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Resum

Addició d’una nova llengua a un recurs lèxic.  
És possible assignar termes equivalents de manera 
semiautomàtica?

L’article descriu el procés d’afegir la versió francesa a un recurs 
lèxic sobre terminologia jurídica. El recurs JuriDiCo pren com a 
base teòrica la semàntica d’esquemes i la metodologia desenvo-
lupada pels lexicògrafs de FrameNet. En aquest treball s’analit-
za si els criteris proposats en treballs anteriors, que assignaven 
equivalents de manera semiautomàtica entre termes anglesos i 
portuguesos, es poden aplicar a altres parelles de llengües (francès-
anglès i francès-portuguès).
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Abstract

The paper describes the process of adding a French version to a 
lexical resource that describes legal terminology. The resource, 
called JuriDiCo, is based on the theory of Frame Semantics as 
well as on the methodology developed by FrameNet lexicograp-
hers. We test if the criteria proposed in previous work for semi-
automatically assigning the equivalents of English and Portu-
guese terms apply to other language pairs (French-English and 
French-Portuguese). 
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1 Introduction

The creation of multilingual terminological resourc-
es, in general, and the creation of multilingual lexi-
cal resources covering the specialized field of the law, 
in particular, raises the problem of linking potential-
ly anisomorphic terminologies. For this reason, the 
multilingual resources that describe legal terminology 
have not always included all the equivalents that trans-
lators need to produce translations of legal texts (Groot 
and Laer, 2008). What is more, the inclusion of new 
languages in existing term banks and other multi-
lingual lexical resources can raise methodological 
issues which terminologists may not have anticipat-
ed when they first created the resource that they are 
developing. Although the literature in terminology 
and in lexicography has shown that the assignment 
of equivalents requires that the degree and nature of  
the equivalence relation be established (full equiva-
lence, partial equivalence, zero equivalence; one-to-one 
equivalents, one-to-many equivalents, etc.), little has 
been debated about the best methodologies to iden-
tify equivalents, especially in several language pairs. 
Suppose that a term X in language A is a full equiva-
lent of the term Y in language B, that these pairs of 
 equivalents were validated against a rigorous set  
of criteria and that they were included in a term bank. 
Suppose that a new version of the database is created 
and that the term Z in language C is a full equivalent 
of the term X in language A. Does that mean that the 
term Z is also a full equivalent of the term Y? What 
about partial equivalents? Does the same reasoning 
apply?

In order to bridge one of these gaps, a methodol-
ogy for identifying terminological equivalents based 
on the theory of Frame Semantics (Fillmore, 1977, 
1982, 1985; Fillmore and Atkins, 1992) as well as on 
the methodology developed by FrameNet lexicogra-
phers (Ruppenhofer et al., 2010) was proposed in pre-
vious work (Pimentel, 2012). The tested hypothesis 
was that frames, i.e. conceptual scenarios in which 
words participate, can function as interlingual repre-
sentations grouping together equivalent terms. As a 
result, 200 Portuguese and English specialized verbs 
selected from a comparable corpus of judgments were 
grouped together into 76 frames in a bilingual lexical 
resource named JuriDiCo and 165 pairs of equivalents 
(71% full equivalents and 29% partial equivalents) 
were identified. A list of criteria for validating equiva-
lents of this kind of units was also drawn (Pimentel, 
2013). As JuriDiCo is a work in progress, the inclusion 
of other languages such as French has been recently 
considered. For this reason, it is relevant to test if the 
criteria proposed in Pimentel (2013) apply to other lan-
guage pairs (French-English and French-Portuguese) 
and if, by adding a third language, the identification of 
equivalents can be accelerated by applying the reason-
ing described above. This could not only lead to a more 

complete view of all equivalence scenarios but also to a 
semi-automatic treatment of equivalence relations. 

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 briefly 
defines what equivalence means for lexicographers and 
terminologists. Section 3 summarizes some of the crite-
ria that have been discussed in the literature for assign-
ing equivalents. Section 4 presents JuriDiCo, a bilingual 
lexical resource that describes legal terminolo gy.  
Section 5 illustrates the process of creating JuriDiCo’s 
French version with the inclusion of 20 specialized 
verbs in the database. This section specifically concen-
trates on the task of assigning the equivalents between 
the French specialized verbs and the English and Por-
tuguese ones. Section 6 presents the results of the 
research obtained up to date and section 7 answers 
the research questions raised here by drawing some 
conclusions based on the interpretation of the results 
of the research.

