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Preface by Halliday

Foreign Language Teaching & Research Press is to be congratulated on its
initiative in making these publications in linguistics available to foreign language
teachers and postgraduate students of linguistics in China.

The books are a representative selection of up-to-date writings on the most
important branches of linguistic studies, by scholars who are recognized as leading
authorities in their fields.

The availability of such a broad range of materials in linguistics will greatly
help individual teachers and students to build up their own knowledge and
understanding of the subject. At the same time, it will also contribute to the
development of linguistics as a discipline in Chinese universities and colleges,
helping to overcome the divisions into “English linguistics”, “Chinese linguistics”
and so on which hinder the progress of linguistics as a unified science.

The series is to be highly commended for what it offers to all those wanting to
gain insight into the nature of language, whether from a theoretical point of view
or in application to their professional activities as language teachers. It is being
launched at a time when there are increasing opportunities in China for pursuing
linguistic studies, and I am confident that it will succeed in meeting these new

requirements.

M. A.K. Halliday
Emeritus Professor

University of Sydney
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AEXR, ERREDENE, BERAZLAELE, BAT —#
METRAMAR: FHF, HHE, AMERNASLT; HREFTF
PRAEEFWAS T FRXTEL LW EREET, B FH
TAEMBTAEGS T REAFURN F L, ¥ T EEFMUHEE
FHEAZHA W THAEFEIANL LW FERBER, B XH
B — A EHN, FHATEZXZURREARFEAEERE, ¥ AN
B, REAE, RINBLXEAZHHF T FETHAS ® XK
(SRENEEFGRAESTFE).

XEEHBEH S4BAEXXEEF, cAETETFSLAE
FEF 28N XEMR, TRHFRENSEHMAXLTRZABRAFR
ZERBEHRG, HRZIFAABNETEZERRAETFLAS, X
EREEEF RN EHFEREBRRE — 4%,

RMNXAEH, BEFLFLR? Bk, ZHBERTHAT
WE-RFMBEFNET, EHELZR, #E—-FH k4 FEBHS
ERAYM, ARG - R EFIHEHEAREARERBEEL, #
WE

RMALZENXERRARE - FHH N ERFRERAT LK
il BRNFLZERRAZHLRAEETFER, BEHET &
MEERFTERIANFPENFRINE; KNFL, HTXEH, &
FEXEEEAEEF LT LM ARBIRAMHET IR, RNFL, B
BRXEH, FFENMEHFANE, REAXLEAELEIRE,
ERELEY Ko

UMERKMNHWEZE, TEAN REHFFR, INXERZTEWN
AHEWGER? BNAB, REARE-THRWEAER, 4
HEXEHARZAGRNER, BILAKE E—-BEH Mk,
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RONWAFLZA—H, ANVEAWERFFIEEFENAES
EHRERGERN, EEEULRZ AW LHFIFE

EEEHRTE, AABEIHAEEFAR B REEEXH
R, T TEMEXNET, BERZEE, TEAEEN 5| #
T EX, TEAHMHTAHEHRR, ERETFRFXFEH,
ERENREY, BEBENLSOFRBEAEAR, KTEHIEES
FEAAHE

EEFTERTE, BNFRTE -V EEY, FLER4AHA
Wo AA, 1957 FHEFRAREAMFLAEREFTF, HAlHhHFR
Chomsky; WwH AW, BEHBEH S XM E%; TAHAW, HIEE
MARABNTEARBFFTE, ERFTEFHEF R,

REME#RY, FEREFZIMERLQALERETN, AAUN
XRBEFRETR, FEEE, WA AU NFE L FEt 2 H M,
AEOE, EONRXHEHHEEE, FEFOTHE, 2% LH;
HIEARMEFREHRTF, FFETAFARTEEK, GHEF
e

FaRx g E, HKNEAHw, RERNENHE, LAHE
Ritt, BUARLTART . 7T %k#t, RORBFSEE Iy L3
Bit, BLEMARE K. BTN XE, REERMNLETREWR
#Xx,

EREXANCER, RINERBFIETT kKo

—FE, EHFE, KMk, K¥I, KARKERTE K,
EBNARE K25, WA RR-—FRIEERHEZH, BEEFE5H
FEEFNET*HERAZE TNANEN, 2 XFHTHLLL
Mo BHETF. BEARUFZHAFN, RNMUANT £F; A%
F.IEXFACHAARE, RNGEE TAHACHRTEH.

