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Abstract
Wiktionary is a user-generated wiki-project with the goal of building a universal dictionary covering all words
in all languages. Various language editions of Wiktionary have community-specific policies regulating concrete
lexicographic questions. The distinct entry structures of English and Swedish Wiktionaries are examined in
the context of the relation between headword and etymological information, under special consideration of
the user-friendliness of the respective approach. The English Wiktionary applies the etymological approach in
setting the headword, which splits identical forms into parts of speech, but also into headwords based on word
origin. Additionally, the semantic information is separated from non-semantic more rigorously than is done in
the Swedish Wiktionary, placing lists of related and derived terms below the headword rather than under each
definition. The Swedish Wiktionary applies the formal-grammatical approach, where division into headwords
is made strictly based on identical form and part of speech. In this approach, homonymy is disregarded. The
etymological information is nested under each definition rather than having a separate section above the headword.
The analysis of the two language editions suggests that the different approaches lead to different amounts of
information overload in users, depending on the extent of non-semantic information. Equally extensive entries are
handled better within the layout structure of the English Wiktionary.
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1. Wiktionary, the universal dictionary

Wiktionary is a collaborative project aiming at creating a copyright-free, universal
dictionary. The project declares as its goal nothing less than “describing all words in
all languages”, including all living and extinct natural languages, as well as a selection of
constructed languages. Wiktionary is currently available in 171 language editions. Each
edition is characterised by information about the word, be it definitions, word etymologies,
labels informing about the word’s register and usage, etc., provided in one meta-language1.
Each language edition housed under a domain prefix (en., sv., de. etc) thus has only one
meta-language, but contains entries and definitions of words in (potentially) all languages.

Language editions vary strongly in coverage, quality and growth rate. It is hardly
surprising that the large languages have the highest number of entries: the English
Wiktionary, hereafter referred to as en.wikt, has as of now 3.6 million definitions
distributed over 2.6 million entries in 4,500 target languages, out of which English is the
largest, with 550,000 entries (21% of all entries). Three other languages – Chinese, Finnish
and Italian – are also particularly well-represented on en.wikt, having over 100,000 entries
each, whereas some 3000 other languages are represented by fewer than 10 definitions each.
The Swedish edition, sv.wikt, is much smaller, at 356,000 entries, out of which 83,000 are
entries on words in Swedish. The ratio between entries in the meta-language and other
languages is approximately the same (23% of all entries in sv.wikt are entries of Swedish
words).

Size and quality do not always go together, and one of the largest editions was until
recently that in Malagasy. Wiktionary in Malagasy was able to keep up with en.wikt for a
long time in terms of amount of entries, but the key to success was not the cumulative work

1 This is referred to as "native language" in Meyer & Gurevych (2012), which provides an excellent and
well-informed introduction to Wiktionary
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of an active community, but machine-translation coupled with bot-assisted mass-creation
of entries entirely without subsequent human involvement with a low accuracy of glosses
and generally poor quality of entries as a result. Therefore, even if the size of the lexical
stock covered and growth rate are not always associated with the size of the active
community, the overall quality tends to be. As such, en.wikt has 6,000 active editors,
sv.wikt has 170, whereas the Malagasy edition has 14. An “active editor” is defined broadly
as a user with at least one edit in the past month. As has been noted in the literature,
a collaborative project needs to reach a “critical mass” of active editors in order for the
lexicographical work to take off in earnest (Törnqvist, 2015).

2. Target audience and functions

Svensén (2009: p. 482-3) lists criteria that can be used to assess a dictionary. Some of
the aspects to take into account when critically reviewing a dictionary are: 1. the amount
of information provided by a dictionary, 2. the quality of the provided information, and
3. the way it is presented. It is emphasised that every dictionary review must depart
from the dictionary’s own idea of the target audience and functions it intends to fill.
Neither the quality (1) nor the quantity (2) of the word-stock provided by any edition of
Wiktionary is within the scope of this paper: only the various approaches chosen to present
it in the relation to lemmatisation (3) are examined. Fuertes-Olivera (2009) evaluates and
compares the quantity and the quality of the coverage of English and Spanish lemmas
on en.wikt at the time, although findings of a qualitative analysis of Wiktionary like this
quickly become outdated in view of the high growth ratio of the project.