2 Equivalence

So, what is equivalence? Adamska-Sałaciak (2010,  
p. 387) reminds us that “to be able to talk about equiva-
lence, there must be (at least) two entities of some 
kind, a certain relationship between those entities, and 
a certain value of that relationship”. But what are these 
“entities”? What kind of “relationship” exists between 
these entities? And what is meant by the “value of  
that relationship”? These are some of the questions that 
have been raised and discussed by lexicographers, such 
as Hartmann (2007 [1990]), Werner (1999), Wiegand 
(2005) and recently Adamska-Sałaciak (2010). For 
them, while studying equivalence, the first important 
aspect that needs to be examined is that of the le vels 
at which equivalence can be formulated. Using the  
Saussurean distinction between langue and parole, gene-
rally, 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. 
However, in lexicography, as well as in terminology, 
it is more difficult to say whether equivalence is a sys-
temic or intertextual phenomenon because equiva-
lence is a relationship that exists between units (lexical 
or terminological) that are given in a lexicographic or 
terminological product. As Adamska-Sałaciak (2010, 
p. 388) notes, with the use of corpora lexicographers 
have come to apply both types of equivalence, “the 
intertextual type appearing in those instances where 
the source language (henceforth, SL) unit to be pro-
vided with an equivalent is larger than a single word”. 
Wiegand (2002, p. 245) takes a more radical position 
by arguing that “the langue-related concept of equiva-
lence of contrastive lexicology is inappropriate for 
bilingual lexicography, because bilingual dictionaries 
are not conceptualized as aids for contrastive studies 
of language systems”. He explains that dictionaries are 
rather meant, in the first place, as a means to under-
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stand and produce foreign texts and to make transla-
tions in both directions. 

In terminology, equivalence is generally formulat-
ed at the “conceptual” level, i.e. two terms are equiva-
lents if their conceptual properties coincide against the 
background of a specialized field. This raises the ques-
tion whether concepts are independent from language. 
If concepts are consolidated at the level of langue and 
not of parole, as Wüster’s four-word model (1959) sug-
gests, then equivalence can be said to be equated at the 
systemic level. However, as it has been mentioned in 
Rogers (2007), 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 lexico-
graphy, the intertextual type of equivalence is also taken 
into account in some kinds of terminology work. 

Another important question concerns the enti-
ties between which there is a relationship of equiva-
lence. Here, it is a matter of examining whether the 
phenomenon of equivalence is established between 
word senses, concepts or designations. For Adamska-
Sałaciak (2010) the entities are word senses: “when 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 particu lar 
sense”. For Wiegand (2005, p. 21), the entities are 
“lexikalsemantische Einheiten”, a notion which 
roughly corresponds to that of “lexical units” (Cruse, 
1986), i.e. words or expressions taken in one of their 
senses.

In terminology, equivalence is often viewed as a rela-
tion between concepts (Felber and Budin. 1989) but, 
contradictorily, the International Organization for 
Standardization (henceforth, ISO) defines equiva lence 
as “the relation between designations in different lan-
guages representing the same concept” (ISO 1087-1, 
2000, p. 30). We can formulate two hypothe ses on why 
sometimes equivalence is defined as a relationship 
between concepts and some other times as a relation-
ship between designations. Firstly, ISO (ISO 1087-1, 
2000) identifies three types of relations between desi-
gnations of concepts, i.e. synonymy, antonymy and 
equivalence. Each of these is defined as a kind of rela-
tion between two or more designations. Secondly, for 
a very long time partisans of the classical approach 
to terminology believed that designations should be 
‘transparent’ and reflect the concept and the place the 
concept occupies in the conceptual system (Felber and 
Budin, 1989, p. 123). Thus, if designations mapped 
concepts, it would not make a difference to formu-
late equivalence either as a relation obtained between 
designations or as a relation established between con-
cepts.

 Having presented some definitions of equivalence 
for lexicographers and terminologists, it is relevant 
now to examine the methodological proposals that 
have been designed to assign equivalents.

3 Assignment of equivalents

Despite the relative consensus concerning the defini-
tion of equivalence, Hartmann’s statement, accord-
ing to which “there is no consistent methodology [for 
assigning equivalents], the work is often patchy, par-
tial, intuitive, arbitrary and tentative, and thus of limi-
ted generalisability” (2007[1985], p. 15), is still valid 
to a great extent. Nevertheless, some contributions, 
mostly stemming from lexicographers, are worth 
mentioning.