A—FH, BNEFTEALLNELALASRT, BitE SRR A
LHPBXRE, VEHFHTER, EeF¥MRNAE ¥ EERTE
B, IFEERRTREEEL LG, W THRN—F2H, AX
EFG-—MABRNBEERET - FEAN SR, BHH+
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WAELREL, BEREAEFNE-TREMN, EHELEMRE
B, —TRFHERE, ¥BEL,

EAERAXH, BNBHEZFEEHAMNBENER, B ha
REFERBMXR; RNKEEFTH0AMAE; BEF 4 RELX
o, BXABEA#BEBEDR,; AAEERHETT K, ¥
TG ERFHARR; FEXRLERKEFRMNEARFRAN L Y
MERMAE, ¥—RET¥NEAETY, AR THRERRNNES
BR, ARMHATEMEFHRZAAN, RIOFHELEEL -4
HE, FINBEWER, HZUE, LHIK,
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FEALNRER | BEREZEs S, WHREARATHM TREZ —,
SR EHIE, FLAE 3000 ZERT AR E I MG mBE iR, AMMERE —KFH
ABBKM, HREIES X bR 8805 0 86 F 20 tit2e 50 4%, B
K, A S S B0 B ST B9 10 S RG AL a) e, AR BN BB R T AR AR,
AWARARE R, ARERZ, B2, L2BRA RGN & 8 /A k#4748
BRI DI, R ER R KM b0 EEMEE (R R. K.
Hartmann) M&FERLKFES PO EEREXE - BB (Gregory James)
WA G & K (R BL2E18 ) (Dictionary of Lexicography, 1998) — 45, 4T
B—HER, BEeH, NXBEPHBIANEEEN B AELE: R,
ME, B REENSRBEOLMB LR, ITERENERMKERER,
X EREE T TR ROLEE . WHEMEZMASTEM .

HRET S o5 B b A< 3R] B2 DA 3R 1) B 4 BE A PS5 L BR DA K&
PIEZERR I CAER . A B I5R 2000 A& H, 2576805 4 4.
FAWEKEZIREA . FREEE 5, W WA,
FiRirESHIE, AENBELSRE. ARNENSHER. B85 TRk E.
WA PR, ERERAR . AR EEITENL, UREREBHALT Y
ZoR MHBEE ML, F5%5, itk BRA 2@, Fa, MR T A
YRBHKGSEMAS; AEREEIERNX, AiAkESE, 5REY;
WHNERAEW A T E2E6E Y, WAKMKRS LA RE—#%, FHEM.
FERK: BMFEB R, B84 MNKZE WA R S 4 % 1
HE 5 SCER A P s B, BRAERE . SRR R E AR WA

2HE 3075, REEEETTFESE, UHES S LHMELHER,
FEEB S, FAMBR . RERRM SRS, ER T IFZ0AHZHma W
fifto MPEHEE, SRWMT:

— . M3 SR A AR BE B BLSE B R T B TR B 2RO RAE E M MR, R
— I TMSE R ER B HEERE (sui generis), JEVE T Xt ia] B2 ) 22 B M SR A o Fofr A A
Wi ZAME Xy Wi mE” 5 “HEE XWIARMOES, AN
HIERKZ, FERRY; FFROEXARFEEESI T LHTRFHHEE X —
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i, HEIES SRR X 4 — 12 R a3 X 006 s L s, misshA &
TKARBEMEE, EREEREMEHN S, XMFEHE, B2k
ST o 20 4D SO ALK, BREEAR Uo7 B BRI ESR & &,
RAKIGE T i R s, AR R B 7 iRl 22 AR ST N 45 0] Bl
ST —FFY lexicography (iH]#82%) FH XM H, W: academic lexicography
(FEARMER M) | automatic lexicography ( B kiR #8272 ) | bilingual lexicogra-
phy (BUEIAI#L~~) | biographical lexicography (f£iciA]#%%) . comparative lexi-
cography (HCH TR/ #L24) | computer lexicography (GFE LA M) | corpus-ori-
ented lexicography (ERHER ARIRHL) | cultural lexicography (SCALIRJHLAE) |
EFL lexicography (J£iEAE RG22 e H2) | electronic lexicography (FHE
Fial#22) | ELT lexicography (SEiE#(2# 1AM~ ) | historical lexicography (Jf
PpEiR#2E) | ESP lexicography (& Mk 3EiE i) 2% ) | machine-aided lexicogra-
phy (FLBYIAI#L22) | monolingual lexicography (BRI ) | multilingual lexi-
cography (151 #2%) | normative lexicography (FEFEtiA#L22) | pedagogical
lexicography (#{2¢1R) #L2%) | phraseological lexicography (%315 1A #L2%) | pre-
scriptive lexicography (¥ %2 ¥4 1] ML 2% ) | special lexicography (% Flia] #t2#)
text-specific lexicography (% 1A 1A #L2%) | theatre lexicography (X /& iq) it
2¢) . thesaurus lexicography (& X ia]{RJ#2%) | usage lexicography (FH ¥ id) $iL
) FE, RLUIAX —&, WHlFE R TFERIESITRHE, HEEAHEL
SHAGERRE. ITEIRERR . B¥. £, ¥, E¥, AEk
RS HEFE. OHEYE TRESFE. WK (B) BE%. N
EEFU B SBFESE IR, IEH T, Y5 S CEET,
TR B2 T H 25 A BB 2 BRI 2R AR 4

