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1. LSP Lexicography and Terminography
LSP lexicographers describe existing terms, they suggest a preference
for specific terms, they standardise lexicographical definitions, and
they propose new terms, all according to the terminology of a specific
subject field. Terminographers describe existing terms, they suggest a
preference for specific terms, they standardise definitions and propose
new terms, too. Based on this description of virtually identical objects
and aims specialised or LSP lexicography and terminography have
been described as synonymous terms (Joly 1986, Bergenholtz 1995a,
Wiegand 1995). This view is shared by many “LSP describers and
standardisers” who regard themselves as lexicographers. Termino-
graphers on the other hand, especially those of the Vienna School
tradition, have not been known to perceive a similar relation of syn-
onymy. On the contrary, these terminographers stress the dissimilarity
between LSP lexicography and terminography, a dissimilarity which
they regard not as a difference of degree but as a sweeping difference
between two entirely different disciplines. When forming a contrast to
terminography the general term lexicography is usually preferred to
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LSP lexicography, which may only confuse matters, rendering the
impression that the difference here lies between terminography and
LGP lexicography. At one time the term terminological lexicography
was used synonymously with terminography. Finally, we must draw
attention to the fact that some terminologists use the term terminology
in general without distinguishing between terminology and the
subfields of terminology. In the terminology of terminologists termino-
logy is used to designate three different concepts (Sager 1990:3); in the
lexicographical terminology we will find either three homonyms or a
polysemous lexeme: 

1. the set of practises and methods used for the collection, descrip-
tion and presentation of terms

2. a theory [...] for explaining the relationships between concepts
and terms

3. a vocabulary of a special subject field

As we consider (1) to be a description of terminography (consistent
with Felber/Budin 1989:7), we shall use this term below and sum-
marise the arguments put forward by terminologists/ terminographers
in favour of a clear distinction between terminography and lexico-
graphy/LSP lexicography in the following way:

1. Unlike lexicography, terminology deals solely with LSP language
(Dubois 1979:57f., Rey 1979:239, Picht 1985:353, Thomas 1993:44).

2. Unlike lexicography, terminography uses only experts as informants,
whereas lexicography will use any native speaker (Frandsen 1979:24f).

3. Unlike lexicography, terminography is computerised, its results are pre-
sented both in the form of paper dictionaries as well as on floppy disk or
CD-ROM (Riggs 1989: 107).

4. Terminography prepares dictionaries for experts, lexicography for lay-
people (Svensén 1992:107).

5. Terminography prepares dictionaries for text production, lexicography for
text reception (Riggs 1989:90, Roald 1987:11).

6. Terminography is entirely synchronic, whereas lexicography also
prepares diachronic descriptions (Wüster 1985:102).

7. Terminography is primarily prescriptive, whereas lexicography is pri-
marily descriptive (Riggs 1989:89, Maidahl Christiansen/ Duvå/Laursen
1994:272).
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8. Terminography takes an onomasiological approach, whereas lexico-
graphy takes a semasiological approach (Riggs 1989:89, Maidahl Christi-
ansen/Duvå/Laursen 1994:276).

9. Lexicography deals with polysemous lexemes. Terminography has no
polysemy, but there may be several terms to one concept (Riggs 1989:107,
Roald 1987:9).

10. In terminography all work is based on a systematic classification, this is
not the case with lexicography (Roald 1987:6f, Felber/ Budin 1989:139).

11. Terminographers describe concept relations, whereas lexicographers take
a linguistic approach (Felber/Budin 1989:139).

12. Unlike lexicography terminography prefers a systematic macrostructure
to an alphabetic macrostructure (Roald 1987:6, Riggs 1989:91,
Felber/Budin 1989:139, Picht 1985:366ff).

13. Terminography deals with concepts and terms and not with linguistic
signs (Felber/Budin 1989:139).

14. Lexicography allows for specific user types and user situations, whereas
terminography draws selectively upon specific knowledge profiles from a
knowledge bank (Picht 1992:31).

Many of the differences stated are not genuine. You may get the impres-
sion that there is an almost frantic search for differences, perhaps in an
effort to present terminography as something really unique (Bergen-
holtz 1995a and 1995b). All the arguments presented as typical of
terminology/terminography in (1), (2), (3), and (10) also apply to LSP
lexicography. The importance of (8) is not completely unequivocal, but
if the meaning is almost the same as in (10) this argument also applies
to LSP lexicography. (6), (7), and (9) contain no clear differences, as
the arguments also tend to apply to LSP lexicography. If the arguments
in (4), (5), and (14) apply to LSP lexicography in general, a difference
could undoubtedly be established. As to (11) a misunderstanding is at
hand; as to (12) this difference is not genuine. Only (13) contains a true
difference as to choice of semiotic theory and the consideration or lack
of consideration for actual user types. We will comment briefly on
some of the points mentioned:

It goes without saying that LSP lexicography uses only experts as
informants (2), but LGP lexicography also involves experts when
dealing with words relating to a specific subject field. The preface of
most LSP dictionaries and major general language dictionaries will say
so.
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It is a historical fact that terminologists have put the computer to use
as an aid (3) much earlier than many lexicographers, including LSP
lexicographers, but today nearly the entire field of lexicography has
been “computerised” as well.

