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Abstract
In this papera nev modelandapproachs presentedor the lexicographiclinking and presentatiorof
two closelyrelatedlanguagesAs a case-in-poinDutchandAfrikaansaretaken.

The proposednodeldiffers from the traditionalbilingual dictionaryin thatthe type of word pair deter
minesthepresentatiomndtreatmente.g.tafel/ tafel (table) will betreateddifferentlyfrom aanstuiven
/aanskuif(shufle along draw up) becausef, amongothers formal characteristicsSemanticandprag-
maticdifferenceswill alsocomeinto play.

Although in the databasatself the frame for the datacatgoriesremainsthe sameall over, the actual
representationf the datain the dictionary will be determinedoy the type of word, the type of useras
well asthe type of word pair. With this new model,applicablebeyond the Dutch-Afrikaanscaseitself,
theauthorshopeto stimulateresearchn this neglecteddomainof bilingual lexicography

1 The problem

Bilingual dictionariescanbe regardedasone of the mostcommonlyusedlexicographictypes
in monolingualandmultilingual societiesIn spitethereofthe history of metaleicographyand
dictionaryresearchndicatea limited amountof researchdirectedat this dictionarytype.More
in particular in theresearchhathasbeenundertalenuptill now little attentionwasgivento the
problemsarisingwhentwo closelyrelatedlanguagesretreatedin a bilingual dictionary The
aimof this paperis to identify anddiscussamodelformulatedfor the compilationof abilingual
dictionarywith DutchandAfrikaans,two closelyrelatedanguagesaslanguagepair. Although
thefocuswill be onaspectof the lexicographictreatmenbf thesetwo specificlanguagesthe
modelandthe suggestionsnadein this papercould alsobe usedwhenplanninga dictionary
in which two othercloselyrelatedlanguagese.g. SouthAfrican languagegrom the Nguni or
Sothofamily groupsrespectiely, aretreated.

2 Theneed

Afrikaans developedfrom seventeenthcenturyDutch but in its developmentother European
languagesvith which the spealersof early Afrikaanscameinto contact,e.g.English,French,
GermanandPortuguesehada hugeinfluenceon this younglanguageThis influencecanstill
be detectedn modern-dayAfrikaans, cf. [Ponelis1993]. Due to the constanianguagecon-
tactin the multilingual and multicultural South African societythe indigenouslanguageof
SouthAfrica madea substantiactontribution to the developmentof Afrikaans. This language
contactsituationstill exists andin the new SouthAfrica it hasbeenformalisedby meansof
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an official policy of multilingualism. Wherethe pre-1994South Africa had two official lan-
guagesij.e. Afrikaansand English, SouthAfrica now hostseleven official languagesThis in
itself confrontsthe lexicographerswith tremendoushallengesand opportunitiescf. [Gouws
2000a].As a developinglanguagen this multilingual societyAfrikaansis constantlythe tar-
get of an ongoingprocessof languagechangeand thesechangesoccur primarily underthe
influenceof Englishand,to a lesserdegree,the indigenousAfrican languagesAs a resultof
boththe constantanguagecontactandthe naturalbut isolatedgrownth of DutchandAfrikaans,
the divergencebetweernDutch and Afrikaanshasbecomemuchmore salientover the last few
decades.

The new political situationin SouthAfrica hasrevitalisedrelationswith HollandandBelgium
resultingin a growing demandfor Afrikaansliteraturein Holland and Belgium. The last few
yearssaw anincreasingneedfor thetranslationof Afrikaanstextsto Dutchbecaus®f theprob-
lemsDutchandFlemishspealersencountewhenreadingAfrikaanstexts. Both thetranslators
and the Dutch readerschoosingthe original Afrikaanstexts have expressedheir needfor a
bilingual dictionarywith Dutch and Afrikaansaslanguagepair. In SouthAfrica theinterestin
Dutchart, cultureandliteratureis expandingon both anacademianda popularlevel, but the
processs impededby thelack of a bilingual dictionarycoordinatingthesetwo closelyrelated
languages.

