, based on the analysis of 

concordances, she selected three types of verbs that seemed to be performative in the 

constitutional texts (Maciel 2008: 6): 

 

1. Verbs that create a juridical norm: promulgar (Eng. to enact), consagrar 

(Eng.  to lay down), decretar (Eng. to order) and aprovar (Eng. to approve); 

2. Verbs that endow certain individuals and/or institutions with a part of 

governmental power: caber (Eng. to be formally responsible), competir 

(Eng. to be entitled to) and incumbir (Eng. to place the responsibility for); 

3. Verbs that rule the behaviour in a politically organized society: permitir 

(Eng. to allow), facultar (Eng. to provide), proibir (Eng. to prohibit) and 

vedar (Eng. to preclude).  
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Then, the author analyzed the morphosyntactic, semantic and pragmatic 

behaviour of each verb in context, i.e. their verb tenses, voice, transitivity and the nature 

of the arguments. For instance, the first group of verbs consists of action-process, 

transitive verbs; their subjects are explicit or implicit agents; their objects are inanimate 

and denote legislative documents or socio-political fundamental principles; their 

pragmatic function is to publicize officially and to manifest agreement. Maciel 

concludes that the analysis of the componential structure of the verbs that she analyzes 

reveals that the syntactic subjects and objects of the verbs are all entities/terms from the 

subject field of law.  

 

This conclusion corroborates the idea according to which a verb is quite likely a 

term if its actants are terms themselves (LôHomme 1998, 2004) but goes against 

Lorenteôs idea according to which performative verbs cannot convey specialized 

meaning. 

 

2.3.6. Specialized verb equivalents 

There are two different types of contributions on specialized verb equivalents. In the 

first one, researchers perform a contrastive analysis of terms in different languages for a 

given reason, and while doing so they also draw some considerations on specialized 

verbs in different languages (Valero Doménech et al. 2009, Pimentel and LôHomme 

2011). In the second one, researchers specifically concentrate on the equivalents of 

specialized verbs (LôHomme 1995; Lerat 2002b). 

 

In the first case, studies on specialized verb equivalents are based on the lexico-

semantic approach as well as on the implementation of DiCoInfo, to which we referred 

in section 2.3.2. The comparison of the French and English entries of specialized verbs 

in DiCoInfo shows that the verbs that are equivalents share a similar actantial structure. 
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Nevertheless, Pimentel and LôHomme (2011) note that interlinguistic variations among 

French and English equivalent terms may exist. Differences can be observed mainly at 

the semantic and syntactic levels: 

 

 Semantic level. Semantic classes of participants that are associated to 

certain semantic roles may vary from one language to another. For instance, 

in the contexts of the verb connecter, the participants associated with the 

semantic role Agent can be either animate or inanimate, whereas in the 

English contexts of the equivalent term log on participants are always 

animate (Figure 15). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Syntactic level. Differences between French and English terms can be 

observed in the syntactic functions of the participants as well as in the 

syntactic groups of the participants, namely in the choice of prepositions. For 

instance, the participant with the semantic role Destination occurs in the 

Figure 15. Participants of the terms connecter and log on and their realizations 