T NI E LS R R TR S R B B . B
M 1940 4RI SRR B S R B (. wep6a) F T 1A L 28 AH 40 AiE X 1a) 1 246 Y
HATEEHOT LK, R B A/ ] e REE SRS W T X 5 1 9 SO 1,
R T B A, Zin A G E EEM R AR(E BT A B R (G
SBIARR A LR Z b, 456 Mg S R BLSR AL, NS
W PSREEA ST AHEN] . 1. B 32 (phenomenological typology) : ###1d]
R REIE (a2 i) B W A iR B R BRI AR ) BN AR SR TE L (g
iR TR SE) SR AFFESHIT A 20 Rk (B E) Ak
(presentational or tectonic typology): Bl ia] it it R =X Chn42e 57 £ I 7 4w HE 10
L oyl BRI M) sERAR (W FREA. ERIAR . oA IR S A )
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AT R4y 3. ShRESr Y (functional typology )« — AR i 1) Bt (¥ 15 B 28 31
(WnIE &g . PFS ) | e PR ia) 5 ) i dm BE ik (el . oy in)
¥ ORTEISE) BRIk 4. iEF 0K (linguistic typology ) : 32 AR
WP S BTE S 2R AT 26 (AN B e B . XU R . XGE 2R
TS XA AL TR M, AR AR R B, MRS R A
HAZEA AR P ] BB R 7 it 88 B oy A0 ff B e b S —
=R NCINT I R 5 WS 5 A A A = Ve 200 VAR (1B 3 I W O 2SS 7R 3 Ny NB
T2, EREG IR A B, iR S E R AR T AT .

= I G RS2 B TP IR BUE FR, ARIE S A W L SOAR (G
g ) S A Z W B X R, SRR AN S S5, T
A R E R UL, TR U N R SO, B AE ST AREE AR 4 T i L f
ARG, i (i) 25T ERIA5]1 K. T AR SOk R i
ik TR ST SR AL 1) L 1) s o R FH 2 RO B 3R R 8% . MR 2, i
Y FURPRBEE S (B0rdR) F= A mTRE, TS X Fp o] B AR MBS, 4K
PR B4 1 T 28 I e S ) A 55 o 30k ol ko i) L D 2 1400 6 7 X )
A FE ERIRAE T, & A ok IR B2 BT A — A B, X — iR
RIE TR0 512 o i) Sl P 8 AR 2R 0T, 0T A 7 1) LA 1 1 3 AR 55 1 L&
XA I 4 R el B ) H RE SO IR, DA R W iR o HUE K, ToRE R
FERHESNE

VU, FEAZAZ 3000 A DTSR, B AR SRR S A B AR R ED AR LA
K, ]SRRI TN AR AR KB T AN B - B T
T O THRMT L BESRE; B B2 k" 5 “8" M@ r el R
B SB=BBoEl) O 5 T ARRERITTE VLML SEPUR B R
5K ONRHER A, BREEOR AR & R, U T B R
HEEBCAEAR | IERER AR MM G AR GG H A R, AN]SR A K
5 OUKEETT OtEWRT AR, E-BEE T GRS, T, SRR R
g, e R, PR AR AN Ak . R MR R SR, A
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Dictionary of
Lexicography

Anyone who has ever handled a dictionary will have wondered how it was put together, where the infor-
mation has come from, and how and why it can benefit so many of its users. The Dictionary of
Lexicography addresses all these issues.

