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Abstract
In this papera new modelandapproachis presentedfor the lexicographiclinking andpresentationof
two closelyrelatedlanguages.As acase-in-pointDutchandAfrikaansaretaken.

Theproposedmodeldiffers from thetraditionalbilingual dictionaryin that thetypeof word pair deter-
minesthepresentationandtreatment,e.g.tafel / tafel (table) will betreateddifferentlyfrom aanschuiven
/aanskuif(shuffle along, draw up) becauseof, amongothers,formal characteristics.Semanticandprag-
maticdifferenceswill alsocomeinto play.

Although in the databaseitself the frame for the datacategoriesremainsthe sameall over, the actual
representationof thedatain thedictionary, will bedeterminedby thetypeof word, the typeof useras
well asthetypeof word pair. With this new model,applicablebeyond theDutch-Afrikaanscaseitself,
theauthorshopeto stimulateresearchin thisneglecteddomainof bilingual lexicography.

1 The problem

Bilingual dictionariescanberegardedasoneof themostcommonlyusedlexicographictypes
in monolingualandmultilingual societies.In spitethereofthehistoryof metalexicographyand
dictionaryresearchindicatea limited amountof researchdirectedat this dictionarytype.More
in particular, in theresearchthathasbeenundertakenuptill now little attentionwasgivento the
problemsarisingwhentwo closelyrelatedlanguagesaretreatedin a bilingual dictionary. The
aimof thispaperis to identify anddiscussamodelformulatedfor thecompilationof abilingual
dictionarywith DutchandAfrikaans,two closelyrelatedlanguages,aslanguagepair. Although
thefocuswill beon aspectsof thelexicographictreatmentof thesetwo specificlanguages,the
modelandthe suggestionsmadein this papercould alsobe usedwhenplanninga dictionary
in which two othercloselyrelatedlanguages,e.g.SouthAfrican languagesfrom theNguni or
Sothofamily groupsrespectively, aretreated.

2 The need

Afrikaansdevelopedfrom seventeenthcenturyDutch but in its developmentotherEuropean
languageswith which thespeakersof earlyAfrikaanscameinto contact,e.g.English,French,
GermanandPortuguese,hada hugeinfluenceon this younglanguage.This influencecanstill
be detectedin modern-dayAfrikaans,cf. [Ponelis1993]. Due to the constantlanguagecon-
tact in the multilingual andmulticultural SouthAfrican societythe indigenouslanguagesof
SouthAfrica madea substantialcontribution to the developmentof Afrikaans.This language
contactsituationstill exists and in the new SouthAfrica it hasbeenformalisedby meansof
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an official policy of multilingualism.Wherethe pre-1994SouthAfrica had two official lan-
guages,i.e. AfrikaansandEnglish,SouthAfrica now hostseleven official languages.This in
itself confrontsthe lexicographerswith tremendouschallengesandopportunities,cf. [Gouws
2000a].As a developinglanguagein this multilingual societyAfrikaansis constantlythe tar-
get of an ongoingprocessof languagechangeand thesechangesoccur primarily underthe
influenceof Englishand,to a lesserdegree,the indigenousAfrican languages.As a resultof
boththeconstantlanguagecontactandthenaturalbut isolatedgrowth of DutchandAfrikaans,
thedivergencebetweenDutchandAfrikaanshasbecomemuchmoresalientover the last few
decades.

Thenew political situationin SouthAfrica hasrevitalisedrelationswith HollandandBelgium
resultingin a growing demandfor Afrikaansliteraturein Holland andBelgium.The last few
yearssaw anincreasingneedfor thetranslationof Afrikaanstextsto Dutchbecauseof theprob-
lemsDutchandFlemishspeakersencounterwhenreadingAfrikaanstexts.Both thetranslators
and the Dutch readerschoosingthe original Afrikaans texts have expressedtheir needfor a
bilingual dictionarywith DutchandAfrikaansaslanguagepair. In SouthAfrica theinterestin
Dutchart, cultureandliteratureis expandingon bothanacademicanda popularlevel, but the
processis impededby thelack of a bilingual dictionarycoordinatingthesetwo closelyrelated
languages.