In the pastAfrikaans and Dutch lexicographershave failed to make ary seriousende&ours
to compilebilingual dictionarieswith Dutch and Afrikaansaslanguagepair. Their aguments
have alwaysbeenthatthesetwo languagesresocloselyrelatedthatno dictionaryof this kind

is neededIn a way they wereright, in the sensehat no traditionalbilingual dictionarywould

have beenadequatéor thesituationathand.Neitherweretheword lists containingfalsefriends
andlanguagespecificitems.During 1998 ZASM (Zuid AfrikaanseSpoorwgmaatschappij)a

Dutch Foundationworking for betterrelationsbetweernthe Netherlandsand SouthAfrica, had

identifiedthe needfor a more adequatenstrumentand consequenticommissionedhe com-

pilation of a pilot andfeasibility studyto establishthe extentandnatureof the need.The pilot

study doneduring1998and1999cf. [Martin etal 1999a],re-iteratedhe needandmadesome
suggestionsegardingthe overall lexicographicprocessit soonbecameclearthat this dictio-

narywould haveto betheresultof aninnovativelexicographicapproachwhich makesprovision

for waysto treatboththe similaritiesandthedifferencedetweerDutchandAfrikaansin a sci-

entifically foundedway. The pilot studythereforeincludedthe formulation of a theoretically
basedmodelto guidethe lexicographersn this compilationprocess.This paperwill give an

accountof someof the major featuressuggestedor this dictionaryandof waysandmeanso

achievethem.

3 The underlying database

In line with the recommendationformulatedin a recentfeasibility studycarriedout by order
of the EuropearCommissionDG XIII) onthe constructiorof bilingual dictionariescf. [Mar-
tin/Heid 1998], the proposeddictionary will be basedon underlyingmonolingualdatabases.
The starting-pointis a Dutch databasethe so-calledRBN (ReferentieBestandNederlands=
ReferenceDatabasebutch), cf. [Martin et al. 1999], to which Afrikaanslexemesare linked.
This ‘linkage’ implies two things. Firstly, both the Dutch and Afrikaans items are not mere
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Form Units (FUs), but lexemes Lexical Units (LUs) [forms + specificationof their meaning,
e.g.in theform aresumecgf. [Martin/Heid 1998]. Secondlytherelationshipbetweerthe LUs
in bothlanguagess specifiedoy meanf, amongotherthings,semanti@andpragmatigparam-
eters,cf. [Martin/Tamm1996] for a full treatmentso that a reversalcalculuscantake place.
Theadwantage®f this approacharethefollowing:

e Startingfrom one monolinguallexical databasd€the RBN), a secondone (the RBA =
ReferencéDatabaseé\frikaans)is createdduring the linking processalthoughthe latter
oneneedspf course somepost-editing.

e The explicit way in which the linking is carriedout, doesnot only guaranteean A-B
part(Dutch-Afrikaansin our case)but aB-A partaswell. This reversecanbegenerated
automaticallyin a very accurateway, be it with the sameproviso asfor the preceding
point, viz. thatsomekind of post-editings unavoidable.

e Giventhefactthatlinkablereferencdexiconsareconstructeanakesit feasibleto usethe
resourcesn a hub-and-spo& configuration.This modelhasbeenpresentedor the first
time in [Martin 1996]: it stipulatesthe conditionsunderwhich two or more languages
(spoles)canbelinkedto a commonone (hub), so that,automaticallylinks betweerthe
spolkescanbe derived. In a multilingual context suchasthe EU and SouthAfrica each
with eleven official languagesthis Hub-and-Spok Model becomesan attractve means
to solve the (bilingual) dictionaryneeds.

e Above all, however, theapproactwherea differentiationis madebetweeran underlying
databasandafront-endone(adictionary)openghepossibilityto derive from thefunda-
mentalnon-usemrientedunderlyingdatabas@smary userorientedfront-enddatabases
(dictionaries)as there are types of dictionaries,cf. [Martin/Al 1988]. In our casethis
meansthat, from the two underlyinglexical database$RBN and RBA) linked to each
other we cannotjust derive a ‘classical’ bilingual dictionary but morein particular one
which takesinto accounthe specificrelationshipbetweernthetwo languagesndis ade-
guateto carryoutthefunctionsaimedat by thetargetgroups.

In whatfollows first a brief characterisatiomwill be given of the planneddictionary followed
by its mostprominentandinnovative featureson bothmacro-andmicrolevel.