Compared to printed dictionaries, the aspects listed above can be somewhat hard to apply
when dealing with web-based collaborative projects. Wiktionary is, strictly speaking, not
a dictionary, but a dictionary project, which unlike most products developed by private
companies or other organizations (referred to as "institutional internet reference works"
by Fuertes-Olivera (2009) is not intended to be complete within a certain time framework.
This is partly due to the declared goal of “describing all words in all languages”, partly
because human languages are in a constant state of change, with new words and senses
emerging by the day, while others fall out of use or change their meaning. Seen from this
perspective, all Wiktionary editions have the same, next to indefinite, potential to grow
and to be reworked. This is only limited by the number of active editors and their interest
in different aspects of lexicographic work.

The formal absence of a target audience must therefore be addressed for a meaningful
analysis to be possible. I will therefore exclude from the following groups of users: 1.
language learners, typically benefiting from information about a word’s formal, semantic
and pragmatic aspects. The core vocabulary, i.e. 2,000 of the most frequent words or so, is
of primary interest for this group. Examples of usage and collocations are also of uttermost
importance. 2. Users looking up words in their native language, such as less frequent words,
specialist vocabulary, neologisms, controversial terms or usage prescription. The needs
of both above-mentioned groups may include both reception and production; semantic
relations (synonyms, antonyms) are thus important. 3. Users interested in linguistic
history: here, word etymologies are of primary interest. The potential of Wiktionary is
perhaps greatest precisely in this area, and its importance (at least that of en.wikt)
in academic contexts as a resource for both finding etymological information and data
for novel etymological research becomes increasingly salient (see, for example, Meyer &
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Gurevych (2012); Khoury & Sapsford (2016); Sagot (2017) to name a few). It has at times
even been proposed that Wiktionary is above all an etymological dictionary23, constituting
a secondary source, which, unlike tertiary sources, not only accounts for and summarises
published research, but also evaluates its adequacy, comments, and complements it4. In
view of this, group 3 is perhaps as important as the first two, which usually are the main
target audience of a dictionary.

Finally, a fourth group of users can be discerned, since Wiktionary is a project run by
unpaid enthusiasts: the editors themselves. They may be representatives of groups 2 and 3,
too, and in addition to that native speakers of a project’s meta-language, and thus might
not have the language learner’s perspective in mind. Paradoxically, absence of formally
stated target audience can make the editors a target audience in themselves: the unpaid
community of hobby lexicographers compiles entries (first of all) for their own community,
constituting the primary readership and critics.

This may also be the reason why en.wikt can be perceived as less helpful for learners
of English: if the main bulk of the editors are native speakers of English, they might
not be interested in contributing information that would help learners of their language,
disambiguating definitions, adding synonyms and example usages etc. This is hardly
unique for Wiktionary, as monolingual dictionaries are normally written by native speakers
regardless of medium. In the case of Wiktionary, however, there is no commissioner to set
“production goals” regarding content and time framework. One could argue that en.wikt
is not intended for learners of English: however, making English entries more elaborate
and user-friendly is of course a legitimate way of contributing, and it also makes it more
useful for learners of English. Thus, en.wikt being less suitable for learners of English is
not a result of a specific policy, but a consequence of most editors’ backgrounds and fields
of interests.

The functions filled by Wiktionary can be inferred from the target groups listed above.
Another function, that can be hard to tie to any of the above, is that which can be inferred
from the slogan “all words of all languages” – that of documentation. A potential target
audience benefiting from this is possibly researchers, enthusiasts and activists of linguistic
revitalisation and language technology developers.

If the assumption put forward by Gouws & Tarp (2017) regarding too much information
being at odds with the needs of users to the same extent as too little is to be accepted, it
is easy to see that there is a potential conflict between the will to document everything
and degree of user-friendliness. As they note: “In many consultation procedures where
problems are experienced there is little doubt that the provision of less lexicographic data
would have raised the success rate” (ibid.: 896). Removing valid lexicographic data from

2 User Widsith, 2018.11.14, in Beer Parlour, internal discussion page: “I think earliest senses should be
first, including when they’re obsolete, as in any historical dictionary (which Wiktionary is, like it or
not)”.

3 User KevinUp, 2019.05.10, BP, “Since Wiktionary is an etymological dictionary, I would prefer to see
native Japanese words being lemmatized at their kana forms and Sino-Japanese terms lemmatized at
their kanji forms”.