In the pastAfrikaansandDutch lexicographershave failed to make any seriousendeavours
to compilebilingual dictionarieswith DutchandAfrikaansaslanguagepair. Their arguments
havealwaysbeenthatthesetwo languagesaresocloselyrelatedthatno dictionaryof this kind
is needed.In a way they wereright, in thesensethatno traditionalbilingual dictionarywould
havebeenadequatefor thesituationathand.Neitherwerethewordlistscontainingfalsefriends
andlanguagespecificitems.During 1998ZASM (Zuid AfrikaanseSpoorwegmaatschappij),a
DutchFoundationworking for betterrelationsbetweentheNetherlandsandSouthAfrica, had
identifiedthe needfor a moreadequateinstrumentandconsequentlycommissionedthe com-
pilation of a pilot andfeasibility studyto establishtheextentandnatureof theneed.Thepilot
study, doneduring1998and1999cf. [Martin et al 1999a],re-iteratedtheneedandmadesome
suggestionsregardingthe overall lexicographicprocess.It soonbecameclearthat this dictio-
narywouldhaveto betheresultof aninnovativelexicographicapproachwhichmakesprovision
for waysto treatboththesimilaritiesandthedifferencesbetweenDutchandAfrikaansin asci-
entifically foundedway. The pilot studythereforeincludedthe formulationof a theoretically
basedmodel to guidethe lexicographersin this compilationprocess.This paperwill give an
accountof someof themajor featuressuggestedfor this dictionaryandof waysandmeansto
achieve them.

3 The underlying database
In line with therecommendationsformulatedin a recentfeasibility studycarriedout by order
of theEuropeanCommission(DG XIII) on theconstructionof bilingual dictionaries,cf. [Mar-
tin/Heid 1998], the proposeddictionarywill be basedon underlyingmonolingualdatabases.
The starting-pointis a Dutch database,the so-calledRBN (ReferentieBestandNederlands=
ReferenceDatabaseDutch), cf. [Martin et al. 1999], to which Afrikaans lexemesare linked.
This ‘linkage’ implies two things.Firstly, both the Dutch andAfrikaans items are not mere
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Form Units (FUs),but lexemes,Lexical Units (LUs) [forms + specificationof their meaning,
e.g.in theform a resume,cf. [Martin/Heid 1998].Secondly, therelationshipbetweentheLUs
in bothlanguagesis specifiedby meansof, amongotherthings,semanticandpragmaticparam-
eters,cf. [Martin/Tamm1996] for a full treatment,so that a reversalcalculuscantake place.
Theadvantagesof this approacharethefollowing:

� Startingfrom one monolinguallexical database(the RBN), a secondone (the RBA =
ReferenceDatabaseAfrikaans)is createdduring the linking process,althoughthe latter
oneneeds,of course,somepost-editing.

� 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
automatically, in a very accurateway, be it with the sameproviso asfor the preceding
point,viz. thatsomekind of post-editingis unavoidable.

� Giventhefactthatlinkablereferencelexiconsareconstructedmakesit feasibleto usethe
resourcesin a hub-and-spoke configuration.This modelhasbeenpresentedfor the first
time in [Martin 1996]: it stipulatesthe conditionsunderwhich two or more languages
(spokes)canbelinkedto a commonone(hub),so that,automatically, links betweenthe
spokescanbe derived. In a multilingual context suchasthe EU andSouthAfrica each
with elevenofficial languages,this Hub-and-Spoke Model becomesanattractive means
to solve the(bilingual)dictionaryneeds.

� Aboveall, however, theapproachwherea differentiationis madebetweenanunderlying
databaseandafront-endone(adictionary)opensthepossibilityto derivefrom thefunda-
mentalnon-userorientedunderlyingdatabaseasmany user-orientedfront-enddatabases
(dictionaries)as thereare typesof dictionaries,cf. [Martin/Al 1988]. In our casethis
meansthat, from the two underlyinglexical databases(RBN andRBA) linked to each
other, we cannotjust derive a ‘classical’bilingual dictionary, but morein particular, one
which takesinto accountthespecificrelationshipbetweenthetwo languagesandis ade-
quateto carryout thefunctionsaimedat by thetargetgroups.

In what follows first a brief characterisationwill begivenof theplanneddictionary, followed
by its mostprominentandinnovativefeatureson bothmacro-andmicrolevel.