The Dictionary of Lexicography examines both the theoretical and practical aspects of its subject,
and how they are related. In the realm of dictionary research the authors highlight the history, criticism,
typology, structures and use of dictionaries. They consider the subjects of data-collection and corpus
technology, definition-writing and editing, presentation and publishing in relation to dictionary-making.
English lexicography is the main focus of the work, but the wide range of lexicographical compilations
in other cultures also features.

The Dictionary gives a comprehensive overview of the current state of lexicography and all its
possibilities in an interdisciplinary context. The representative literature has been included and an alpha-
betically arranged appendix lists all bibliographical references given in the more than 2,000 entries, which
also provide examples of relevant dictionaries and other reference works.

The authors have specialised in various aspects of the field and have contributed significantly to its
astonishing development in recent years. Dr R. R. K. Hartmann is Director of the Dictionary Research
Centre at the University of Exeter, and has founded the European Association for Lexicography and
pioneered postgraduate training in the field. Dr Gregory James is Director of the Language Centre at
the Hong Kong University of Science and Technology, where he has done research into what separates
and unites European and Asian lexicography.
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Introduction

Theory and practice

A dictionary of lexicography? A dictionary of
dictionary-making? Indeed, ‘lexicography’ is com-
monly understood in a narrow sense as the theory
and practice, or the ‘art and craft’ (Landau 1984),
of dictionary-making, the compilation and prepa-
ration of reference texts for publication. However,
in the latter half of this century, the importance
of a second strand to the discipline, namely the
scholarly field of dictionary research, has become
increasingly recognised. With the very rapid
advances in the technologies and formats of ref-
erence materials, particularly as a result of the
development of electronic media, the horizons of
lexicography have extended, and we are witness-
ing the emergence of a more global academic
domain of ‘reference science’ in the modern
context of the widespread availability of, and ever-
increasing needs for rapid access to, all forms of
information.

Lexicography, often misconceived as a branch
of linguistics, is sui generis, a field whose endeav-
ours are informed by the theories and practices of
information science, literature, publishing, philos-
ophy, and historical, comparative and applied
linguistics. Sister disciplines, such as terminology,
lexicology, encyclopedia work, bibliography, ter-
minography, indexing, information technology,
librarianship, media studies, translation and teach-
ing, as well as the neighbouring disciplines of
history, education and anthropology, provide the
wider setting within which lexicographers have
defined and developed their field.

The boundaries between the professional activ-
ity and the academic field of lexicography are fluid,
and several associations, e.g. the DSNA (the
Dictionary Society of North America, est. 1975),
the Lexicographical Society of India (est. 1975),
EURALEX (the European Association for Lexi-
cography, est. 1983), AUSTRALEX (the Austral-

asian Association for Lexicography, est. 1990),
the Lexicographical Society of China (est. 1992),
AFRILEX (the African Association for Lexi-
cography, est. 1995), and ASIALEX (the Asian
Association for Lexicography, est. 1997), have
been formed to act as bridges between dictionary
makers and academic lexicographers. Professional
training, regular national and international confer-
ences, seminars and workshops, and academic
publications have served to mature lexicography
into an independent field with its own principles
and practices, purposefully making use of, and
qualifying, the findings of other disciplines.

Dictionary typology

The core material of lexicography is the ‘diction-
ary’, or ‘wordbook’, the commonest variety of
reference work, at once the subject of lexico-
graphical theory (dictionary research) and the
product of lexicographical practice (dictionary-
making). The dictionary qua dictionary encom-
passes many genres, or types, which can be
structurally classified. For example, a phenome-
nological typology, or categorisation based on
formal features, might take account of such com-
positional characteristics as size (‘pocket diction-
ary’, ‘abridged dictionary’, ‘concise dictionary’
etc.) or coverage of the content of the work (‘gen-
eral dictionary’, ‘specialised dictionary’ etc.). A
presentational, or tectonic, typology would focus
on the format (‘alphabetical’, ‘classified’, ‘the-
matic’ etc.) or medium (‘manuscript’, ‘print’,
‘electronic’ etc.) of the dictionary. A functional
typology, or categorisation based on the contextual
uses of the dictionary, would focus on the infor-
mation categories provided (‘pronunciation’,
‘spelling’, ‘etymological’ etc.), and the ways these
are presented (‘explanatory’, ‘pedagogical’, ‘ter-
minological’ etc.) within the perspective of the
target user (‘scholarly’, ‘learner’s’, ‘translator’s’