4 User Rua, 2015.09.1, BP, “Hence, the question that still remains to be answered is whether
Wiktionary is an etymological dictionary (secondary source with its own interpretations) or an
encyclopedia/compendium of etymological research (tertiary source). Currently, Wiktionary is an
etymological dictionary/secondary source as it contains its own interpretations of the data.”
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Wiktionary is, however, disallowed. One can only seek to relieve the information overload
that occurs in the reader, i.e. by reorganising the content visually.

The user groups listed in this section may seem a case of unnecessary coinage of
novel terminology, considering the well-established concept of consulting situations, such
as reception, perception, translation, etc. However, these would be more relevant for
an investigation of the contents of Wiktionary, rather than its layout structure. The
relationship between entry e.g. entry structure and the etymology affects readers in all
these consulting situations to the same degree. It does not mean, however, that we cannot
draw between the user typology proposed here and a traditional typology of dictionaries,
as suggested for example by Tarp (2017: p. 247):

Adapted from Tarp (2017) Target groups proposed in current paper

communicative
assist users in solving problems related to written
and oral communication, such as text reception,
text production, translation and text revision

language learners; users looking up words
in their native language

cognitive transmit knowledge to their users
readers interested in language history;
Wiktionary editors; researchers

operative assist users in performing specific types of action language learners
interpretive assist users in interpreting non-linguistic signs -

3. The overall structure

The starting point in the access structure at Wiktionary is spelling, which means that
words in different languages are displayed alphabetically on the same page5. The entry
layout is originally not developed for the purposes of a dictionary, but for encyclopaedic
articles, whence it has been “inherited” and subsequently adjusted to a certain degree,
making it radically different from a printed dictionary in several ways. The alphabetical
order of entries within a language is not visible for the reader: although the sought entry
can be reached by consulting the alphabetical index, the usual way is by using the search
function. In order to compensate for the absence of a natural connection with other
relevant entries (which can often be found on the same or adjacent pages in printed
dictionaries), hyperlinks are used to refer to derived terms, compounds or otherwise related
terms. Entries interconnected through semantic relationships (synonymy, antonymy etc.),
that are normally not found next to each other in printed dictionaries, are also connected
via hyperlinking.

Except for some very general principles applying over the edition boundaries (such
as criteria for inclusion6), specific lexicographic policies are decided over by the local
communities of each edition. One such policy is the question of lemmatisation, or “how
lexical units with identical citation forms be presented” Svensén (2004). The differences in
how this affects the entry layout in each edition can be exemplified with two constructed
entries from the focal editions.

5 However, entries in meta-language are displayed at the top regardless of the language name’s initial
letter. English always comes first on the page on en.wikt, Swedish on sv.wikt, etc.

6 Some differences regarding which words may be included do exist, too: i.e. given names as well as
surnames may be included on en.wikt but are not permitted on sv.wikt.
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Figure 1: A simplified basic entry on en.wikt

Figure 2: A simplified basic entry on sv.wikt

The main difference lies in how the entry is organised in relation to etymology: while
en.wikt structures the content (primarily) around individual etymologies, it is organised
(primarily) around the part of speech on sv.wikt. The contrast is most visible in the
order of headers: the etymology section constitutes a higher-order section on en.wikt,
and the etymological information is given above the definitions, at its own top-level
on the page. On sv.wikt, the etymological information is provided inside the lexeme,
under each definition. As can be seen, the division into parts of speech constitutes the
higher-order hierarchy on sv.wikt, whereas it is subordinate to etymologies on en.wikt. It
could be argued that sv.wikt has moved further away from the encyclopaedic entry layout
inherited from Wikipedia and done away with the level in the page structure hierarchy,
which on en.wikt is made up by the etymology section. The etymology has ceased to
be central part of the macro-structure and is demoted to the micro-structure, under the
individual definitions. The contrast can be presented schematically, and compared with
printed dictionaries in Table (1).