4 The dictionary profile

Theplanneddictionaryshouldtakeinto accountthecloserelationshipaswell asthedifferences
betweenDutchandAfrikaans.Thesedifferencesdonotonly lie onthelevel of wordsanddeno-
tation,but canalsoresidein thefact that ‘cognate’languagesshow differenceson the level of
co-text (combinations)andcontext (pragmatics,connotation).TheDutchandAfrikaansitems
tafel (table)areidenticalin form andmeaningbut differ on thelevel of co-text, e.g.theDutch
form combineswith theverbafruimenandtheAfrikaansform with theverbafdek(to clear a
table). The word kar (car) hasthe samereferencein Dutch andAfrikaans.In Afrikaansit is

785



Proceedingsof EURALEX 2000

usedin aneutralregisterwhereasin Dutchit belongsto a very informal register. Thecombina-
tory possibilitiesalsodiffer. In Afrikaansit is usedwith theparticleverbsinklim/uitklim (to get
in/out) whereasin Dutchit is usedwith theparticleverbsinstappen/uitstappen.Differencesof
this naturehavenot receivedampleattentionin existing sources.Thedictionaryshouldfurther-
moretake into accountthatthetargetusersareDutch,respectively Afrikaansspeakinggroups,
thatasa rule,understandeachother’s languagerelatively well in normalgeneralconversation;
however, they cannotproperlyproduceeachother’s languagewithoutmakingmany errors.

To complywith its genuinepurposethis dictionaryshouldthereforebe:

� contrastive(on thelevel of words,theirmeaningaswell astheir combinationsanduse);
� multifunctional,servingthe needsof both decodingandencodingDutch andAfrikaans

users;
� well-structuredandinformative,withoutbeingredundant.

Given this profile, the mostcharacteristicandinnovative featuresof this proposeddictionary
will now bespecified.

5 The macrostructure

5.1 A singleamalgamatedcentral list

Oneof the moststriking featuresof the new Dutch-Afrikaansdictionary, in comparisonwith
otherbilingual dictionaries,is the fact that thereis but one,single,amalgamated,alphabetical
macrostructure,motivatedby thecloserelationshipbetweenthetwo languages.Thisembedding
of two macrostructuresis the result of an innovative processof outer textual condensation,
for anexplanationof the term,cf. [Wiegand1996].Themacrostructuralsimilarity formsasit
werethestarting-pointfor thedescriptionof thetwo languages.Suchapoint-of-view facilitates
the contrastive descriptiongreatly:cognatesarekept togetherin onearticle, ‘f alsecognates’
areenteredasseparatelemmataalbeit in closevicinity, meaningextensions(in eitheror both
languages)becomeimmediatelyclear. Moreover, redundancy is kept to a minimum:onedoes
e.g.not have to repeatin an Afrikaans-Dutchvolumein the article of the lemmatafel (table)
whatonehasalreadymentionedunderthesamelemmain aDutch-Afrikaansvolume.

Thiscomprehensively condensedmacrostructurewill necessarilyinfluencethedatadistribution
structure,cf. [Bergenholtzet al 1999],of the articles.The macrostructuralembeddingdueto
theprocessof textual condensationresultsin theoccurrenceof combinedlemmata,consisting
of botha DutchandanAfrikaanslexical item astreatmentunit. Althougha combinedlemma
assuchfunctionsasheadof thearticle,both its componentshave a dual function.TheDutch
form, typically thefirst componentof themajority of combinedlemmata,functionsassource
languageentryandasguidingelementdeterminingthealphabeticalorderingof thecombined
lemmawithin therelevantarticlestretch.TheAfrikaansform, usuallythesecondcomponentof
a combinedlemma,functionsastarget languageentrybut alsoastranslationequivalentof the
precedingsourcelanguageentry.
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5.2 Differ ent lemma types

Thisnew approachwill leadto theinclusionof articlesheadedby differentlemmatypes,e.g.

� Absolutecognates(identicalform andmeaning),e.g.Dutchtafel / Afrikaanstafel (table)
will resultin a condensedcombinedlemma,consistingof theDutch form tafel, entered
asguidingelementof thearticle,andastructuralmarker, thesymbol"#", substitutingthe
AfrikaanslemmaandindicatingthattheAfrikaansitem is identicalin form andmeaning
to theDutch.Thecondensedcombinedlemmawill beenteredastafel/#.