etc.). A linguistic typology would be based on the
language(s) of the dictionary (‘monolingual’,
‘bilingual’, ‘bilingualised’ etc.).

These different types of dictionary have devel-
oped over a considerable period, in response to
linguistic and cultural demands, and as a result of
changes in the use and availability of commu-
nicative media. McArthur (1986a:4ff.) discusses
four major ‘shifts’ in the process of the develop-
ment of human communication: (i) the consolida-
tion of speech and gesture; (ii) the development of
writing; (iii) the advent of print technology; and
(iv) electronic computation. In several lexico-
graphical traditions, e.g. Arabic, Persian and
Sanskrit, many early manifestations of lexical ref-
erence works were in metrical format. For exam-
ple, the thematically-arranged synonymies of the
Sanskrit tradition (called nighandus) emerged at
the time of advanced development of pre-literate
speech and the beginning of the development of
writing. These reference tools were at first unwrit-
ten, and were passed from generation to genera-
tion in oral mode. To facilitate memorisation, they
incorporated mnemonic devices such as rhythm,
rthyme and perhaps music, and some were
extremely sophisticated in their structure. The later
emergence in the same tradition of thesauruses
with letter-order arrangement demonstrates the
second ‘communicative shift’, from total reliance
on speech to a formalised and exclusive codifica-
tion in the written medium, and involving a tacti-
cal reformulation of the dictionary consultation
process. This shift of the basis of the process of
dictionary compilation from spoken medium to
script has implications for, and implies alterations
in, at least four ‘factors of dictionary use’: (i)
information: considerations of the written medium
— ordering of items, spelling, legibility, develop-
ment and preservation of writing materials — now
supersede those of sound; (ii) operations: the
nature of the consultation of the dictionary, i.e.
reading not memorising, will be extended as the
information is offered in differently accessible for-
mats and literacy will assume enhanced social and
referential functions; (iii) users: the users will be
those who are functionally literate, and the oral
traditions of memorisation and recitation will
become inadequate; and (iv) purposes: the con-
texts of dictionary use will be extended as their
content and format change, for example they may
serve as repositories of knowledge, and develop a
role as arbiters in matters of orthography and other
areas of usage.
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From print to computerisation

The third of McArthur’s ‘communicative shifts’,
that from writing to print, permitted the mass
production of dictionaries, and a change in users’
attitudes towards the social and educational pur-
pose of the dictionary, which because of its sta-
bility in print format assumed the role of an
authority and a judge in language. All of the major
European languages can claim their ‘own’ diction-
aries, many of them monumental pioneering
scholastic enterprises, either as individual initia-
tives or under the auspices or sponsorship of an
academy, and all of which served, in various ways,
to codify their respective languages: such exam-
ples are the Vocabolario degli Accademici della
Crusca (Venice, 1612) for Italian, the Dictionnaire
de l’Académie frangaise (Paris, 1694) for French,
the Spanish Academy’s Diccionario de la lengua
Castellana (Madrid, 1726-39) for Spanish, Jacob
and Wilhelm Grimm’s Deutsches Worterbuch
(Leipzig, 1854-1961) for German, the Tolkovyi -
slovar’  zhivago velikorusskogo yazyka (St
Petersburg, 1863—66) by Vladimir Ivanovich Dal’
for Russian, James Murray et al.’s New English
Dictionary on Historical Principles, which
became the Oxford English Dictionary (Oxford,
1884-1933) for English, and the Novo Dicionario
da Lingua Portuguesa (Lisbon, 1899) by Candido
de Figueiredo for Portuguese.