A contrast may exist between the arguments in (4) and (14), but even
if argument (14) is to be understood in accordance with (4), the level of
fundamental knowledge of a specific subject field will be so different
between various users that they will not be able to selectively draw
upon specific knowledge profiles. Almost every entryword has been
thoroughly dealt with in bulky dictionaries, the content of which is
incomprehensible to anyone but sole experts and totally irrelevant to
certain users. In our opinion information about different user situations
and knowledge levels (cf. ch. 6) must be included at this point. Products
of LSP lexicography are sometimes aimed at experts, sometimes at
laypeople (4), sometimes they are intended for text production, some-
times for reception, sometimes for translation, often for more than one
of the functions (5), but LSP lexicography often takes specific func-
tions and user types into consideration (14).

Terminography is often prescriptive (7), but so is LSP lexicography.
In some countries lexical lexicography is primarily descriptive (e.g. in
Denmark). In other countries it is far more prescriptive (e.g. in Iceland).
In all countries, however, LSP lexicography tends to be more prescrip-
tive than LGP lexicography, but we have witnessed a publishing house
wanting prescriptive information in an LSP dictionary removed on the
grounds that it cannot be the business of a dictionary to inform whether
a certain usage of a word is wrong or not. In a common language
context this may be open to discussion, but not in an LSP language
context.

There is no distinctive difference between lexicography and termi-
nography in terms of conception and treatment of polysemy and homo-
nymy (9). Here we might add that a number of common language dic-
tionaries actually do exist which in principle do not offer the possibility
of polysemy, but lemmatise each polyseme in different semantic fields,
e.g. SCHUMACHER (1986). Major general language dictionaries will
usually give the different meanings of a certain lexeme within the same
dictionary article, but in an LSP language context this argument is weak
if dealing with a single-field dictionary or a subfield dictionary. The
example from Roald (1987:9) regarding the expression morphology is
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not polyseme at all in neither a linguistic, nor a medical, nor a geolo-
gical dictionary. On the contrary, there is only a small degree of poly-
semy within a wide number of subject fields. In KAUFMANN/ BERGEN-
HOLTZ, for instance, out of 2,500 dictionary articles only three have
more than one meaning.

Many LSP dictionaries may be criticised for treating the single LSP
terms in an isolated manner (10), and rightly so. To work on the basis of
a systematic classification has not been patented by terminographers,
but has been demanded and also put to use by LSP lexicographers (e.g.
Pedersen 1995).

The nature of linguistic methods in lexicographical work is certainly
open to discussion, but the description of concept relations and projec-
tions (11) or systematic relations must and should be dealt with not only
by terminography, but also by (LSP) linguistics.

In a way it is somewhat surprising that the macrostructural argument
is emphasised so strongly by terminographers (12), when at the same
time they rightly point to other media than paper dictionaries. On a CD-
ROM access structure is crucial to the user, whereas macrostructure is
of no further importance. Naturally, you can give access to lemmata
within the same node of the systematic classification, or you can
provide a few, all of, or some of the dictionary articles directly relating
to the subject field together with the article requested. When dealing
with paper dictionaries there is no real contrast either. There is a wide
number of thesauruses and systematically constructed encyclopaedias.
In practise, both an alphabetic and a systematic macrostructure have ad-
vantages as well as disadvantages (Nielsen 1995). It may be more
lucrative to choose a partly systematic macrostructure, if a major LSP
dictionary is published in smaller parts over a number of years. In this
case you would benefit from having a systematic basic classification,
sorting out the specific paragraphs alphabetically (Wüster 1936:167).
The mixed macrostructure may also be lucrative when dealing with
single volume dictionaries. It was the structure most widely known in
the LSP dictionaries of the Middle Ages, and it is also found in recent
single volume dictionaries, e.g. in the German monolingual valency
dictionary mentioned above (SCHUMACHER). In our opinion, the crucial
aspect is not the manner of presentation, but the methodical approach
during the preparation of LSP dictionaries, in which a systematic
classification is an important prerequisite for absorbing the information
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relevant to the subject field. Here, LSP metalexicography is in total
accordance with the apostle of the terminologists: “bei der Sammlung
der in ein Fachwörterbuch aufzunehmenden Wörter kann man eigent-
lich gar nicht anders vorgehen als systematisch” (Wüster 1936:137).

When speaking of semiotic theory and the theoretical language con-
nected to this, we encounter the only aspect which clearly distinguishes
LSP lexicography from terminography (13). Whereas lexicographers
speak of lemma, dictionary article and linguistic sign with content and
expression, terminologists speak of independent concepts and
expressions. Since both objects, methods and aims are largely identical
for terminography and LSP lexicography, we believe that this is a
typical example of two disciplines competing for the same resources
and the same impact.