4 The dictionary profile

Theplanneddictionaryshouldtake into accounthecloserelationshipaswell asthedifferences
betweerDutchandAfrikaans.Thesedifferencegsionotonly lie onthelevel of wordsanddeno-
tation, but canalsoresidein thefactthat‘cognate’languageshaw differenceson the level of
co-text (combinations)andcontet (pragmaticsconnotation).The Dutch and Afrikaansitems
tafel (table) areidenticalin form andmeaningbut differ on thelevel of co-text, e.g.the Dutch
form combineswith the verb afruimenandthe Afrikaansform with the verb afdek(to clear a
table). The word kar (car) hasthe samereferencan Dutch and Afrikaans.In Afrikaansit is
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usedin aneutralregisterwhereasn Dutchit belongsto averyinformal register The combina-
tory possibilitiesalsodiffer. In Afrikaansit is usedwith the particleverbsinklim/uitklim (to get
in/out) whereasn Dutchit is usedwith the particleverbsinstappen/uitstappemifferenceof

this naturehave notreceved ampleattentionin existing sources.Thelictionaryshouldfurther

moretake into accountthatthetargetusersareDutch,respectiely Afrikaansspeakinggroups,
thatasarule, undestandeachothers languageelatively well in normalgeneralkcorversation;
however, they cannotproperlyproduceeachothers languagevithout makingmary errors.

To complywith its genuinepurposethis dictionaryshouldthereforebe:

e contrastve (onthelevel of words,theirmeaningaswell astheir combinationsaanduse);

e multifunctional,servingthe needsof both decodingandencodingDutch and Afrikaans
users;

e well-structuredandinformative, without beingredundant.

Giventhis profile, the most characteristiand innovative featuresof this proposeddictionary
will now be specified.

5 The macrostructure

5.1 A singleamalgamatedcentral list

Oneof the moststriking featuresof the new Dutch-Afrikaansdictionary in comparisornwith
otherbilingual dictionaries|s the factthatthereis but one,single,amalgamatedalphabetical
macrostructurenotivatedby thecloserelationshigbetweerthetwo languagesThisembedding
of two macrostructuress the result of an innovative processof outer textual condensation,
for an explanationof the term, cf. [Wiegand1996]. The macrostructurasimilarity forms asit
werethestarting-pointfor thedescriptionof thetwo languagesSucha point-of-view facilitates
the contrastve descriptiongreatly: cognatesare kept togetherin one article, ‘falsecognates’
areenteredas separatdemmataalbeitin closevicinity, meaningextensiong(in eitheror both
languagespecomemmediatelyclear Moreover, redundang is keptto a minimum: onedoes
e.g.not have to repeatin an Afrikaans-Dutchvolumein the article of the lemmatafel (table)
whatonehasalreadymentionedunderthe samedemmain a Dutch-Afrikaansvolume.

Thiscomprehensiely condensednacrostructuravill necessarilynfluencethedatadistribution

structure,cf. [Bergenholtzet al 1999], of the articles.The macrostructuraembeddingdueto

the processof textual condensatiomesultsin the occurrenceof combinedlemmata,consisting
of botha Dutch andan Afrikaanslexical item astreatmentunit. Although a combinedemma
assuchfunctionsasheadof the article, both its component$ave a dual function. The Dutch
form, typically the first componenbf the majority of combinedemmatafunctionsassource
languageentry andasguiding elementdeterminingthe alphabeticabrderingof the combined
lemmawithin therelevantarticle stretch.The Afrikaansform, usuallythe seconccomponenof

a combinedemma,functionsastargetlanguageentry but alsoastranslationequialentof the
precedingsourcelanguageentry;,
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5.2 Differentlemmatypes

This new approactwill leadto theinclusionof articlesheadedy differentlemmatypes,e.g.

e Absolutecognategidenticalform andmeaning)g.g.Dutchtafel/ Afrikaanstafel (table)
will resultin a condensed¢ombinediemma,consistingof the Dutch form tafel, entered
asguidingelementof thearticle,anda structuralmarker, the symbol"#", substitutingthe
Afrikaanslemmaandindicatingthatthe Afrikaansitemis identicalin form andmeaning
to the Dutch. The condensedombinedemmawill be enteredastafel/#.