� Absolute cognateswith systematicmorphological difference, e.g. Dutch ontsnap-
pen/Afrikaansontsnap(escape), will appearascombinedlemmatawith theDutch form
functioningasguiding element:ontsnappen/ontsnap.Besidesits occurrenceassecond
componentof the combinedlemma,the Afrikaansform will alsobe enteredin its rel-
evant alphabeticalslot as the guiding elementof a referencearticle which includesthe
Dutchform asthereferenceaddressentry:ontsnap� ontsnappen.

� Equivalents,which displayno formal identity, will beenteredastwo separatecombined
lemmatawith boththeDutchandtheAfrikaansform functioningastherespectiveguid-
ing element,e.g. verkeersdrempel/spoedwalletjieand spoedwalletjie/verkeersdrempel
(speedbump). The Afrikaansform will not only be enteredasguiding elementof a ref-
erencearticle but, in compliancewith the normsof user-friendliness,will introducean
articlein whicha full treatmentof thecombinedlemmais presented.Thisdiminishesthe
extentof themediostructuralproceduresandpreventsa totally Dutch-biasedmacrostruc-
ture.

� Partial cognatesdiffering 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
languagelexical itemwill displaythesamepolysemousparadigmasthesourcelanguage
item.Thelemmatisationof polysemousDutchlexical itemswith differenttargetlanguage
formsfor their differentpolysemoussenseswill leadto anadditionallemmatisationpro-
cedure.

The Dutch form will be enteredasguiding elementandthe treatmentwill include the
presentationof a subcommenton semanticsfor eachoneof thepolysemoussenses.The
searchzoneof eachsubcommentonsemanticswill beindicatedby anumericalpolysemy
marker, followedby abrief paraphraseof meaningto identify therelevantsense(givenin
squarebrackets).

TheAfrikaansform to beusedasatranslationequivalentfor thegivensenseof theDutch
form, is thenpresented,cf. theentry toiletring in thesecondsubcommenton semantics
of the article of the Dutch lemmasign bril (givenbelow). As part of the treatmentunit
this entry forms part of a remotecondensedcombinedlemma.Whereformal identity
prevails for a givensensebetweentheDutchandAfrikaansformstheAfrikaanslemma
componentis substitutedby ahashsign(#), cf. thefirst subcommenton semanticsof the
articleof theDutch lemmasignbril (givenbelow). For eachsubcommenton semantics
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thefirst componentof thecombinedlemmaremainsthesame,but thesecondcomponent
maychangefrom senseto sense.

TheDutchandAfrikaansformsconstituteacombinedlemmabecausetogetherthey func-
tion astheprimarytreatmentunit of thearticle.

TheAfrikaansforms includedaspartof thepresentationof remotecondensedcombinedlem-
matawill alsobe enteredin their relevant alphabeticalslotsasthe guiding elementsof either
referencearticles,with theDutch form asthe referenceaddressentry, or articlesdisplayinga
fully-fledged treatment.Referencearticleswill guide the userfrom an Afrikaans form to its
partialcognate,e.g.Dutchbril (spectacles) hasawiderparadigmof polysemoussensesthanits
Afrikaanscognatebril , albeitthatthetwo wordsdisplayabsoluteformalidentity. TheAfrikaans
wordwill beenteredastheguidingelementof areferencearticleleadingtheuserto therelevant
entry in thesubcommenton semanticsof thearticleof theDutch lemmasign : bril � bril 1.
The Afrikaansform toiletring will be enteredasa guidingelementof an article headedby a
combinedlemma,which functionsastheaddressof anextensivelexicographictreatment.

bril
1 [om te kijken]# . . . (to look)
2 [vanw.c.] toiletring . . . (of awc)
bril � bril 1
toiletring / bril (bril 2) . . . ..

To assistthetargetuseron thesearchpathof theexternalaccessstructuretypographicalstruc-
tural markerswill identify the lemmataasbelongingto a specificmemberof the treatedlan-
guagepair. In this multifunctionaldictionarytheamalgamatedmacrostructurecreatesa dictio-
nary consultationenvironmentwhereboth differencesandsimilaritiesbecomeapparentin an
efficientandcontrastiveway.