2. Dictionary Classification
Dictionaries are traditionally divided into language dictionaries, ency-
clopaedias and encyclopaedic dictionaries. This classification is used
most consistently in a librarian context (Andersen 1990). The argumen-
tation is more or less the following: Language dictionaries provide
information about the language and only about the subject field in as far
as this is necessary to the correct usage or understanding of linguistic
expressions. Encyclopaedias, however, provide information about
things or about a subject and only about the language in as far as this is
necessary to the understanding of the subject matter. Finally, there are
encyclopaedic dictionaries which aim at being both language diction-
aries and encyclopaedias. The librarian classification has been adopted
in the preface of many dictionaries and has also been used in a variety
of modifications in metalexicographical literature, albeit in such a way
that the encyclopaedic dictionaries have been projected to either the
language dictionaries or the encyclopaedias. To illustrate this we may
take the classification suggested by Schaeder (1994:22):
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To our knowledge this classification is really based on a division
between common and specialised language. According to Schaeder’s
extended classification there are language dictionaries which belong to
the subcategory of LSP dictionaries:

Here, Schaeder refers to Wiegand (1988) who uses and defines the
dictionary types mentioned, but in an entirely different manner, since
LSP dictionary in this case is not a category of its own as part of the
group of encyclopaedias, but corresponding with the non-standardised
usage is used both about language dictionaries, encyclopaedias and
encyclopaedic dictionaries. They can be separated according to their
respective genuine purposes:
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Admittedly, we adopted this classification as part of the description in
the preface of KAUFMANN/BERGENHOLTZ. In principle, we wish to
maintain this division, yet justify it somewhat differently to how
Wiegand did, as we wish to build more conclusively on the genuine
function of dictionaries, namely the functions that a reference book
may fulfil or intends to fulfil.

3. Dictionary Functions and Dictionary Users
Wiegand’s analysis presumes the division between linguistic and non-
linguistic objects (Wiegand 1988:776f), i.e. between information about
the qualities of LSP terms and information about specialised objects
(Wiegand 1994:107f). At first, this description reminds you of the
classification of libraries. It is an entirely different classification,
though, with completely different arguments and completely different
results. This is evident from the dictionary quotations given, since
extracts from monolingual specialised dictionaries are given for all
three basic types. The difference between the various dictionaries is
what they intend to inform about, not which information type they
contain. We consider this basic concept to be very lucrative to the
metalexicographical discussion as well as to the preparation of actual
dictionaries. A user may need to know about the qualities of a specific
object, but in our opinion the interpretation of this is too unspecific. It
is quite obvious that dictionary users may need to gain information
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about the subject matter. Things get clearer if you determine the two
basic needs as text-dependent and text-independent use of lexicogra-
phical  and non-lexicographical reference books. Reference books are
traditionally used for a number of basic functions, cf. below (in which
L1 = native language and L2 = foreign language):

1. reception of L1-texts
2. production of L1-texts
3. reception of L2-texts
4. production of L2-texts
5. L1 –> L2 translation
6. L2 –> L1 translation
7. acquisition of encyclopaedic information
8. acquisition of linguistic information

Functions 1-6 are text-dependent, whereas 7-8 apply to text-indepen-
dent functions; 8 is not relevant in this connection as function in its own
right and 7 is considered in 1-6.

This description does not imply the necessity of a separate dictionary
for each of the functions mentioned. On the contrary, most dictionaries
are multifunctional, as they intend to serve several functions simultane-
ously. This is done in LGP dictionaries (which include common lan-
guage only), in single-field or multi-field dictionaries (which include
one or more specialised languages), and in general language diction-
aries (which intend to include both common language and the most
important parts of the specialised languages). A multifunction is often
intended in terms of knowledge requirement, which may be described
more or less adequately by the terms laypeople, semi-experts, and
experts. Whether this sort of multifunction is really appropriate will be
discussed in the following chapters.

As stated above the opinion presented here leads to a classification
of reference books which differs in theory as well as practise from the
library directed differentiation based on information categories. We
consider it to be compatible with Wiegand (1988) and (1994).
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To each of the lower nodes of this graph (language for special purposes)
you have to add a division into knowledge levels which according to
subject field and intended user functions may be more or less fine-
meshed. The minimum requirement would undoubtedly be a division
into laypeople, semi-experts and experts.
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We will not enter into a discussion as to how available dictionaries may
be adopted into this classification (cf. Bergenholtz 1996). We will
concentrate on the utility value of available terminological and lexico-
graphical reference books within a specific field, namely that of
biotechnology. This area is defined in various ways. We presume the
description presented by Dreux de Nettancourt in 1975. He identified
three main areas of the ‘new biology’: enzyme technology and bioreac-
tors, transfer of genetic information between organisms and the mole-
cular understanding of disease. Using this definition with special em-
phasis on gene technology we have selected some dictionaries for the
following discussion.