For Svensén (2009), the search for equivalents is 
similar to the search for suitable paraphrases in mono-
lingual lexicography. The procedure consists in deter-
mining the headword’s content, for instance, based 
on monolingual dictionaries in the source language, 
and then in working towards the word or words availa-
ble in the target language which best represent that 
content. He adds that “normally, there are from the 
very outset one or more equivalent candidates availa-
ble in the sources on which the work is based, wheth-
er these consist of bilingual dictionaries (in digital 
form or not) or authentic material in the form of, for 
instance, bilingual corpora” (Svensén, 2009, p. 266). 
However, as Bergenholtz and Tarp (1995), who con-
sider introspection an unreliable approach that should 
never stand alone and that should thus be combined 
with the use of corpora, we believe that Svensén’s view 
may be possible for general lexicography but is insuffi-
cient for the elaboration of specialized lexical resourc-
es, especially if the work is carried out by non-experts 
of the domain that the resource aims to cover. Simi-
larly, Atkins and Rundell (2008) suggest using corpo-
ra to search for equivalents. They explain how a target 
language corpus and parallel corpora can be used to 
identify equivalents, and how to search concordances 
and use the information found to put translations in a 
database. Although they mention the use of compara-
ble corpora, unfortunately they do not specify how the 
same can be done with this kind of corpus. 

Nevertheless, according to Atkins and Rundell 
(2008) there are several factors that should be taken 
into account in the assignment of equivalents: seman-
tic content, collocational context, vocabulary type, 
message and function. We will comment on the first 
four of these factors because as the authors explain: 
“the last [factor] is principally of interest when you’re 
looking for equivalents of grammatical items” (Atkins 
and Rundell, 2008, p. 468). “Semantic content” refers 
to what other linguists call denotation, reference and 
cognitive meaning. Therefore, semantic content desig-
nates “the ‘literal’ meaning of an expression together 
with its ‘connotation’ or any figurative meaning that 
may be associated with it” (Atkins and Rundell, 2008, 
p. 469). Usually, two words denoting the same object 
such as tiger in English and tigre in French form an exact 
match of semantic content. “Collocational context” 
refers to the collocates in the SL that may produce dif-
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ferent translations in the TL. For instance, when bunch 
collocates with flowers its French equivalent is bouquet, 
but when it collocates with hair its French equivalent 
is touffe or houppe. Other authors, such as Hartmann 
(2007[1985]) had also referred to the importance of 
taking collocates into account when choosing the right 
equivalents (see the example he provides of kochen/
cook). When it comes to “vocabulary type”, Atkins and 
Rundell explain that it refers to register, style, attitude, 
etc., that can cause SL-TL mismatches. For instance, 
the equivalent of an informal expression should be 
an informal expression as well. “Message” refers to 
those cases in which the literal meaning of a phrase is 
different from its underlying meaning or “pragmat-
ic force”. For example, the French equivalent of the 
English expression birds of a feather flock together is qui se 
ressemble s’assemble. From our point of view, these two 
last factors may be less relevant in terminology.

Another important contribution comes from Pio-
trowski (1994). According to him, the feature accord-
ing to which the relationship of equivalence should 
be established needs to be equated as a third external 
entity or “tertium comparationis”. He explains that “in 
order to be able to compare two entities it is essen-
tial to have a third one against which both could be 
described, evaluated, etc.” (Piotrowski, 1994, p. 128). 
The notion of “tertium comparationis”, issued from 
contrastive linguistics, should be external to both enti-
ties and it should also be something practical. Brief-
ly, according to the author, referents or concepts as 
described in the semiotic triangle are not appropriate 
“tertium comparationis” principles because “there 
are no pure references, i.e. the act of distinguishing 
a referent depends to a large degree on the relevant 
language” and concepts “are not suitably external to 
any language” (Piotrowski, 1994, p. 129 citing Haas, 
1962/1968). Neither is meaning appropriate because 
he rightly argues there is little theoretical agreement 
on what meaning is. Instead, the “tertium compa-
rationis” should consist of two dimensions: a “situ-
ational dimension” and a “formal dimension”. The 
“situational dimension” corresponds to the discur-
sive or contextual dimension, whereas the “formal 
dimension” corresponds to the collocational patterns 
of lexical items to which we have already referred. In 
this respect, Piotrowski notes that only the most typi-
cal frequent collocability patterns, or “focal colloca-
tions”, should be taken into account.