The widespread use of these and other
European languages, and the historical and polit-
ical circumstances of their dissemination, have
meant that the lexicographical traditions of lan-
guages in other parts of the world have often been
somewhat neglected outside their own spheres. In
China, for example, lexicography has a distin-
guished pedigree. The first thesaurus made its
appearance during the early Qin dynasty (221-207
BC), and the 49,000-entry character dictionary,
Kangxi  zidian, commissioned by the Qing
Emperor Kangxi in the early eighteenth century,
eclipses anything produced in Europe up to that
period.

The fourth ‘communicative shift’ proposed by
McArthur, that of electronic computation, has
revolutionised lexicography not only with respect
to the stages of the dictionary-making process
(e.g. the automatic retrieval of lexical evidence
from large corpora of texts, and on-screen text
processing), but also in the conception and treat-
ment of reference systems (e.g. in the use of
multimedia, and the varied possibilities of search
and access methods). From the hand-held
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electronic spelling dictionary to the multimedia
encyclopedia on CD-ROM, lexicography is an
area of academic and commercial enterprise that
has turned computerisation to account in a variety
of novel ways. In particular the development of
the relational database as a design feature has
served to corrode traditional organisational access
structures, such as alphabetisation. In print format,
the structure and composition of the material
collected by the lexicographer determined the
access path taken by the user: alphabetically
organised headwords would be looked up alpha-
betically, the ordering of senses determined a
sequence of search strategies to locate the sense
sought, etc.

Computerisation has radically transformed
these relationships. The output can now be speci-
fied by the user in a variety of ways, which are not
necessarily determined by the internal organisa-
tion of the dictionary or the structure of the input.
For example, material may be accessed and
retrieved in alphabetical order, in reverse alpha-
betical order, by chronology, by definition key-
words, by grammatical function, or by a wide
variety of different configurations of information
categories, irrespective of the way they have been
organised as input to the database. Thus it is the
user who can stipulate the limits of the informa-
tion sought, and retrieve that information accord-
ing to a designated reference scheme, avoiding
redundancies. The empbhasis is less on following a
predetermined pathway through the dictionary
structure, more on navigating relationships across
and within entries, via a choice of, often invisible,
programmed links.

The user perspective

One of the principal advances in lexicography in
recent years has been the focus on the user per-
spective, that is the realisation that different users
have different reasons for using a dictionary, and
that the dictionary can, and should, respond to
these. Whilst dictionaries have usually tried to
satisfy the overall perceived needs of large classes
of users, there has often been little attention to the
specific needs of smaller groups or individuals, or
to the fact that users differ in their needs depend-
ing on the immediate context of dictionary use.
Users may not, for example, have adequate refer-
ence skills to follow the structure of a printed dic-
tionary entry, and may need explicit assistance to
locate and extract the information they seek. One
very common reason for recourse to a dictionary

is for translation from one language to another,
and this need has spawned an abundance of bilin-
gual and multilingual dictionaries of all sorts and
sizes, over many hundreds of years. A speaker of
English and a speaker of French, for example,
translating a non-specialist English text into
French, might use a general English—French dic-
tionary. It is only recently that there has emerged
a general recognition of the fact that the needs of
these users will be different, and that a simple
‘English-French’ compilation may not respond to
both equally well. User-oriented research takes
account of the profiles of dictionary users; the
various contexts of dictionary use; the functions
of the dictionary in its many situations of use; and
the skills necessary for, and brought to bear on,
dictionary use. There now exists a body of inves-
tigatory techniques, which are constantly being
improved upon, and a considerable cumulation of
findings of enquiries carried out in many different
language communities around the world, which
provide valuable information for the incorporation
of a user perspective into dictionary conception
and design.

The response to the potential needs of users has
implications for the teaching of dictionary use, an
area of education that was somehow taken for
granted, and either neglected or, at best, skimpily
treated, in the past. Specifically, more attention is
now being paid to the abilities needed, and the
behaviours associated with those abilities (or lack
of those abilities), on the part of the dictionary
user to locate the information being sought. The
complex operations involved in the dictionary
consultation process are being investigated and
analysed, and there is a conscious attempt in many
dictionaries to relate the conventions of the dic-
tionary text (e.g. abbreviations, codes, labels) to
these operations. One example is the increasing
use of full-sentence definitions, pioneered by the
COBUILD dictionaries, in learners’ dictionaries.
Nowadays we are also witnessing the growth and
extension of explicit instruction in dictionary use,
in the form of the inclusion of ‘dictionary skills’
in school syllabuses and ‘the teaching of diction-
ary skills’ in teacher-training syllabuses, all
directly informed by the findings of research.