4. Text Reception
There is an old tradition of differentiating between laypeople and ex-
perts, but a much more detailed classification can also be made (Kalver-
kämper 1990). In this context, i.e. the evaluation of dictionaries, in
which information concerning text reception on biotechnological prob-
lems can be found, we will adopt a rather rough classification, which
distinguishes between laypeople, semi-experts, and experts. By lay-
people is meant potential dictionary users who have no knowledge of
the basic theories of biotechnology, or the basic knowledge only, which
corresponds with the general understanding with the part of the pop-
ulation that has obtained a higher education. We have chosen to make
this description rather vague and it covers a wide range of knowledge.
The group must be differentiated from the group of semi-experts who
also constitute a heterogeneous group, but on a higher level of knowl-
edge. These are experts from other related subject fields, in this case
physicians, biologists, biochemists, veterinary physicians, etc., and
such workers of the public and private sector who are confronted daily
by biotechnological information. They may be general advisers on
science and technology whose daily job it is to advise politicians on a
municipal and county level. They may also be journalists at local or
national newspapers who are confronted with this controversial subject
on a regular basis. One can also imagine certain politicians and other
opinion leaders to have made themselves so familiar with biotechno-
logy that they may be regarded as semi-experts. Usually, however,
these groups – like many journalists – would be counted as educated
laypeople at best. Finally, in terms of biotechnological subfields which
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are wide apart from the specialised knowledge of an expert, biotech-
nological experts must also be described as semi-experts. A true expert
will have no reception problems within his own field. He may have to
acquire new knowledge, but he is not likely to find this in any lexico-
graphical dictionary. Where semi-experts and experts tend to read Eng-
lish specialist literature and thus may encounter reception problems of
a linguistic nature, the interested layman will usually be confronted
with native language texts (L1-texts) and thus consult an L1-dictionary.
Apart from this, the educated layman may read periodicals or books on
the subject and thus may need the assistance of an encyclopaedic L2 –>
L1-dictionary.

Daily any layman will hear an expression from the biotechnological
world in the paper, on radio or television. It is an area which develops
constantly and also an area which makes frequent headlines in the
news, since some people are fascinated by the new technological possi-
bilities while others are alarmed or feel insecure. When a biotechnol-
ogical layman hears or reads an expression like this he may look for
further information about the expression that he either does not under-
stand or of which he is uncertain. In the following we have consulted
some major dictionaries and encyclopaedias for a few important terms.
There are many dictionaries available to laypeople, including general
language dictionaries, and minor and major encyclopaedias. We have
consulted some of these books for terms which you may encounter in
the daily paper or on television: gene, chromosome, DNA, gene modifi-
cation, amino acid, enzyme and bacteriophage. Some of these terms are
absolutely central to the ongoing discussion, others are somewhat less
important, but not less relevant; they may, for instance, appear in con-
nection with the marketing of biotechnological products. When eval-
uating the single dictionary articles we will focus on three criteria: Is
the content of the article correct? Is the information relevant? And is the
information comprehensible to the user group in question?

Monolingual dictionaries often include biotechnological entries, but
besides being extremely few in number they appear to be the result of a
random selection, and though apparently comprehensible, the informa-
tion content is often downright wrong, cf. the article gene from
HARRAP:
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gene Your genes are the parts of the cells in your body re-
sponsible for passing on some of your physical characte-
ristics to your children.

The definition is comprehensible, but wrong in several ways. Judging
from this text the layman has to assume that genes only exist in humans.
Furthermore, the dictionary user is told that genes are strictly some-
thing which is passed on from one generation to the next, whereas the
activity of genes, which is vital for sustaining the complicated bio-
chemical instrument inside living beings, is totally overlooked.

It is almost to easy to find misleading information in dictionaries
for laypeople; COBUILD states that genes exist in living things only,
thereby wrongly precluding the fact that genes exist in vira:

gene A gene is the part of a cell in a living thing which con-
trols its physical characteristics, growth, and develop-
ment. Genes can change and reproduce themselves and
they are passed on from one generation to another, for
example from parents to their children.

However, the short description of the gene functions in COBUILD is
informative and easy to understand. The same goes for the article in
DUDEN-GWB which does not mention the fact that genes are passed on
from one generation to the next:

Gen in den Chromosomen lokalisierter Träger einer Erbanla-
ge, eines Erbfaktors, der die Ausbildung eines bestimm-
ten Merkmals bestimmt, beeinflußt; Erbträger.

Genes are located on the chromosomes. The term appears frequently in
the media, e.g. in connection with gene therapy which is a way of
treating hereditary diseases by alterating the chromosomes and thus the
balance between the remaining genes found on the chromosomes. A
layman may want to get more detailed information about the nature of
chromosomes and the functions performed by these. LONGMAN

CULTURE states the following:
chromosome a threadlike object found in all living cells,

which passes on and controls the nature, character, etc. of
a young plant, animal, or cell.

The text is misleading, because it gives the indication that chromo-
somes are found exclusively in young plants, animals, or cells. Natu-
rally, they are also found in older plants and animals, but not in bacteria,
since bacterial chromosomes are not regarded as having a threadlike

103



structure. Furthermore, the user is not given the important piece of
information that chromosomes actually carry the genes. The following
article from DUDEN-GWB is not directly misleading, but linguistically
almost incomprehensible because of the rugged language. Besides, it is
too complicated for a layman in terms of specialised language:

Chromosom in jedem Zellkern in artverschiedener Anzahl u.
Gestalt vorhandenes, das Erbgut eines Lebewesens tra-
gendes, fadenförmiges Gebilde.