e Absolute cognateswith systematic morphological difference, e.g. Dutch ontsnap-
perfAfrikaansontsnap(escapg, will appearascombinedlemmatawith the Dutchform
functioning as guiding element:ontsnappen/ontsnajesidesits occurrenceas second
componenbf the combinedlemma,the Afrikaansform will alsobe enteredin its rel-
evant alphabeticaklot asthe guiding elementof a referencearticle which includesthe
Dutchform asthereferenceaddres®ntry: ontsnap— ontsnappen.

e Equivalentswhich displayno formal identity, will be enteredastwo separate&eombined
lemmatawith boththe Dutchandthe Afrikaansform functioningasthe respectre guid-
ing element,e.qg. verkeersdrempel/spoedwalletjind spoedwalletjie/verkersdrempel
(speedbmp. The Afrikaansform will not only be enteredasguiding elementof a ref-
erencearticle but, in compliancewith the normsof userfriendlinesswill introducean
articlein whichafull treatmenbf thecombinedemmais presentedThis diminisheshe
extentof the mediostructuraproceduresndpreventsatotally Dutch-biasednacrostruc-
ture.

e Partial cognatedliffering in polysemy:polysemyis a languagespecificfeatureandal-
thougha relation of formal identity may prevail betweena sourcelanguageitem and
a translationequivalentapplicablefor a given co-text, it doesnot imply that this target
languagdexical itemwill displaythe samepolysemougparadigmasthe sourcdanguage
item. Thelemmatisatiorof polysemou®utchlexical itemswith differenttargetlanguage
formsfor their differentpolysemousensewill leadto anadditionallemmatisatiorpro-
cedure.

The Dutch form will be enteredas guiding elementandthe treatmentwill includethe
presentatiorof a subcommenon semanticgor eachoneof the polysemousensesThe
searctzoneof eachsubcommenbn semanticsvill beindicatedby anumericalpolysemy
marlker, followedby abrief paraphrasef meaningo identify therelevantsensggivenin

squarebraclets).

TheAfrikaansform to beusedasatranslationequialentfor thegivensenseof the Dutch
form, is thenpresentedcf. the entry toiletring in the secondsubcommenbn semantics
of the article of the Dutch lemmasign bril (givenbelow). As partof the treatmentunit
this entry forms part of a remotecondenseadombinedlemma.Whereformal identity
prevails for a given sensebetweernthe Dutch and Afrikaansformsthe Afrikaanslemma
components substitutedy a hashsign (#), cf. thefirst subcommenbn semantic®f the
article of the Dutchlemmasign bril (givenbelow). For eachsubcommenbn semantics
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thefirst componenbf thecombinedemmaremainshe same put the secondcomponent
may changefrom sensdo sense.

TheDutchandAfrikaansformsconstituteacombinedemmabecaus¢ogetheithey func-
tion asthe primarytreatmenunit of the article.

The Afrikaansformsincludedaspartof the presentatiorof remotecondensed¢dombinedem-
matawill alsobe enteredin their relevantalphabeticaklotsasthe guiding elementsof either
referencearticles,with the Dutch form asthe referenceaddressentry, or articlesdisplayinga
fully-fledged treatment.Referencearticleswill guidethe userfrom an Afrikaans form to its
partialcognatee.g.Dutchbril (spectacleshasawider paradigmof polysemousenseshanits
Afrikaanscognatebril, albeitthatthetwo wordsdisplayabsolutdormalidentity. The Afrikaans
wordwill beenteredastheguidingelemenbf areferencearticleleadingtheuserto therelevant
entryin the subcommenon semanticof the article of the Dutchlemmasign: bril — bril 1.
The Afrikaansform toiletring will be enteredasa guiding elementof an article headedoy a
combinedemma,which functionsasthe addres®f anextensie lexicographictreatment.

bril

1 [omtekijken]# ...(tolook)

2 [vanw.c.] toiletring ... (of awc)
bril — bril 1

toiletring / bril (bril 2).....

To assisthe targetuseron the searchpathof the externalaccesstructuretypographicabtruc-
tural markerswill identify the lemmataasbelongingto a specificmemberof the treatedlan-
guagepair. In this multifunctionaldictionarythe amalgamatedhacrostructurereatesa dictio-
nary consultationervironmentwhereboth differencesand similaritiesbecomeapparenin an
efficientandcontrastve way.