Considering all the methodological aspects that 
have been reviewed so far, it seems that the assign-
ment of equivalents of terms that occur in specialized 
texts could be based on: 1) corpora; 2) the analysis of 
the semantic content / conceptual characteristics  
of terms; 3) the analysis of the collocational context of 
terms; 4) encyclopedic knowledge; 5) a tertium comp-
arationis or entity external to terms. In the following 
section we illustrate the implementation of a meth-
odology to describe terms and assign their equiva-

lents in a resource called JuriDiCo. The methodology 
is believed to apply the aforementioned aspects either 
directly or indirectly in one way or another. For a more 
detailed description on the application of these princi-
ples the reader is referred to Pimentel (2013).

4 JuriDiCo: a lexical resource that describes legal 
terminology

One of the objectives of the research carried out to 
compile the JuriDiCo was to test the possibility of 
using the theoretical and methodological frameworks 
of Frame Semantics (Fillmore, 1977, 1982, 1985; Fill-
more and Atkins, 1992) and FrameNet (Ruppenhofer 
et al., 2010) to assign the equivalents of a specific kind 
of terminological units, i.e. the specialized verbs that 
occur in legal texts. The hypothesis was that a metho-
dology for the description of terms based on a theory 
that links linguistic semantics to encyclopaedic knowl-
edge, such as Frame Semantics, and that offers a rea-
sonably language-independent apparatus (Boas, 2005; 
Baker, 2009), such as semantic frames, could be suita-
ble for identifying the equivalents of terms. This theory 
has proven its lexicographic relevance in the FrameNet 
project (https://framenet.icsi.berkeley.edu/fndrupal/) and 
it has also been used to describe terminologies (e.g. 
Dolbey et al., 2006; Faber et al., 2006; Schmidt, 2009). 
The descriptions of the terms as well as their equiva-
lents were encoded in a database that functions as an 
observatory of the equivalence phenomenon (http://olst.
ling.umontreal.ca/juridico).

JuriDiCo aims at serving a decoding and an encod-
ing function, i.e. it should be helpful for understanding 
legal terminologies as well as for the translation and 
production of legal texts, in that it allows users to 
search the information they need by introducing the 
knowledge they already have about a concept or by 
introducing a term so that they learn about its char-
acteristics. This way, JuriDiCo provides users with 
rich detail about the grammatical and phraseologi-
cal profile of terms (actantial or argument structure, 
combinatorial properties) as well as extralinguistic 
information about them (frames).

In this lexical resource, each term is said to “evoke” 
a frame. Frames are conceptual scenarios that con-
tain mandatory meaning slots or core Frame Elements 
(hereafter FEs) as well as optional slots or non-core 
FEs. For instance, the Argumentation frame corre-
sponds to a scenario in which parties in a case are 
called upon to explain why they are accusing some-
one, being accused by someone, appealing a decision, 
etc. It therefore includes two core FEs: Arguer and 
Argument. The FE Arguer can refer to the accuser or 
to the defendant (criminal suit), to the petitioner or to 
the respondent (civil suit), whereas the FE Argument 
refers to a statement, reason or fact for or against the 
matter under discussion. The terms argue

1
, assert

1
, con-

https://framenet.icsi.berkeley.edu/fndrupal/
http://olst.ling.umontreal.ca/juridico
http://olst.ling.umontreal.ca/juridico
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tend
1
, invoke

1
, state

1
 and submit

1
 all evoke the Argumen-

tation frame. However, their linguistic behavior is not 
exactly the same: argue

1
, assert

1
 and contend

1
 are typically 

followed by that-clauses (The respondents contend that the 
order being sought should not be granted), whereas invoke

1
 

is typically followed by a noun phrase (The respondents 
invoke the Business Judgment Rule).

Frames can group together certain synonyms, near-
synonyms, opposites and related terms within a given 
language. This is the way in which JuriDiCo accounts 
for some semantic relations between terms. Frames 
also function as interlingual representations group-
ing together equivalent terms. The descriptions of  
the terms and frames as well as the information on the 
equivalence status of the terms are encoded in an xml 
editor, stored in a server and published in a webpage 
called JuriDiCo. The database can be consulted in three 
ways: users can browse an alphabetically ordered list of 
English terms and an alphabetically ordered list of Por-
tuguese terms; they can use a search engine; or browse 
an alphabetically ordered list of frames. The following 
section describes the way in which the French version 
of JuriDiCo was implemented.