It is possible, however, to explain these correlations in a way which is
both comprehensible to laypeople and yet gives the relevant informa-
tion. An example of this can be found in HERITAGE SCIENCE:

chromosome any of the threadlike bodies found in the nucle-
us of a cell that appear when the cell divides. Chromo-
somes are derived from the parents and carry the genes
that determine heredity. The genetic material in each
chromosome is a long polynucleotide strand of DNA in
association with protein.

In major CD-ROM encyclopaedias, e.g. GROLIER and ENCARTA, you
may also find explanations which are comprehensible to laypeople, yet
usually not as brief as the example above. The description of DNA in
ENCARTA, for example, comprises 14 pages when transferred to the
printer. Consequently, the user who wishes to find a concise explana-
tion must surf around on the CD-ROM for a longer period of time and
may have to read his way through several pages. To a semi-expert the
information given is usually not so precise as to make it totally relevant.
Besides, just like the layman, the semi-expert often has to read many
screen pages or surf around before managing to find all of or some of
the wanted information. In other words, you might say that available
major CD-ROM encyclopaedias do offer the layman adequate infor-
mation, but the search itself may be time consuming, since the medium
elaborates very quickly on a wide number of available information
which is not central to the understanding of the matter. If such CD-
ROM editions were to foresee different types of explanations of the
same matter  (cf. suggestion in ch. 6), this would be an advantage.

With very few exceptions the molecular basis of the structure and
function of genes are attached to the world’s biggest biomolecule:
DNA, i.e. deoxyribonucleic acid. The expression is known in the media
and is usually associated with the alteration of the molecule performed
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in the lab by biotechnologists. To the user who wishes to obtain more
information on this biochemical key molecule, ordinary dictionaries
would be the immediate source of information, but this is not done
without certain problems. In Harrap neither DNA, deoxyribonucleic
acid nor nucleic acid is found as an entryword. In DUDEN-GWB you
search in vain for DNA, but under DNS, the earlier German name for
DNA, you find a reference to the antiquated name Desoxyribonuklein-
säure. You cannot find the now common name Deoxyribonukleinsäure.
Thus, it requires a great deal of insight to get on the track of DNA. The
explanation itself is misleading, since DNA presence is mentioned only
in connection with plants and animals. The amount of DNA found in
bacteria and vira is not mentioned at all. In COBUILD DNA is found
without difficulty. The text is comprehensible, but the specification of
DNA presence is misleading, as the article indicates that DNA is found
in the centre of the cells of living things which must be understood as
higher organisms. Thus, the presence of DNA in bacteria and vira has
been overlooked.

Gene modification, gene manipulation, gene splicing or genetic
engineering, all of them synonymous terms, are absolutely central in
the public debate. Especially in the light of the first “gene spliced
product”, gene modified tomato purée, being sold in England since the
beginning of 1996, which product is also marked by this term on the
declaration of contents, incidentally by an agreement between the pro-
ducer and various distributors. If a purchasor of such a product tries to
look up one of these terms in his dictionary, in most cases he will be
disappointed: It is not found in COBUILD, HARRAP or LONGMAN CUL-
TURE as an entryword. A few dictionaries do give the term, in this case
through a comprehensible and even correct explanation, e.g. in HERI-
TAGE SCIENCE both under gene-splicing and genetic engineering, and in
DUDEN-GWB under Genmanipulation.

Some laypeople may assume that an enzyme is a component of
detergents, but if you come across the term in a biotechnological con-
text, in DUDEN-GWB you will find the following explanation:

Enzym in der lebenden Zelle gebildete organische Verbin-
dung, die den Stoffwechsel des Organismus steuert; Fer-
ment.

This explanation is comprehensible, but not entirely correct, as en-
zymes do not control biochemical processes, but influence the reaction
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rate of these. In LONGMAN CULTURE the explanation is comprehensible,
but still it manages to present three mistakes in four lines of a narrow
dictionary column. From the explanation you get the impression that
just a few living cells produce and contain enzymes. This is wrong,
since all life depends on the presence of enzymes. Furthermore, expla-
nations indicate that enzymes in plants and animals may induce the
biochemical processes of these to happen with increased speed. En-
zymes will always increase the rate of a reaction. Finally, enzymes are
found not only in plants and animals, but in bacteria also.

enzyme a catalyst produced by certain living cells, which can
cause chemical change in plants or animals or can make
these changes happen more quickly, without being chan-
ged itself.

As a counterweight to these critical remarks we must add that it is
possible to find articles in almost all dictionaries which are both
elegant, well-defined as well as correct and relevant. This is the case of
the lexicographical definition in OXFORD ENCYCLOPEDIC DICTIONARY:

enzyme any of a class of large molecules, consisting entirely
or chiefly of protein, found in all cells and essential to
life, that act as catalysts of biochemical reactions in all
living organisms. They may work within a cell or (as with
digestive enzymes) outside it. The shape of each enzyme
is such that it catalyses only a specific type of reaction.

Generally, however, you cannot rely upon the information of reference
books for laypeople. This is evident in connection with bacteriophage.
The first two examples are taken from HERITAGE SCIENCE and BROCK-
HAUS/WAHRIG, resp.:

bacteriophage a virus that destroys various bacteria, normal-
ly present in the intestines, blood, etc.