The Swedish word ask featured in the constructed entries above presents a case of
polysemy: the sense ‘a little box’ developed from the primary sense ‘ash (tree)’. This
simplistic example does therefore not fully reflect the contrast in entry structure brought
about by the different approaches to lemmatisation adopted by each edition, which is
most evident with regard to homonyms. The constructed entries below exemplify each
edition’s approach to the homonymous English word bore (figures 6 and 7), belonging to
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Table 1: Comparison of layout structure in printed dictionaries, en.wikt and sv.wikt

Printed dictionaries English Wiktionary Swedish Wiktionary
Page (all lemmata sorted
alphabetically, fitting in a

single paper page)

Page (all lemmata
with identical spelling)

Page

↓ ↓ ↓

↓
Etymologies (lemmata
which can be derived
from the same source)

↓

↓ ↓ ↓
Lemmata (independent entries
with identical formal properties:

spelling, part of speech,
declension/conjugation)

Lemmata Lemmata

↓ ↓ ↓
Definitions Definitions Definitions

several parts of speech7. Note the striking difference in the amount of screenspace used
by the entries: the entry on en.wikt is visually much larger than the one on sv.wikt.

4. Lemmatisation

The principles that can be discerned behind the organisation of the entry structure can
and should be contextualised within the ones traditionally applied in printed dictionaries.
A central reason for the different appearance of the entries on en.wikt and sv.wikt is
lemmatisation. Below follows a short review of how it is approached in paper dictionaries,
and, by extension, how the question of polysemy vs. homonymy is resolved there. Svensén
(2004) lists four approaches: the etymological, the semantic, the morpho-semantic and the
formal-grammatical. These four approaches can also be seen as four ways of answering
the question “what is a word, in the lexicographical sense?” (and, by extension, “what is
another?”).

4.1 Approaches to lemmatisation in printed dictionaries

The etymological method8 in its strict application departs from wordhood based on
forms of shared origin. Such lexical units are treated as polysemous and lemmatised
under the same entry. The readers’ intuitions regarding which forms belong together

7 Certain departures were made from the actual entries in order to secure the same amount of information
in both constructed entries. For example, the entry on en.wikt is in reality much larger and the one on
sv.wikt is smaller. Some lemmata belonging to other parts of speech have been left out. The translation
section in the Swedish entry is given merely for comparability, as translations to other target languages
are only allowed from the entry in the meta-language. Figures (3) and (4) show parts of the actual
entries

8 The English-language edition of Svensén (2009) does not include the etymological approach as a distinct
way of organizing the entries and concludes further that ”the place of etymology in the micro-structure
is usually uncomplicated“. Since our analysis suggests that etymology is far from uncomplicated in the
context of Wiktionaries, we will utilise the original analysis proposed in Svensén (2004).
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Figure 3: Parts of actual entries for the word bore

Figure 4: Parts of actual entries for the word bore

are thereby of no importance. Words demonstrating identical formal properties (part
of speech, inflection, pronunciation) but unrelated historically are seen as homonymous,
unrelated forms merely coinciding on the surface and are treated under separate entries.
As the name suggests, this approach is best suited for etymological dictionaries, but the
principle has been adopted in general-purpose dictionaries too, such as the Concise Oxford
English Dictionary (2011), which groups lemmata by word origin.
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The semantic approach9, on the other hand, disregards etymology and groups words by
(groups of) meaning. Words are treated as homonymous when their senses are deemed to
be too divergent. Etymologically related words like the Swedish ask (1. ‘a kind of tree;
2. ‘a small box’) are divided between two entries, whereas i.e. English crown (‘a royal
headdress; the top of a tree’) is viewed as polysemous and lemmatised under one entry.
This approach is well suited for general-purpose dictionaries.

The morpho-semantic approach10 has the same view on the relationship between
etymology and semantics as the previous approach but implies a more learner-friendly
macro-structure since semantically related groups of lemmas are given under one
“super-lemma” chosen to represent the word-family. This model deviates from formal
properties (alphabetical sorting, part of speech and inflection) as a base for the access
structure to a larger extent and lemmatises all members of the word-family under the main
lemma (cf. Swedish basal ‘basal’ adj, basning ‘steaming’ vn, basera ‘to base’ v, under the
superlemma bas ‘base’ n.). In addition to the learner-friendliness of this approach, it is also
a natural choice for languages relying heavily on prefixation for word-formation, such as
Indonesian (e.g. in Korigodskiy et al. (1990)), as it allows us to quickly find derived forms
which otherwise would end up in another part of the volume. At the same time, Svensén
(2004: p. 124) puts forward the argument that it can be harder, not easier, for the reader
to arrive at the sought word if he isn’t able to identify the super-lemma11. However, since
Wiktionaries only have one form per language and page (entries with distinct spellings
are not listed on under the same page and can be accessed via the search function), this
weakness does not really apply.