5.3 Falsefriends

Falsefriends(completeandpartial)confronttheusersof closelyrelatedlanguageswith commu-
nicationproblems.Theamalgamatedmacrostructureproposedin thisdictionarymodelrestricts
the extent of this problemdueto the lemmatisation(in closevicinity) of both membersof a
pair of completefalsefriends,complementedby the inclusionof combinedlemmatawith the
respectiveequivalentsof thefalsefriendsasguidingelements.A relationof falsefriendsexists
betweentheDutchandAfrikaanslexical itemsmus.TheDutchform (= Englishsparrow) is the
guidingelementof a combinedlemmawith theAfrikaansform mossieassecondcomponent.
TheAfrikaansitem mus(cap) is alsoenteredastheguidingelementof anarticlewith a com-
binedlemmamus/muts. Likewise the respective AfrikaansandDutch forms mossieandmuts
will beenteredin therelevantarticlestretchesastheguidingelementsof combinedlemmata:
mossie/musandmuts/mus. This presentationemphasisesthe lack of semanticidentity in spite
of theformal identity holdingbetweenthemembersof a pair of completefalsefriends.To as-
sistuserswith a rapid identificationof falsefriendstherelevant lemmatawill beaccompanied
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by a non-typographicalstructuralmarker, i.e. "@". Partial falsefriendsareaccountedfor on
microstructurallevel by meansof lexicographiccommentary.

6 The microstructure

6.1 Focusingon similarities and differ ences

The innovative featuresof this dictionarymodel includevariouswaysandmeansto illustrate
similaritiesanddifferencesbetweenthemembersof thelanguagepair. Thiswill bedonein such
a way thatthetargetuserscanrely on thedictionaryasa functionalinstrumentin theenhance-
mentof communicative equivalencebetweenDutchandAfrikaans.Thetext bookstructureas
well as the text list structure,the article structure,the different searchzonesand the article
internaldatadistributionstructurewill work towardsthis goal.

6.2 Semanticdata

Althoughthisdictionaryprimarily fallswithin thetypologicalcategoryof translationdictionar-
iesa brief paraphraseof meaningis enteredin eachsubcommenton semanticsin thearticleof
a lemmasignrepresentinga polysemouslexical item. Thearticleof thelemmasigndageraad
(daybreak)which representsapolysemousDutchlexical item, includesthefollowing entries:

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

Froma typologicalperspective thebrief paraphraseof meaningmaybeseenasgiving thedic-
tionarya hybrid character. In termsof thegenuinepurposeof this dictionaryit is a functional
text segmentin thesubcommenton semanticsbecauseit assiststheuserin distinguishingthe
differentsensesof thesourcelanguageitem to ensurethecorrectchoiceof a translationequiv-
alent.

In traditionaltranslationdictionariesthe translationequivalentis usuallyregardedasthemost
saliententryin thecommentor subcommentonsemantics,cf. [Gouws1996].In thisdictionary,
however, the entry functioning as translationequivalentusually forms part of the combined
lemmaandthereforefallswithin thedomainof thecommentonform. A procedureof lemmatic
addressingin thecommenton semanticswill consequentlyalsohave thetranslationequivalent
asanaddressandwill necessarilyenhancethequality of equivalentdiscrimination,cf. [Gouws
2000].Lemmaticaddressing,albeitin aslightly untraditionalway, will prevail in many articles.
However, thisdictionarywill oftendeviatefrom atraditionallemmaticbiasin orderto establish
a topicswitchby promotingavarietyof entriesin thecommentonsemantics,e.g.collocations,
otherillustrativeexamplesaswell asidiomaticexpressions,to functionassecondarytreatment
units. In doing so the occurrenceof sourceand target forms in co-text receivesmuch more
emphasis.To enablethe userto distinguishbetweentheseentriesdifferentsearchzoneswill
beallocatedto themandeachsearchzonewill be indicatedby meansof a non-typographical
structuralmarker.

6.3 Combinatory Data

Focusingon the occurrenceof sourceand target forms in co-text, the articlesof this dictio-
nary includesa varietyof combinatorydatadisplaying,in a fixedorder, differentsearchzones
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accommodatingnon-contrastivecombinations,contrastivecombinationsandidiomaticexpres-
sionsrespectively. Thecombinatorydatarepresentsthecoreof thelexicographicpresentation.