Bakteriophage bakterienzerstörendes, virusartiges Gebilde

It is not correct to say that bacteriophages destroy bacteria. They attack
bacteria. More precisely, bacteriophages are vira whose host cells are
bacteria, and sometimes they destroy their hosts. But general language
dictionaries do not only copy information from each other or from the
more reliable specialised reference books, where such exist, they write
their own new, but still incorrect articles, cf. a particularly misleading
article in DUDEN-GWB, a monolingual German dictionary in eight
volumes:
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Bakteriophage virenähnliches Kleinstlebewesen, das Bakte-
rien vernichtet

The objections raised above are also valid here. Add to this, it is wrong
to say that bacteriophages are “Kleinstlebewesen”. They have never
lived.

Unlike reference books for laypeople, dictionaries intended for
semi-experts are usually written by molecular biological experts and
thus only in exceptional cases contain inaccuracies as to specialised
terms. A criticism of these works would be based on the fact that
several of them comprise less than 1,000 terms and thus offer only the
terms most central, but perhaps not always the terms of which a semi-
experts may feel unsure. Furthermore, you have to notice that a large
part of these works are in English, especially American English. This
may be sufficient for semi-experts, as semi-experts often read texts in
English, but such dictionaries offer no help to the semi-expert who does
not have English as his mother tongue and who may need to produce a
text in or translate a text into or from his native language.

5. Text Production and Translation
The semi-expert who works as an adviser in the public sector must –
orally or in writing – be able to explain a problem relating to a certain
subject field in such a way as to make it comprehensible to a layman.
This explanation must be accurate, but not necessarily very detailed. If
there is a need for a more in-depth illustration of a problem, the semi-
expert may have to turn to specialised literature which at times may not
be easily obtained. For this the semi-expert will need an explanatory
dictionary which, apart from the more important terms, contain more
peripheral terms as well. There are a number of biotechnological dictio-
naries which are quite satisfactory in fulfilling the requirements of a
specialised field in order to assist the semi-expert, but hardly any of
them offer enough assistance, as they contain a too limited number of
entrywords. Thus, explanations of these terms are not only lacking, but
information on orthography, including the use of hyphens etc., and
grammatical usage are nowhere to be found. On the whole, available
dictionaries offer only a few explicit grammatical information items
and almost no implicit collocational information, i.e. information about
the word combinations surrounding a specific term. Examples of such
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dictionaries are AGRICULTURE (appr. 2,500 entries), BIOTECHNOLOGY

FROM A TO Z (250 entries), BIOTECHNOLOGY GLOSSARY (700 entries),
BRAND (600 entries), COOMBS (4,700 entries), GLOSSARY OF BIOTECH-
NOLOGICAL TERMS (239 entries), OLIVER/WARD (600 entries), WALKER/
COX (1,530 entries). In principle, there is a wide number of implicit
grammatical and collocational information items in the encyclopaedic
explanations and in the quotations given by e.g. HERITAGE SCIENCE. In
one respect, general language dictionaries such as DUDEN-GWB and
COBUILD are better suited as a text production tool than the monolingual
biotechnological dictionaries, as they will usually contain more explicit
grammatical information items. These dictionaries, however, do not
give the relevant collocational information items.

The latter problem is even bigger in terms of translation. Available
dictionaries are not very well suited for translation purposes. Special-
ised bi- and multilingual dictionaries are usually mere word lists with
lemmata in the source language, which are accompanied by their for-
eign-language equivalent(s). Providing neither encyclopaedic nor
grammatical nor collocational information, such dictionaries at best
confirm the expert’s own assumptions, but layman and semi-expert
alike will find them unsuitable for reception and translation purposes.
Several equivalents addressed to the same lemma pose a special prob-
lem, as the layman translator will be in no position to know whether or
not this is a case of full synonymy (BABEL et al. 1991):

biotin Biotin, Vitamin H

biotinylated DNA biotinylierte DNA, mit Biotin markierte
DNA

biotop Biotop

biotransformation Biotransformation, biologische Stoff-
wandlung

This is the case of the typical bilingual LSP dictionary of which there is
a wide number, e.g. SCHMIDT/FUKUI and LH. But a very few, such as
KUCERA, contain some encyclopaedic information and rather explicit
grammatical and some collocational information items. Two of the
dictionaries which apart from information on equivalence also contain
several types of encyclopaedic information are more interesting.

GLOSSARY OF BIOTECHNOLOGICAL TERMS comprise seven languages:
American English, French, German, Japanese, Portuguese, Russian,
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and Spanish. There are brief, well-written and accurate lexicographical
definitions in each language which are all translations of originally
English texts. An index allows you to get to and from the languages
stated. The preface of the dictionary states that it aims to contribute as
a translation tool which for several reasons it cannot do this without
restrictions. First of all, it contains no grammatical and collocational
information, and secondly, there are only 239 terms in all which is
absolutely inadequate in any translation situation. Finally, we may add
that the dictionary considers itself to be a contribution to standardising
specialised language within the framework of IUPAC (International
Union in Pure and Applied Chemistry). With as little as 239 entries this
objective can be fulfilled in a modest way only.