The fourth logical way of handling homonymy and polysemy is the formal-grammatical
approach12, which bases lemmatisation entirely on formal properties of a word without
any reference to either etymology or semantics. All forms with identical spelling, part of
speech and inflection are treated under the same entry.

Although the formal-grammatical approach eliminates the need for making decisions
on how to divide formally identical words into several entries based on extra-linguistic
(historical) and semantic grounds, thus speeding up the compilation, it does have
drawbacks, too. It is not well-suited for an etymological dictionary and, at the same
time, can be somewhat counter-intuitive for readers looking up polysemous/homonymous
words in their native language, where it can be assumed that semantic groupings and
sub-groupings would facilitate successful look-up. The approach is fully implemented
in the latest edition of the printed Swedish Academic Word List (SAWL, 2015), which
focuses on listing the vocabulary of the Swedish language and attaches less importance
to definitions.

9 Svensén (2009) provides a more clear-cut typology and calls this ”macro-structure oriented
homonymization of core senses“ (p.366)

10 ”Homonymization of individual senses“ (Svensén, 2009: p. 365) and ”non-strict-alphabetical
macro-structure“ (pp. 374-276)

11 As such, it can be challenging for the learner to recognise that the Indonesian menyerahkan ‘to hand
over’ should be looked up under serah ‘to give up’ unless the former is referring to the latter in the
overall alphabetic structure in addition to being placed under the base-form; providing such reference
for all derived forms easily becomes exceedingly space-consuming in a printed dictionary, since all verbs
have a derived form prefixed with me-

12 “Strict alphabetical macrostructure” (Svensén, 2009: p. 371-374)
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4.2 Approaches to lemmatisation on Wiktionary

The universality in respect to target groups and purpose reflects the relation to
lemmatisation described above: elements pertaining to all three methods can be identified.
En.wikt is organised almost entirely according to the etymological approach, but its
lemmatisation strategy is in a sense even more radically etymological compared to printed
dictionaries: all etymologically related lexemes with identical forms are treated under
the same lemma. Several lexemes with distinct formal properties are organised under
the same etymology section or divided between several sections if they have different
etymologies. The English term base is divided between four etymologies: etymology 1
contains subsections both for the noun and the verb base, etymology 2 only the adjective
base etc.

The fundamental structure of sv.wikt is, first and foremost, in line with the
formal-grammatical approach, part of speech and inflection are central for lemmatisation.
The etymological information is nested under one or several senses by means of so called
templates, which automatise the formatting (the position, font size and colour) of different
elements. Nesting of links to related terms, such as compounded forms, can be viewed as
incorporation of elements of the morpho-semantic approach.

Figure 5: Elements of the morpho-semantic approach implemented on sv.wikt: compounded forms
(sammansättningar), related terms (besläktade ord) and phrases (fraser) linked to from the relevant senses of
the lemma man ‘1. male 2. husband 3. person’.

In sum, the community of sv.wikt decided to move away from the structure inherited from
Wikipedia to a further extent in order to get closer to the formal-grammatical method.
Remnants of the original layout can still be found in some entries: i.e. the entry person has
etymology as a separate section under the noun rather than having a template inside the
definitions. Sv.wikt’s layout policy page, Stilguiden, is states that this way of including
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Figure 6: A simplified homonymous entry on en.wikt

etymological information is being phased out. En.wikt, on the other hand, has retained a
more encyclopedic layout in order to structure entries around shared origin and, by keeping
the screenspace intended for formal and semantic properties of the word visually apart
from the screenspace intended for etymologies, created a solid groundwork for inclusion
of elaborate etymological information. Indeed, insufficient space has historically limited
proper etymologisation in printed dictionaries, e.g. when it comes to derived terms (Buchi,
2016: p. 345), and in order to fully utilise the advantages of the paperless format, access to
enough (screen)space for the etymology section must be assured in one form or another.
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Figure 7: A simplified homonymous entry on sv.wikt

4.3 Implications for target groups

Taking apart definitions of a word and placing them in several sections based on origin (as
done on en.wikt) can cause inconvenience for the casual reader uninterested in linguistic
history and potentially impede a successful look-up. At the same time, it clears the
micro-structure of all non-semantic information: no etymological information is given
in the visual vicinity of definitions, being placed in a specially designated section. The
part of speech section is reserved for definitions and language samples in the form of
user-constructed example sentences, collocations and quotations. Lexical relations, such
as synonyms and antonyms, which are deemed to be valuable for comprehension of the
sense, are allowed too.