The computer provides the latest user-deter-
mined type of retrieval system, but even very early
dictionaries in different cultures were compiled
with specific purposes in mind. For example, one
of the oldest dictionary traditions in China — where
dictionaries have been known for over 3,000 years



— was that of examination preparation. The devel-
opment of dictionaries of Chinese was closely tied
to the civil service examination system. Indeed,
most of the dictionaries before the establishment
of the Republic in 1911 were compiled by mem-
bers of the élite scholar—official class associated
in one way or another with these examinations,
which tested literary erudition and written com-
position through mastery of intricate rhyme pat-
terns and a knowledge of Chinese characters. In
India, on the other hand, dictionaries developed
within an oral tradition, the earliest being cumu-
lative synonymies composed in poetical format.
The metrical structure of these dictionaries facili-
tated memorisation and oral recitation. The
dictionaries were composed as aids to oral com-
position of poetry, and for the teaching and under-
standing of religious texts. The very different
types of dictionary which developed within these
two traditions — China and India — were a func-
tion of the different cultural milieux, and the
different purposes for which they were required.
But in both traditions, there was an authoritarian
perspective. The dictionary was a resource of what
was considered to be the ‘best’ or ‘correct’ lan-
guage. This perspective has carried on to our own
day, and there is a very deep-seated public atti-
tude, shared among many language communities
across the globe, that ‘the dictionary’ is supposed
to represent some form of final authority in
matters of lexical meaning and use. The academy
dictionaries typically exert considerable influence
— sometimes upheld by legal sanction — in pro-
tecting a language from what are perceived as
unacceptable or corrupting pressures, for example,
excessive borrowing from other languages. The
acceptance of the authority of the dictionary has
also often been brought to bear in litigation, where
meanings and judicial interpretations of words
have been determined or elucidated by reference
to ‘standard’ dictionaries.

The dictionary and linguistic
evidence

In 1961, the compilers of the third edition of
Webster's New International Dictionary of the
English Language adopted a new criterion by
explicitly breaking with the authoritarian tradition.
In its indications of pronunciations, in its defini-
tions, and in its selection of words, Webster s Third
abandoned any claim to be a lexical canon, and
discarded all puristic tendencies (cf. Bolinger
1975:585). But in its shattering the image of the
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dictionary as a linguistic arbiter, this lexicograph-
ical cause célébre engendered a controversy which
lasted for several years. The public, even some
literary editors, did not want a dictionary that
recorded even careless (albeit generalised) pro-
nunciations, or meanings felt to be ‘incorrect’. It
was not, in the view of some, the dictionary’s place
to describe, but to prescribe. However, the replace-
ment in Webster’s Third of a normative, attitudi-
nal approach to dictionary-making by one based
on objectively observed facts about language was
in tune with the currents of linguistic thought of
the time, and indeed within a tradition that had
begun with Samuel Johnson’s Dictionary of the
English Language (1755). Johnson’s initial aim
had been to compile a definitive dictionary for
English along the prescriptive model of the
Académie frangaise’s national French dictionary.
However, realising that change was inherent in
language, and that ‘fixing’ English in this way was
an unrealistic proposition, he sought to show suf-
ficient grounds for his definitions by supplement-
ing them with illustrative citations from ‘the best
writers’. Thus, he hoped to temper the process of
what was at the time perceived as degeneration
of the language, rather than attempt a stabilisation
of an unrealisable ‘ideal’. Johnson’s appeal to
usage rather than etymology in defining words was
as innovative as it was controversial. His method-
ology of using citations to corroborate definitions,
however, has provided the model for the diction-
aries of our day. Nevertheless, Johnson was not
entirely objective, especially in his selection of
words to be defined, and he omitted those he con-
sidered would offend the sensibilities of the polite
society of his day. In a similar way, conscious
choices are sometimes made in our own time. In
the context of the new South Africa, for example,
a decision was made by the compilers of the
Woordeboek van die Afrikaanse Taal to omit racial
slurs, both as headwords and in illustrative cita-
tions.