According to the preface of the dictionary of 1995 above this is the
first biotechnological dictionary with this number of languages, but the
editors must have overlooked BIOTECHNOLOGY GLOSSARY of 1990,
which was published somewhat earlier by the European Commission
with the intention of procuring a translation tool. This dictionary is
about three times the size of the dictionary above and does also give
lexicographical definitions. However, these are not given every time
and there are no translations, since defining quotations are chosen in the
various languages. The result is a certain irregularity, since some of the
definitions are very thorough, mostly aimed at semi-experts, whereas
others are very brief and easy to understand:

EN structural gene
RF Rieger Genetics
DF Any gene (representing a unique segment of geneticma-

terial) that determines the primary structure (the amino-
acid sequence) of a polypeptide by genetic transcripti-
onand genetic translation of the genetic code contained
inits nucleotide sequence.

FR gène de structure
RF Biofutur 1/85 p.32
DF Gène qui contient l’information nécessaire à la synthèse

d’une protéine et qui est exprimé à l’aide de l’opérateur
et du promoteur au sein d’une unité de régulation dite
opéron.

DE Struktur-G
RF Spiegel 52/82
DF Strukturgene codieren für die Primärstruktur der Enzym-

proteine. Für das An- und Abschalten der Funktion der
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Strukturgene ist der Operator verantwortlich. Der Pro-
motor ist der Startpunkt der RNS-Synthese. Diese drei
Gentypen bilden zusammen eine Steuereinheit die
Operon heisst.

IT gene strutturale
RF FAST Bio, p.159

NL structurgen(1); structureel gen(2)
RF COM(79)793(1); Biotechnologie Teleac, p.75(2)

DA struktur-gen(1); strukturelt gen(2)
RF Genetisk ordb.; p.7(1); Claus Christiansen(2)

ES gen estrutural
RF Invest. y Ciencia 4/85, p.9

PT gene estrutural
RF Enzimas, p.131

El dogiks gonidio
RF Mourkishz: Biol. Chmeia, sel.259

At this point we wanted to present the definition of gene, but the term is
nowhere to be found in this dictionary as a general term, only as a part
of 22 compounds such as gene amplification and the structural gene
quoted here. The English definition (marked by DF) is correct, inciden-
tally it has been taken from one of the best genetic dictionaries (RIEGER

et al. 1991) which is designed for experts and quoted here from the
1976 edition. The French definition is too narrow, since it comprises
structural genes in bacteria exclusively. The German definition taken as
a quotation from the weekly Spiegel is very close to the French defini-
tion, but has clearly been written by a layman who is not quite in control
of the terminology required. Because of the inaccuracy relating to the
subject field, the lack of grammatical and collocational information and
most particularly the lack of lemmatisation of the main entryword gene,
this dictionary cannot fulfil the needs of a translator of biotechnological
texts to the full. The choice of some of the terms is not convincing ei-
ther: The common phrase in German is not Struktur-G, but Strukturgen
(as stated in the definition), in Danish it is neither struktur-gen nor
strukturelt gen, but simply strukturgen. By often stating several equiva-
lents the dictionary – also corresponding with the terminographical
background – does not fulfil the standardising function that such a
dictionary may be expected to aim for.

110



The function “translation” is connected to a somewhat complicated
systematic macrostructure:

“This glossary was originally conceived as an aid to translators faced
with technical texts relating to biotechnology. [...] With this in mind it
was decided to subdivide the work into a series of chapters, each dea-
ling with a field in which biotechnology has made particularly specta-
cular inroads. In addition, one chapter has been devoted to the basic
terminology of molecular biology, which constitutes the foundation of
biotechnological research.” (English Introduction, p. 1).

The systematic structure of the dictionary is based on the basic area(s)
of molecular biology and eight other special areas derived from that. As
stated in the preface, the macrostructure is motivated by the needs of
the translator. It is difficult to understand the nature of this advantage,
however, when comparing the “concepts” within each subdivision.
There is no doubt that certain correlations exist within the various sub-
divisions, e.g. between cell fusion, hybridoma, protoplast fusion. In
many other cases a comparison does not reveal any correlation between
the “concepts” nested together. This is true of the pages immediately
preceding the “concepts” above: hybridization probe, somatic cell hy-
bridization, nucleic acids hybridization, protoplast fusion. Admittedly,
the terms are identical or partly mutual, but within the framework of the
systematic classification they are not related. There is no subject field
relation. Here, we are really dealing with false friends, whose closeness
in the macrostructure will confuse the translator rather than help him.
The collective terms of hybridization and fusion conceal the
differences.

In the case of hybridization probe the molecule in question is a small
nucleic acid which is labelled. This piece of nucleic acid can recognise
a specific sequence in a larger DNA fragment and hybridise by hydro-
gen bonds. In this way the probe labels the DNA fragment of interest.
Concerning somatic cell hybridisation  somatic cells are maintained in
culture. By the use of different treatments some of these cells are able
to fuse resulting in a new cell which contains the genomes of both
mother cells. These hybridoma cells are very useful i.e. to produce
monoclonal antibodies. The following term nucleic acids hybridisation
brings us back to the area of molecular hybridisation. In this case, two
larger single stranded nucleic acids are redoing each other forming a
double strand by the use of hydrogen bonds. The process is called
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annealing. Next to this we get the term protoplasts. Here we return to
the cell fusion field. The cells involved are most often plant cells which
have lost their cell wall by a suitable enzymatic treatment with different
cellulases.