The etymology section is often made up of a short list of attested or reconstructed
historical word-forms ancestral to the word in question and cognates in related languages,
but there are also many instances of elaborate and sourced inquiries of a words history,
including discussion of possible directions of borrowing, semantic shifts and typological
parallels. Such inquiries often have a very high academic standard. In view of the very large
number of contributors at en.wikt (as compared to sv.witk), often with special interest in
language history, it is not uncommon to see etymology sections of rather extensive size.
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Having them nested among definitions would make the latter very hard to navigate, and
likely reduce the editors’ disposition to compile the often space-demanding review of the
existing research, which should ideally be the basis of every etymology.

Derivations, otherwise related terms and translations, links to descendants in other
languages all have their own sections visually separated from definitions. This results
in an overall page structure with many sections and subsections. This might not be a
problem for the seasoned readers of en.wikt, but it should be kept in mind that it was
originally developed for encyclopaedic articles with relatively large amount of text in each
section. Therefore, navigating a page with many sections, several of which only contain
lists of links to other entries, can be challenging to first-time visitors, as it requires a lot
of screenspace.

The question is, however, whether the overload of etymological information in the
micro-structure (nested under the definitions) would not imply an even more severe
impediment to successful look-up than a messy macro-structure. Compare the Swedish
noun bas, mentioned by (Svensén, 2004: §52) as an example of a polysemous/homonymous
word. The Swedish Academic Dictionary (SAD, the standard reference work for Swedish
etymologies) lists five distinct homonyms belonging to the form. At present, the word
encompasses 16 senses unsorted for etymology on sv.wikt. These senses could probably be
derived from more than five etymologies provided by SAD at the time of the entry’s
compilation in the year 1900, as novel senses have emerged since. If fairly complete
etymological information would be added under the definitions of the word on sv.wikt,
the navigation and possibility for successful look-up would deteriorate for historically
interested readers and learners alike.

However, this is in reality not much of a problem for sv.wikt in view of the fact that
elaborate etymology sections are at present rare in homonymous words. It is not clear
whether this depends on the entry layout reducing the willingness to compile elaborate
etymologies, the small number of active editors, or a combination of both factors.

Considering the groups of users outlined at the beginning of this paper, it can safely be
assumed that native speakers without interest in etymology and advanced learners benefit
from this state of affairs at sv.wikt, as they are unlikely to look up highly frequent words.
The latter are precisely the type of words that tend to be polysemous, homonymous and
serve as bases of derivation for a great number of terms. Learners and readers who take
interest in etymologies are more likely to look up frequent words with a potential for
overloaded micro-structure. In particular, the decision to rely on templates nested under
definitions for etymological information could discourage potential editors with interest
in language history from making elaborate contributions.

5. Information overload

As indicated above, the extensive amount of etymological information on en.wikt results
in slower look-up due to the definitions being split between several etymology sections,
whereas sv.wikt is spared from this side-effect due to comparatively low amount of
etymological information. The incorporation of elements of the morpho-semantic approach
into sv.wikt, however, has a potential to slow-down the look-up, too. As such, compare
the entry stad at sv.wikt (fig. 8) and en.wikt (fig. 9), where compounded terms are
visually separated from the defintions to a greater extent. Both the messy macro-structure,
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caused by splitting of the definitions between several etymology sections and the messy
micro-structure caused by piling up of elements irrelevant for understanding the sense of
the word in question are ultimately the results of the goal of including everything there
is to say about a word (“all words of all languages”).

Figure 8: Excessive nesting of compounded terms into the micro-structure of the sv.wikt entry stad

The information overload on Wiktionary is, in the typology of Gouws & Tarp (2017) a
form of concrete data overload, where the formal properties of a word, formal lexical
relations (derivations, compounded terms) and etymologies are incorporated into the
micro-structure although not necessary demanded by the reader. The main bulk of readers
are here assumed to be primarily interested in semantic and pragmatic information rather
than etymology or formal lexical relations. Reducing the amount of information to remedy
this kind of overload cannot be done, since Wiktionary strives to be as complete as
possible.