Whilst the dictionary, therefore, can properly
reflect change, it thereby also legitimises it. The
ready availability of huge banks of electronic data
have provided hitherto unobtainable evidence of
language use, indicating subtle discriminations
only suspected before. For example, many diction-
aries of English have defined (and still define) big
in terms of large, and vice versa. The evidence
from concordances of occurrences of these adjec-
tives in extensive modern text archives, however,
demonstrates convincingly that although they do
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overlap in some contexts, they are differentiated
systematically in many others, and that an impor-
tant concomitant of these differentiations lies
in their different collocational patterns, an area
of usage that is now attracting greater attention of
lexicographers than has been the case in the past.
The compilation of large-scale (not big-scale!)
corpora can enable the recording and documenta-
tion of language change in progress. For example,
the language of computing has given us back-
formations such as input and output as verbs. In the
Hong Kong University of Science and Technology’s
(HKUST) 1,000,000-word corpus of English in
Computer Science (James et al. 1994), verbal usage
constitutes about five per cent of the total occur-
rences of these forms. However, the evidence is that
there is variability in the formation of the past
tenses (input/output or inputted/outputted?). Never-
theless, the derivational influence remains strong,
and the weight is still towards input/output (the
only forms accepted by, for example, the revised
third edition of the Collins Concise Dictionary,
which advertises itself as ‘the authority on current
English’). But the use of input/output as the past
form can cause confusion, as the participular-
adjectival usage of input/output can thus have two
senses, proactive (e.g. input data = ‘data to be
input’) and retroactive (‘data which has been
input’). This example demonstrates the uncertainty
that can occur when a novel creation conflicts with
the language system. New verbal formations in
English characteristically attract the morphological
increments of weak verbs (-ed); in the case of strong
verb compounds, largely confined to ‘special lan-
guage’ contexts, the resultant instability of compet-
ing forms can create linguistic insecurity. This can
be mitigated by corpus data, which can thus be
brought to bear on the process as well as the product
of language change, and documented in dictionaries
in a way that has hitherto been impossible.
Interestingly, whereas in the name of descript-
ive lexicography, Webster’s Third reported variant
pronunciations for words — even some considered
‘unacceptable’ by certain speakers — a similar lib-
erality was not exercised with respect to spelling,
and the Third remains, as does every other dic-
tionary of English, as authoritarian as ever in this
regard. This is a reflection of the mood of the
English language communities: speakers of
English tolerate wide variations in pronunciation,
but variations in spelling are codified (centre and
center, for example, are accepted in different
contexts, largely determined by regional prove-

nance, but accomodation for accommodation, or
principle in the sense of principal, are considered
errors despite their widespread ‘careless’ use). A
diversification in pronunciation is an indicator of
coefficiency of individuals’ identities; standardis-
ation in spelling is what unites the language across
the different communities of its speakers.

Dictionary compilation

How, then, is the dictionary compiled? Dictionary-
making per se comprises those operations which
contribute to the production of dictionaries. In
addition to preliminary activities such as survey-
ing the potential market, planning the dictionary,
training and recruiting the staff etc., three princi-
pal stages in the dictionary-making process may
be isolated: data gathering, editing and publishing.

Computerisation has motivated the creation of
dictionary databases by publishers, to assist in
dictionary compilation. These databases are of two
kinds: the language resource database (or citation
database) and the entry database. The former is
used as the authority for the dictionary entries, and
ideally consists of corpora, text archives, individual
citations etc. from a very wide range of published
and unpublished (e.g. spoken) sources. Creating
such a database was once a very onerous task — the
compilation of the citation files of the Oxford
English Dictionary, through a reading programme
which involved many people in all walks of life,
took some 22 years — but nowadays computerisa-
tion and the rapid access to electronic texts have
meant that very large resources, extensive in scope,
can be established relatively quickly. The British
National Corpus, for example, consists of some
100,000,000 words, ten per cent of which are
transcribed from natural spoken language, and
the Bank of English, which is used for the CO-
BUILD dictionary series, comprises in excess of
320,000,000 words, and is continually being
extended. Linguistic archives can also incorporate
the findings of fieldwork, that is, the collection and
documentation of information obtained by inter-
views, and, indeed, this form of data-gathering is
essential in the compilation of dialect, slang and
other special-purpose dictionaries.

The entry database includes the headwords,
definitions and other information categories (e.g.
pronunciation, syntactic functions, usage labels).
This database also includes formatting codes, page
layout instructions, cross-references and links
across entries, which enable rapid updating of
information, and easy extraction of specific entries