5 Adding a third language

The creation of JuriDiCo’s French version consisted of 
four main phases: the adjustment of the database; the 
constitution of a specialized French corpus; the selec-
tion and analysis of terms and frames, and the assign-
ment of equivalents.

5.1 The database

JuriDiCo’s model of encoding data is strongly inspired 
by the one used to compile DiCoInfo (L’Homme, 2008) 
which is a multilingual lexical resource (French, Eng-
lish, Spanish) that describes the terminology of com-
puting and the Internet. The first step in the creation of 
JuriDiCo’s French version corresponded to the addition, 

in JuriDiCo’s database repository, of a folder contain-
ing the same encoding model that was used to compile 
the English and Portuguese versions. No changes in the 
structure of the xml template were made.

5.2 The corpus

The English and Portuguese versions of JuriDiCo are 
based on data extracted from a comparable corpus of 
authentic judgments produced by the Supreme Court 
of Canada and by the Supremo Tribunal de Justiça de 
Portugal. They were first created three years ago in 
Canada as part of our doctoral dissertation. Back then, 
Canadian English was chosen because documentation 
on legal language as well as legal experts stemming 
from this linguistic community were more accessible. 
For this reason, the following step in the methodology 
to add a French version to the database consisted in 
the compilation of a Canadian French subcorpus that 
parallels with the Canadian English one. However, as 
JuriDiCo’s strategy for development foresees the inclu-
sion of other genres of legal texts, it was decided that 
the French corpus should be more varied and include 
judgments not only produced by the Supreme Court 
of Canada but also by other Canadian courts, such as 
appellate courts of the provinces and territories. The 
French corpus, similarly to the Portuguese and English 
ones, totals over one million word forms. More recent-
ly, a Brazilian corpus of judgments has been added to 
the Portuguese version of the comparable corpus so 
as to study the differences between legal terminol-
ogy used in Portugal and in Brazil (Pimentel, 2014). 
Similar studies on the differences between Canadian 
French and other geographic variations of French are 
also envisioned. 

5.3 Terms and frames

The selection of the specialized verbs, the identification 
of the frames (Appendix I) and their description were 
entirely based on the methodology proposed in Pimen-
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1 … sérieux et fouillé, les défendeurs  invoquent plusieurs moyens de fait et de droit à l’appui de …

2 … Les appelants  invoquent à l’appui de leur prétention l’art. 406 C.c.B.-C ...

3 … La défenderesse invoquait sa loi habilitante, adoptée par la législature … 

4 … agir empêche les requérants d’ invoquer les droits de tiers dans des réclamations … 

5 … mise en demeure, les demandeurs  invoquaient des illégalités dans le processus d’évaluation …

6 … du temps — ne pouvaient jamais  invoquer la fraude viciant le consentement aux relations …

7 … version générique du Viagra. Elle a invoqué l’invalidité du brevet de Pfizer en raison du …

8 … la requête introductive du Comité  invoque à la fois la nullité du décret et de l’autorisation …

Figure 1. Concordances of the verb invoquer
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tel (2013), to which the reader is referred for more 
details. This is a bottom-up approach, in which verbs 
are first selected, then analyzed by means of a concord-
ance program and finally grouped into frames. 

For instance, the candidate-term invoquer has two 
different specialized meanings (figure 1): in concord-
ances [1-4], invoquer

1
 is associated with the [Argumen-

tation] frame, whereas in concordances [5-8] invoquer
2 

is associated with the [Contesting] frame. Although 
they both have the same number of actants (also called 
arguments), the linguistic realizations of the actant 
which corresponds to the syntactic object of the verb 
have a different semantic nature: illégalité [5], fraude 
[6] and invalidité [7] have a more negative connota-
tion than moyen [1], article [2] and loi [3]. Therefore, the 
actantial structure of invoquer

1 
is Arguer ~ Argument 

whereas the actantial structure of invoquer
2 
is Arguer ~ 

Irregularity. Also, in this stage, the labels attributed to 
each semantic frame (e.g. [Argumentation], [Contest-
ing]) were used to group together part of the French 
terms, namely the synonyms alléguer

1
 and invoquer

1
 as 

well as the synonyms alléguer
2
 and invoquer

2
.