5.3 Falsefriends

Falsefriends(completeandpartial)confronttheusersof closelyrelatedanguagesvith commu-
nicationproblemsTheamalgamatedhacrostructur@roposedn this dictionarymodelrestricts
the extent of this problemdueto the lemmatisation(in closevicinity) of both membersof a
pair of completefalsefriends,complementedby the inclusionof combinedlemmatawith the
respectre equialentsof thefalsefriendsasguidingelementsA relationof falsefriendsexists
betweerthe DutchandAfrikaanslexical temsmus.The Dutchform (= Englishsparrow) is the
guiding elementof a combinedlemmawith the Afrikaansform mossieassecondcomponent.
The Afrikaansitem mus(cap) is alsoenteredasthe guiding elementof an article with a com-
binedlemmamus/mutsLik ewise the respectie Afrikaansand Dutch forms mossieand muts
will be enteredn the relevant article stretchesasthe guiding elementof combinedemmata:
mossie/muand muts/musThis presentatioremphasisethe lack of semantiddentity in spite
of the formal identity holding betweerthe member=f a pair of completefalsefriends.To as-
sistuserswith arapididentificationof falsefriendsthe relevantlemmatawill be accompanied
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by a non-typographicastructuralmarker, i.e. "@". Partial falsefriendsare accountedor on
microstructuralevel by meansof lexicographiccommentary

6 The microstructure

6.1 Focusingon similarities and differences

The innovative featuresof this dictionarymodelinclude variouswaysandmeango illustrate

similaritiesanddifferencedbetweerthememberof thelanguagepair. Thiswill bedonein such

away thatthetargetuserscanrely onthedictionaryasa functionalinstrumentn theenhance-
mentof communicatre equivalencebetweerDutch and Afrikaans. The text book structureas

well asthe text list structure,the article structure,the differentsearchzonesand the article

internaldatadistribution structurewill work towardsthis goal.

6.2 Semanticdata

Althoughthis dictionaryprimarily falls within thetypologicalcateyory of translationdictionar
iesabrief paraphrasef meanings enteredn eachsubcommenbn semanticsn the article of
alemmasignrepresenting polysemoudexical item. The article of the lemmasign dageraad
(daybreakwhich representa polysemou®utchlexical item, includesthefollowing entries:

"1.[aanbrekenvandedag]..." (thebreakingof theday)...."2.[begin]..." (start)...

Fromatypologicalperspectie the brief paraphrasef meaningmay be seenasgiving the dic-
tionary a hybrid characterin termsof the genuinepurposeof this dictionaryit is a functional
text sggmentin the subcommenbn semanticdecauset assistghe userin distinguishingthe
differentsense®f the sourcelanguagédtem to ensurehe correctchoiceof atranslationequi-
alent.

In traditionaltranslationdictionariesthe translationequialentis usuallyregardedasthe most
saliententryin thecommenibr subcommenbn semanticsef. [Gouws1996].In thisdictionary
however, the entry functioning as translationequivalent usually forms part of the combined
lemmaandthereforefalls within thedomainof thecommentbonform. A procedureof lemmatic
addressingn thecommenton semanticwill consequentlhalsohave the translationequivalent
asanaddresandwill necessarilyenhancehe quality of equivalentdiscriminationcf. [Gouws
2000].Lemmaticaddressingalbeitin aslightly untraditionalay, will prevail in mary articles.
However, thisdictionarywill oftendeviatefrom atraditionallemmaticbiasin orderto establish
atopic switchby promotinga varietyof entriesin thecommenton semanticse.g.collocations,
otherillustrative examplesaswell asidiomatic expressionsto functionassecondaryreatment
units. In doing so the occurrenceof sourceandtamget formsin co-text receves much more
emphasisTo enablethe userto distinguishbetweentheseentriesdifferentsearchzoneswill
be allocatedto themandeachsearchzonewill beindicatedby meansof a non-typographical
structuralmarler.