The perceptive data overload (not presenting information optimally), however, can be dealt
with. A perceptive data overload emerges when screen space is not used optimally. This
is the case, for instance, with the pile up of compounded terms in the entry stad. Another
example of this are translation sections at en.wikt: some translation sections of frequent
terms grow so large that in order to navigate them meaningfully they must be moved to a
separate page.13 The potential for (almost) infinite growth of entry contents, only limited
by the number of active editors, makes this type of overload ever more pressing. The
way it is dealt with (moving contents to separate pages or hiding them under “spoilers”)
relieves some of the problems, but creates new ones, such as the need for more clicks to
arrive at the sought content.
13 This is the case for example with the entry hand, for which there are 340 translations just for the

primary, literal sense. Considering the fact that translations to any language (for which there are
many more than 340) are allowed and welcome to be added, this constitutes a clear conflict between
the ambition to include everything and reader-friendliness.
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Figure 9: Compounded terms under a separate section, partially under a “spoiler”, at the en.wikt entry stad

To sum up, the perceptive data overload on en.wikt arises from the large number
of sections and from fragmentation of definitions in homonymous words over multiple
etymologies. The perceptive data overload on sv.wikt varies greatly with the amount of
content at each individual entry, and arises from the too tight integration of the semantic
and non-semantic information. The micro-structure becomes overloaded, since many
different types of non-semantic information are placed under the definitions, impeding
the chances of successful look-up for casual readers. While it is true that some related
terms belonging to a definition would be beneficial for quick comprehension, a pile-up of
the kind seen in the entry stad hardly serves the reader well.

These two degrees of integration could be contrasted with a third solution, presented by
the German edition of Wiktionary. It is quite extreme and obviously suffers from too large
disintegration of different types of information instead: here, every type of information is
given under a separate section (see figure 10 for an example of this).

6. Concluding discussion

Every decision on entry layout, lemmatisation and visual integration of different types
of information has its own (dis)advantageous effects. As such, the decisions made by
the community of sv.wikt to move further away from the encyclopaedic layout of
Wikipedia, abolishing separate sections for, for example etymologies, and adherence to
the formal-grammatical approach made the screenspace of an entry much smaller (see
figures 6 and 7), which is undoubtedly beneficial for the visual grasp of the contents. But
this advantage lasts only as long as non-semantic information is held to a minimum. This
is also the case for the majority of entries at sv.wikt14, which is why the decision can
14 As such, out of 303,373 pages on sv.wikt containing lexical entries, only 18,142 pages contain entries

with compounded terms, 43,497 with otherwise related terms and 14,007 with etymologies. A page
may include several entries in more than one language. For comparison: there are 2,594,263 lexical
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Figure 10: Example sentences at the German Wiktionary entry stad separated from the definitions by a list of
compounded terms.

be seen as justified. Since completeness of included information is the absolute ideal for
Wiktionary, it would be beneficial for sv.wikt to find a way to sustain increasing depth of
its content without increasing the concrete overload and exacerbating the user experience.
One such way could be relying less on the use of micro-structure templates and establishing
separate sections at least for some types of information. An alternative solution would
be to introduce a so called "spoiler", or "fold/unfold" function, where the non-semantic
information remains structurally subordinate to the definitions, but is hidden under a
spoiler by default. This way, etymologies and lists of related terms would still be one click
away without impeding the look-up for users who don’t need them.

The comparatively large size of the editor community on en.wikt makes the vision of
completeness, especially with regards to etymological information, much closer to the
reality. As a result, the entry layout had to undergo a larger separation between semantic
and non-semantic information, including fragmentation of definitions in homonymous
entries between several etymologies. This has increased the concrete information overload
in such entries for readers uninterested in language history, but enabled continued growth
of high-quality content, such as elaborate etymology sections.

entries (distributed over a smaller number of pages) on en.wikt, 1,410,582 pages contain entries with
etymologies, 69,194 pages contain homonymous entries with at least two etymologies. A total of 254,547
pages contain entries with derived terms and 267,975 pages contain entries with related terms.
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Since Wiktionary is a project with enormous potential and increasing relevance to
lexicography, it would be desirable to address some issues outlined but not examined in
this paper. An in-depth study of the contents (in addition to the structure), its quality and
adequacy in meeting the needs of target groups (both suggested here and derived from
traditional consulting situations) are some of the topics for future research. Empirical
verification of the findings of current paper using online user surveys or eye-trackers
would also shed more light on the relation between the entry layout and various types of
information overload.
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