5.4 Assignment of equivalents

Once the description of the French terms was complet-
ed, the frame labels that had been attributed to each 
specialized meaning were used to link the French terms 
with the English and Portuguese ones (Appendix I). 
This was done automatically by querying the database. 
Then, each pair of equivalents was studied closely and 
the criteria proposed in Pimentel (2012) were applied. 

The first criterion consists in examining the way the 
terms evoke a frame. There are some cases in which 
the verbs in one language correspond to the opposites 
of the verbs in the other language, this meaning that 
they profile the frame in a negative or positive way. For 
instance, the French term conformer

1
 cannot be consid-

ered an equivalent of violate
2
, because the former profiles 

the frame [Compliance] in a positive way, whereas the 
latter profiles it in a negative way. If the verbs infringed 
this criterion, they were considered zero equivalents, 
but if they met it, the following criteria were applied.

The second criterion observes how many FEs are 
profiled by the verbs. This corresponds to counting the 
number of actants of the verbs. For example, the three 
core FEs Arguer, Irregularity and Evidence of the frame 
[Contesting] are always instantiated in the contexts of 
rebut

1
 but only Arguer and Irregularity are instantiated 

in the contexts of invoquer
2
.

The third criterion compares the linguistic realiza-
tions of the FEs, so as to confirm or refute whether 
the nature of the actants of the verbs is entirely iden-
tical. Differences in the linguistic realizations of the 
FEs can be grouped into three categories. In the first 
one, metonymies are observed. Certain verbs allow for 
the metonymy of one of the actants. For instance, the 
frame [Compliance] contains two slots which corre-

spond to three core FEs: the core FE Protagonist and 
the core FE Act (the Protagonist’s behavior) corre-
spond to one of the slots; Law corresponds to another. 
Whereas conformer

1
 always profiles the core FEs Pro-

tagonist and Law, comply
1
 profiles all three. The sec-

ond difference between the realizations of the actants 
is related to a semantic preference for certain types of 
collocates. For instance, the frame [Regulations] con-
tains two slots: the core FE Law and the core FE Issue. 
Although réglementer

1
 and codify

1
 both profile these two 

core FEs, the linguistic realizations of the core FE Law 
in the contexts of codify

1
 denote entities with a strong-

er legal power than those in the contexts of réglemen-
ter

1
. The third difference in the linguistic realizations 

of the FEs is a matter of semantic prosody. For exam-
ple, although alléguer

1
 and impugn

1
 both profile the two 

core FEs of the [Contesting] frame, the linguistic real-
izations of the core FE Irregularity in the contexts of 
alléguer

1
 denote entities with a more negative connota-

tion than those in the contexts of impugn
1
.

Finally, the valence patterns of the verbs were com-
pared. The terms ordonner

1 
and determinar

2 
evoke the 

frame [Order] which involves four core FEs: JUDGE, 
LAW, DUTY and PROTAGONIST. Whereas ordonner

1 
admits only one valence pattern, its Portuguese can-
didate equivalent admits three:

ordonner
1
: 

Le premier juge a fait droit à la requête en injonction interlocutoire et 
ordonné à Gestion Lafrenière de cesser tout rejet dans le lac Heney.
JUDGE / LAW (Subject, Noun Phrase) PROTAGONIST 
(Complement, Prepositional Phrase) DUTY (Complement, 
that clause)

determinar
2
: 

Entretanto, em 26 de Fevereiro de 2004, no âmbito de uma provi-
dência cautelar que instaurou contra a Ré, o Senhor Juiz determinou 
à Ré que: Atribuísse ao Autor reais tarefas no âmbito da sua categoria 
profissional de Primeiro Assistente de Direcção.
JUDGE (Subject, Noun Phrase) PROTAGONIST (Com-
plement, Prepositional Phrase) DUTY (Complement, that 
clause)

O Sr. Juiz determinou que se abrisse vista ao M.ºP.º para efeitos de 
suscitação de presente conflito.
JUDGE (Subject, Noun Phrase) DUTY (Complement, that 
clause)

O Tribunal determinou uma alteração da qualificação jurídica dos 
factos apontando até na direcção do homicídio qualificado.
JUDGE (Subject, Noun Phrase) DUTY (Object, Noun 
Phrase)

As mentioned above, if the verbs infringed the first 
criterion, they were immediately considered zero 

Adding a new language version to a lexical resource 
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equivalents. Whenever the verbs infringed any of the 
criteria 2-4, the candidate equivalents were considered 
partial equivalents. If they met all criteria 1-4, they were 
considered full equivalents.

