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This portal is the result of a pilot aimed to demonstrate the opportunities of the combined dialect data 
of the Southern Dutch Dialects (Flemish, Brabantic and Limburgian). The project will be continued at 
the Dutch Language Institute. Apart from the addition of the remaining data, work will also be done to 
improve the search functionalities and the data manipulation. New dialect areas will also be added, 
beginning with the Zeelandic dictionary, which will complete the coverage of the Southern Dutch 
Dialects area. However, the addition of this final dictionary will be challenging since this is not an 
ononmasiological dictionary like the three dictionaries already available in the portal but a 
semasiological dictionary. Once we have developed a strategy to add this dictionary, we intend to add 
dictionaries from other Dutch dialect areas. 
 
Keywords: Dialects, Dutch, Geo-mapping, Dictionary portal, Data visualisation. 
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Abstract 
The purpose of this paper is to compare and analyse the use of domain labels in three large scholarly 
dictionaries – Dicionário da Língua Portuguesa Contemporânea (DLPC), published in 2001 by the 
Academia das Ciências de Lisboa (ACL); the 23th online edition of Diccionario de la lengua española 
(DLE), published by Real Academia Española (RAE); and the 9th online edition of Dictionnaire de 
l’Académie Française (DAF), a work in progress – in order to a) highlight the commonalities and 
differences in their editorial practices and approaches to knowledge organisation; b) report on a 
mapping exercise for a particular domain (GEOLOGY) which can serve as a test case for establishing 
procedural rules for the alignment of domain labels in general language dictionaries. We show how 
“meta-labels” can be used to optimise the alignment of specialised senses in lexicographic works. 
General dictionaries register, describe and define the specialised senses of lexical items, or terms, 
specific to different areas of knowledge. As a result of technological changes, the evolution of society, 
and globalisation, the number of terms found in dictionaries entry has increased (Wiegand, 1984, 
Boulanger and L’Homme, 1991 and Ahumada, 2002). The labels assigned to these specialised senses 
are called “domain labels”. As markers which identify the specialised field of knowledge in which a 
lexical unit is mainly used (Salgado et al., 2019), domain labels can serve multiple functions: aiding 
lexicographers by providing specific information and by identifying specialised lexica in general 
language dictionaries that can serve as terminology control mechanisms; facilitating user searches by 
grouping lexical items according to a field so that the user can determine beforehand if the complete 
lexicographic article is relevant for them; facilitating end-user word sense disambiguation tasks; 
facilitating terminology extraction in diverse languages; enhancing machine translation and NLP 
projects. 
A domain can be the name of a field in which a specific knowledge area is developed (GEOLOGY) or 
the specific object of the knowledge area (SHOEMAKING). Lexicographers often make subjective 
assignments according to a certain tradition they subscribe to (Ptaszynski, 2010, p. 413). For example, 
the dictionaries we analysed contain labels for domains such as CYNEGETICS (DLPC, DLE) and 
HUNTING (DAF) but not for MANAGEMENT or TOURISM. 
All three Academy dictionaries lack explicit explanatory information regarding their labelling practices 
(Salgado et al., 2019). Our previous work on DLPC (Salgado and Costa, 2019) has already detected the 
problematic use of: i) domains with multiple labels, for example, football terms were found to be 
classified under the SPORT and FOOTBALL labels in DLPC (e.g. líbero [sweeper] in SPORT and lateral 
[back] in FOOTBALL); ii) unlabeled equivalent headwords, for example, paleozóico [palaeozoic] adj. is 
unlabeled and primário [primary] adj., a synonym, appears with a GEOLOGY label; iii) combinations of 
labels referring to closely related domains, such as antracite [anthracite] being associated with both 
MINERALOGY) and GEOLOGY or glaciar [glacier] being associated with both the GEOLOGY and 
GEOGRAPHY domains. Such inconsistencies can lead to numerous issues that complicate the sharing, 
aligning, and linking data. 
Atkins and Rundell (2008) argue that instead of conceiving “a totally ‘flat’ (non-hierarchical list of 
domains)”, “it is more practicable to try to build a domain list with a certain hierarchical structure” (p. 
184). Applying previously organised hierarchical structure is advantageous both when composing and 
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when editing a lexicographic resource because it helps the lexicographer control the terminology. The 
geology domain was reorganised to illustrate examples of existing frameworks (WordNet Domains 
Hierarchy1; Dewey Decimal Classification2). 
In this paper, we will present the theoretical framework, a threefold methodology and the analysis of 
the chosen domain: 

1) Theoretical framework: The theoretical framework upon which this research is based is 
summarised to provide related background information (e. g. assumptions about domain labelling 
by Atkins and Rundell (2008); labelling classifications by Hausmann (1989), followed by 
Svensén (2009); works on WordNet domains by Magnini and Cavaglià (2000), Bentivogli et al. 
(2004), Gella et al. (2014)), and to argue for a conceptual modelling based on ISO standards 
(704:2009; 1087:2019) for terminology. 

2) The methodology applied in this research: 
i) Monolingual dictionaries were chosen due to their highly discursive properties. Academy 
dictionaries were selected for study due to their authoritativeness. 
ii) Datasets were compiled manually from dictionary abbreviation lists. Three hundred eighty-
seven multilingual domain labels were collected. There were 184, 74, and 237 domain labels in 
DLPC, DLE, and DAF, respectively. Generic domains and subdomains coexisted. We noted the 
case of MATHEMATICS and its sub-domains ALGEBRA (DLPC, DAF), ARITHMETIC (DLPC, DAF), 
GEOMETRY (DLPC, DLE, DAF) and TRIGONOMETRY (DLPC) or STATISTICS (DLE, DAF). In our 
comparison, a flagrant imbalance in the number of domains was found: the DLE contains generic 
domains alone, whereas the DLPC and DAF register multiple subdomains and even multiple 
labels for the same or very similar domains (e.g. COURSES DE CHEVAUX and COURSES HIPPIQUES 
[horse races] in DAF). 
iii) In order to systematise the labels and to detect overlapping, the compiled domain label lists 
were compared. The DLPC list was set as baseline, against which the DLE and DAF counterparts 
were compared. DLE and DAF were also separately compared. Domain labels were manually 
mapped using semantic properties such as “exact” and “related” (to a generic domain) and 
“none”. The equivalent English term was assigned as the “meta-label” of the corresponding 
domain (Table 1 and Appendices). 

 
3) Domain analysis: Example entries are presented from the domain GEOLOGY. Using the DLPC as 

the baseline, this domain was found to have branches that were considered subdomains of a 
generic domain. GEOLOGY include CRYSTALLOGRAPHY, MINERALOGY, and PALAEONTOLOGY. 
The corresponding dictionary definitions for each of these terms were compared to clarify, if 
possible, the underlying reasoning for these subdivisions. 

The multilingual domain map constructed in this study will support future standardisation efforts. 
Standardisation of the domain labelling process and associated encoding tasks are required in order to 
achieve structured, organised, accessible, and interoperable lexical resources. 

�
1 http://wndomains.fbk.eu/hierarchy.html 
2 http://www.gutenberg.org/files/12513/12513-h/12513-h.htm 
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APPENDICES 

 
Fig. 1 DLPC vs. DLE – Correspondence between domain labels (65) 

 
Fig. 2 DLPC vs. DAF – Correspondence between domain labels (136) 

 
Fig. 3 DLE vs. DAF – Correspondence between domain labels (5) 
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Fig. 4 DLPC vs. DLE vs. DAF – Correspondence between domain labels (61) 
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