For non-contrastive combinationsonly theDutchexampleis entered,implying thatAfrikaans
has a similar collocation. This category of illustrative examplesis precededby the non-
typographicalstructuralmarker "–". Wherethe Afrikaans form shows a differencewhich is
regardedascontrastively relevant the translationis entered.This category is markedby a " � ".
Idiomatic expressions(i.e. idioms, proverbs,pragmaticformulae)are always provided with
translations.This category is indicatedby the structuralmarker "

�
". In all thesecategories

Dutch is the sourcelanguage.If, however, the treatmentof the Afrikaans componentof the
combinedlemmademandsthe inclusionof an Afrikaanscollocationor idiomatic expression
notprovidedfor by theDutchentries,thisAfrikaansform maybeenteredasasourcelanguage
form andprovidedwith a Dutchequivalent,translationor meaningparaphrase.Sucha switch
fromDutchto Afrikaansassourcelanguageis indicatedby thestructuralmarker" � ". Thearticle
of thelemmasignbril illustratestheuseof combinatoryentries:

bril
1 [om te kijken] #
– eenbril hebben/dragen;hij heeftzijn bril nietop; . . .

� <inf.> eenbril moeten’n bril moetkry . . .�
elk zietdoorzijn eigenbril elkeenkykdeursyeiebril

door’n rozebril kijkendeur’n rooskleurigebril kyk
� iemand’n bril opdie neussit iemand

tegrazennemen
2 [vanw.c.] toiletring . . .

6.4 Lexicographic Commentary

Provision is madefor the inclusion of lexicographiccommentaryin its own separatesearch
zonewhich can occupy differentpositionswithin an article. The lexicographiccommentary
is usedwherecontrastive differencesleadto interpretationor usageproblems,e.g.dueto the
occurrenceof partialfalsefriends,culturebounditemsor language-specificdiscoursemarkers.
Thenatureof thosetypesof lexicographiccommentarywhichappearregularlywill beindicated
by meansof aspecificstructuralmarker. Thecommentonpartialfalsefriendswill bepreceded
by the marker "!" andthe commentaryaddressedat culturebounditemswill be identifiedby
themarker "% ". To illustratethis: thearticleof thecondensedcombinedlemmatoe/#(closed)
will includethefollowing entry:"! In Afrikaansword toeookgebruikwaarin Nederlandsdicht
gebruikword". (In Afrikaanstoe is alsousedwhereDutchusesdicht.)

Lemmatarepresentingculturespecificwordswill generallynot have a correspondingform in
theotherlanguageto participatein a combinedarticle.Suchlemmatawill bemarkedandtheir
commentonsemanticswill includeabrief paraphraseof meaningof thetranslationequivalent.
Wherean Afrikaans item is the guiding elementof suchan article the treatmentwill not be
restrictedto a referenceaddressentryguidingtheuserto aDutchform, e.g.

biltong . . . . % Gedroogdevleesdat. . . (driedmeatthat..)
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7 In conclusion

From the above it will have becomeclear that the model focuseson the fact that closely re-
lated languageslike Dutch andAfrikaansdo not displayso many denotative differencesbut
thatthemajordifferencesareratherontheconnotativeandcombinatorylevel.Thisnecessitates
innovativelexicographicstrategies.An amalgamatedmacrostructurebringslemmatafrom both
languageswithin thescopeof a singleaccessstructureandputstheuserin a positionto differ-
entiatebetweensingleandcombinedlemmata;betweenabsolutecognates,partialcognatesand
translationequivalents;betweenreferencearticlesandarticlesdisplayinga fully-fledgedtreat-
ment and betweennon-contrastive combinationsand thosewhich are contrastively relevant.
The useof typographicalandnon-typographicalstructuralmarkers addsto an unambiguous
inneraccessstructureandenhancesthequality of thedictionaryconsultationprocedures.The
underlyingprinciplesto whichthismodeladheres,createstheopportunityof amoregeneralap-
plicationto otherpairsof relatedlanguagesandcouldassistto enhancethequality of bilingual
lexicography.
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