6.3 Combinatory Data

Focusingon the occurrenceof sourceandtarget formsin co-text, the articlesof this dictio-
naryincludesa variety of combinatorydatadisplaying,in afixed order differentsearctzones
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accommodatingon-contrastie combinationscontrastve combinationsandidiomatic expres-
sionsrespectiely. The combinatorydatarepresentshe coreof the lexicographicpresentation.

For non-contrastie combinationsonly the Dutch exampleis enteredjmplying that Afrikaans
has a similar collocation. This category of illustrative examplesis precededby the non-
typographicalstructuralmarker "—'. Wherethe Afrikaans form shows a differencewhich is
regardedascontrastvely relevantthe translationis entered.This cateyory is marked by a "e".
Idiomatic expressiond(i.e. idioms, proverbs, pragmaticformulae) are always provided with
translations.This cateyory is indicatedby the structuralmarker "{". In all thesecateyories
Dutch is the sourcelanguagelf, however, the treatmentof the Afrikaans componeniwf the
combinedlemmademandshe inclusion of an Afrikaans collocationor idiomatic expression
not providedfor by the Dutchentries this Afrikaansform maybeenteredasa sourcelanguage
form andprovided with a Dutch equivalent,translationor meaningparaphraseSucha switch
from Dutchto Afrikaansassourcdanguages indicatedby thestructuraimarker>". Thearticle
of thelemmasignbril illustratesthe useof combinatoryentries:

bril
1 [omtekijken] #
— eenbril hebben/dragerhij heeftzijn bril nietop;...
e <inf.>eenbril moetenn bril moetkry ...
¢ elk zietdoorzijn eigenbril elkeenkyk deursyeie bril
door’n rozebril kijkendeur’n rooskleurig bril kyk

> iemandn bril opdie neussit iemand

te grazememen

2 [vanw.c.] toiletring ...

6.4 Lexicographic Commentary

Provision is madefor the inclusion of lexicographiccommentaryin its own separatesearch
zonewhich canoccupy different positionswithin an article. The lexicographiccommentary
is usedwherecontrastve differencedeadto interpretationor usageproblems.e.g.dueto the
occurrencef partialfalsefriends,culturebounditemsor language-specifidiscoursemarlers.
Thenatureof thosetypesof lexicographiccommentarwhich appearegularly will beindicated
by meanwf a specificstructuralmarker. The commentn partialfalsefriendswill bepreceded
by the marker "!I" andthe commentaryaddresseat culture bounditemswill beidentified by
themarker"%". To illustratethis: the article of the condense@ombinedemmatoe/#(closed
will includethefollowing entry:"! In Afrikaanswordtoe ook gebruikwaarin Nederlandslicht
gebruikword". (In Afrikaanstoeis alsousedwhereDutch usesdicht.)

Lemmatarepresentingulture specificwordswill generallynot have a correspondingorm in
the otherlanguageo participatein a combinedarticle. Suchlemmatawill be marked andtheir
commenton semanticwill includea brief paraphrasef meaningof thetranslationequivalent.
Wherean Afrikaansitem is the guiding elementof suchan article the treatmentwill not be
restrictedo areferenceaddres®ntryguidingtheuserto a Dutchform, e.g.

biltong . ... % Gedroogdevleesdat. .. (dried meatthat..)
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7 In conclusion

From the above it will have becomeclearthat the model focuseson the fact that closelyre-
lated languagedik e Dutch and Afrikaans do not display so mary denotatve differencesout
thatthemajordifferencesreratheronthe connotatve andcombinatorylevel. This necessitates
innovative lexicographicstratgies.An amalgamatedhacrostructuréringslemmatafrom both
languagesvithin the scopeof a singleaccesstructureandputsthe userin a positionto differ-
entiatebetweersingleandcombinedemmatapetweerabsolutecognatespartialcognatesand
translationequialents;betweerreferencearticlesandarticlesdisplayinga fully-fledgedtreat-
ment and betweennon-contrastie combinationsand thosewhich are contrastvely relevant.
The useof typographicaland non-typographicastructuralmarkers addsto an unambiguous
inneraccesstructureandenhanceshe quality of the dictionaryconsultatiornproceduresThe
underlyingprinciplesto whichthis modeladheresgreatesheopportunityof amoregenerabp-
plicationto otherpairsof relatedlanguagesndcouldassistto enhancehe quality of bilingual
lexicography
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