6 Results

We grouped together about 100 terms (20 of which 
were French, 47 were English and 30 were Portuguese) 
into 15 frames and identified 108 pairs of equivalents 
(65 pairs of French-English verbs and 43 pairs of 
French-Portuguese verbs). The number of terms that 
were added to JuriDiCo corresponds to an increase of 
10% of the total number of terms described in (Pimen-
tel, 2012). We did not identify any new frame. Howev-
er, the number of equivalents that were included in the 
database corresponds to an increase of about 65% of 
the total number of JuriDiCo’s equivalents. These can 
be divided into the following categories.

6.1 Zero equivalents

10% of the equivalent pairs were attributed the sta-
tus of zero equivalence because they do not meet the 
criterion 1 described in section 5.4. For instance, con-
former

1
 profiles the [Compliance] frame in a positive 

way, whereas exceed
1
 profiles it in a negative way. The 

same occurs in the French-Portuguese pair conformer
1 

-
 
violar

2
. Conformer

1
 profiles the [Compliance] frame in 

a positive way, whereas violar
2
 profiles it in a negative 

way. Other examples of a parallelism between French-
English and French-Portuguese candidate equivalents 
that were considered “zero equivalents” are: contreve-
nir

1
 - comply

1
, contrevenir

1
 - violar

1
, contrevenir

2
 - comply

2
, 

contrevenir
2
 - cumprir

1
. 

6.2 Partial equivalents

32% of the equivalent pairs were considered partial 
equivalents because they do not meet the criteria 2, 
3 or 4 described in section 5.4. 5% of the equivalent 
pairs are partial equivalents due to differences in the 
actantial structures of the verbs, i.e. one (or several) 
core FEs are never instantiated in the contexts of one 
of the verbs, whereas they are very often instantia-
ted in the contexts of the equivalent verb. This case 
was only observed in the French-English verb pairs 
(alléguer

1
- rebut

1
, déterminer

2
 - infer

1
, invoquer

2
 - rebut

1
, 

procéder
1a
 - proceed

2a
, procéder

1b
 - proceed

2b
) and never in 

the French-Portuguese ones. For instance, consider 
the contexts below that were taken from the compa-
rable corpus:

C’est précisément à cette sorte d’examen factuel et juridique que les 
tribunaux procèdent quotidiennement.

The Crown can proceed summarily or by indictment.

O Tribunal da Relação procedeu à reapreciação das provas gra-
vadas.
 
Procéder1a cannot be easily replaced by proceed

2a
 and 

vice-versa because the linguistic behavior of the terms 
is different. If one translated the French context into 
English by using the verb proceed, one would have to 
omit an actant; and if one translated the English con-
text into French, one would have to create an actant 
that was not expressed in the source context. Interest-
ingly, however, procéder

1a
 and proceder

2
 are full equiva-

lents, this meaning that the French and Portuguese 
terms are partial equivalents of the English proceed

2a
. 

22% of the equivalent pairs display alternations in the 
semantic nature of a core FE. 6% of the differences are 
due to metonymies; 14% to semantic preference and 2% 
to semantic prosody. Most French-English pairs that 
received partial equivalence status for these reasons 
have French-Portuguese counterparts, i.e. if the French 
term is a partial equivalent of a given English term and 
this English term is a partial equivalent of a given Por-
tuguese term, then the French term is also a partial 
equivalent of the Portuguese. The exceptions to this 
are appliquer

2
 - apply

2
 and appliquer

2
 - aplicar

2
, conformer

1
 -  

comply
2
. For instance, consider the contexts below:

While the Act applies mainly to public sector employers, it also applies 
to some private sector employers.
In McGuigan, the Court held that s. 21 of the Criminal Code applies 
to s. 85(1) (pp. 307-8).

La règle 39 des Règles de procédure s’applique à la preuve qui peut 
être utilisée sur une motion ou une requête.

A todos os contratos celebrados no âmbito das presentes condições 
aplica-se o Direito Holandês.

Whereas the English verb can be followed by terms 
that denote either somebody (Protagonist, e.g. employ-
ers) or a situation (Case, e.g. section 85), the French and 
Portuguese verbs are always followed by terms that 
denote a situation (Case, e.g. preuve, Direito). 

Finally, 5% of the equivalent pairs display differen-
ces in their valence patterns. This is the case of the fol-
lowing verbs: conférer

1
 - conferir

1
, conférer

1
 - grant

1
, conférer

1
 

- outorgar
2
, ordonner

1
 - determinar

2
, ordonner

1 
- order

1
. 

6.3 Full equivalents

58% of the equivalent pairs were considered full equi-
valents because they meet all the criteria described in 
section 5.4.

7 Conclusion

The paper described the process of adding a French 
version to JuriDiCo, a bilingual (English-Portuguese) 

Adding a new language version to a lexical resource 
Janine Pimentel



Articles  27 Terminàlia núm. 11

lexical resource describing legal terminology. It test-
ed if the criteria to validate Portuguese-English can-
didate equivalents proposed in Pimentel (2013) 
applied to other language pairs (French-English and 
French-Portuguese) and if, by adding a third lan-
guage, conclusions on the automatization of the task 
of assigning equivalents could be drawn. Firstly, the 
study revealed that the criteria applied were useful for 
the identification of candidate equivalents in a differ-
ent language pair. For the first time, zero equivalents 
were counted and explanations for this equivalence 
degree were provided. Compared to previous work, 
the number of full equivalents that were identified  
for the French-English and French-Portuguese lan-
guage pairs was lower than the number of full equi-

valents in the Portuguese-English language pair. 
Secondly, differences between the French-English 
and French-Portuguese scenarios of equivalence 
were identified. Although candidate equivalents in the 
French-English language pair are more often invalid 
(zero equivalents) than French-Portuguese ones, the 
amount of partial equivalents is similar. Finally, when 
a French term is a partial equivalent of a given Eng-
lish term and this English term is a partial equivalent 
of a given Portuguese term, then the French term is 
not necessarily a partial equivalent of the Portuguese 
term. For these reasons, the results of this study 
argue against the full automatization of the process 
of assigning equivalents. 

Adding a new language version to a lexical resource 
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appendix 1. Data corpus

French terms Frames English candidate equivalents Portuguese candidate equivalents

alléguer
1

Contesting allege
1
; impugn

1
; rebut

1
arguir

1
; impugnar

2
; invocar

1

alléguer
2

Argumentation argue
1
; assert

1
; contend

1
; invoke

1
; 

state
1
; submit

1

aduzir
1
; alegar

1
; declarar

1

appliquer
1

Apply law apply
1

aplicar
1

appliquer
2

Law applicability apply
2

aplicar
2
; vincular

1

autoriser
1

Authorization authorize
1
; permit

1
; preclude

1
; prohibit

1

conférer
1

Granting confer
1
; deprive

1
; entitle

1
; grant

1
conceder

1
; conferir

1
; outorgar

2

conformer
1

Compliance comply
2
; exceed

1
; infringe

2
; violate

2
cumprir

1
; violar

2

contrevenir
1

Constitutionality comply
1
; infringe

1
; satisfy

1
; violate

1
violar

1

contrevenir
2

Compliance comply
2
; exceed

1
; infringe

2
; violate

2
cumprir

1
; violar

2

démontrer
1a

Proof establish
2
; prove

1
demonstrar

1
; provar

1

démontrer
1b

Proof establish
2
; prove

1
demonstrar

1
; provar

1

déterminer
1

Assessing assess
1
; determine

1
aferir

1
; apreciar

1
; ponderar

1

déterminer
2

Conclusion conclude
1
; determine

2
; infer

1
concluir

1

examiner
1

Assessing assess
1
; determine

1
aferir

1
; apreciar

1
; ponderar

1

invoquer
1

Argumentation argue
1
; assert

1
; contend

1
; invoke

1
; 

state
1
; submit

1

aduzir
1
; alegar

1
; declarar

1

invoquer
2

Contesting allege
1
; impugn

1
; rebut

1
arguir

1
; impugnar

2
; invocar

1

ordonner
1

Order commit
2
; impose

1
; order

1
; require

1
determinar

2

procéder
1a

Judge’s 
Procedure proceed

2a
proceder

2

procéder
1b

Prosecutor’s 
Procedure proceed

2b

réglementer
1

Regulations codify
1
; establish

1
; govern

1
; mandate

1
; 

prescribe
1
; provide

1
; recognize

1

consignar
1
; determinar

1
; disciplinar

1
; 

estabelecer
1
; estatuir

1
; estipular

1
; 

prescrever
1

20 15 47 30