It is a matter of doubt whether a translator without a certain knowl-
edge of molecular biology will be able to produce a quality translation.
If the translator possesses such knowledge he will be bothered only by
the ‘systematic classification’, which is really not systematic at all. In
this case he would be able to find the wanted entryword more quickly if
an alphabetic macrostructure had been chosen. In a different dictionary
with a more correct systematic structure presumably the translator
would still prefer the alphabetic order since each term takes up the
space of an entire page and yet he does not obtain several subject field
related terms at a glance.

6. Biotec-Lexinome
The lexicographical and terminographical reference books within the
field of biotechnology have shown that some criticism may be adduced
against a large part of the dictionaries. The lexicographical dictionaries
for laypeople contain a wide amount of inaccuracies relating to the
subject field. Several of them have lexicographical definitions which
are intended for semi-experts rather than laypeople. This is also true of
the terminographical dictionaries whose systematic macrostructure is
not convincing. Furthermore, they are non standardised, as opposed to
some of the lexicographical dictionaries for semi-experts. For several
lexicographical and all terminographical dictionaries to be useful tools
in native-language text production and translation they are not very
well designed, especially because of lacking grammatical and collo-
cational information.

How should a dictionary on biotechnology be designed in order to
fulfil the requirements of certain user groups? We do not claim to have
the only possible answer, but we do claim that it is possible to avoid
some of the shortcomings and sources of error described in the previous
chapters.

It is not a matter of creed, i.e. between the traditions of lexicography
and terminography. In the case of biotechnology some lexicographical
dictionaries were definitely more convincing, but that may also have
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been due to the small number of terminographical dictionaries on this
topic. It is important that the work be based on a systematic classi-
fication which forms the basis of the selection of the empirical basis,
the selection of lemmata, the preparation of lexicographical definitions
and the preparation of an encyclopaedic section. Since the project im-
plies the preparation of a CD-ROM version the user may have the
macrostructure of his own choice, i.e. an alphabetic arrangement, a sys-
tematic arrangement or an alphabetic arrangement of lemmata within a
certain part of the systematic classification.

The dictionary planned is titled BIOTEC-LEXINOME. “Biotec-” is
short for biotechnology, “Lexinome” is a neologism which represents a
highly multifunctional dictionary, designed in order to provide informa-
tion concerning both text-dependent and text-independent problems.

The project is subtitled “Information about Biotechnology with a
Special View to Mediators and Decision Makers”. In other words, the
prime concern is information about biotechnology, an area which, like
computer technology, is experiencing rapid growth both in terms of
basic and applied research. Even now, 25 years after the breakthrough
of biotechnology, many industrial products, including pharmaceuticals
and food, are manufactured by means of biotechnological methods.
This share is bound to increase in the years to come.

This development does not arouse universal enthusiasm with the
general public who tends to see the technology and the possible con-
sequences as being dangerous. This anxiety may be well-grounded, it
may also be a natural fear of something that is new and difficult to
understand. The fear may be justified in some areas, but not in all.
Independently of the attitude of the single man, no rational discussion
can be made until there is a certain amount of knowledge on the subject.
The present state of things may be explained by the lack of correct and
easily comprehensible information. The information available is com-
municated by professional mediators, i.e. journalists and experts most-
ly. The information communicated by experts and semi-experts to
decision makers in the public sector and the political committees is of
particular importance. A large part of the information available is avai-
lable only in American English which may pose an additional problem,
and since American contexts are logically accentuated and referred to,
the rest of the English-speaking world may have a problem with this,
too. Naturally, it poses a special problem to all other native languages.
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Consequently, dictionaries are primarily aimed at two distinct user
types: mediators and decision makers, i.e. politicians and civil servants
who make executive decisions concerning biotechnological research
and biotechnological products, including those applied in medical treat-
ments. Special attention is also given the needs of the people who in
newspapers, on radio or television, in books and brochures inform of
these decisions, the ongoing research and the products.

Mediators cover a wide field ranging from journalists at small pro-
vincial newspapers to writers of popular-science articles at magazines
for semi-experts (such as Scientific American). In the former case some
journalists may be considered laypeople, in the latter they would be
experts of molecular biology. Journalists at major newspapers may also
be experts of molecular biology, though in most cases the members of
staff writing about biotechnology will have a scholarly background;
these may be regarded as semi-experts. Decision makers who are mem-
bers of political committees will usually be laypeople. Their advisors at
municipal level will usually be semi-experts as they may not neces-
sarily have a molecular biological background and mainly work with
environmental issues etc. At government level the advisors will typi-
cally be experts who may have problems giving information in a lan-
guage comprehensible to laypeople.

Thus, the user group described is heterogeneous, covering problems
relating to subject field and language for laypeople and semi-experts
alike, and linguistic problems for experts. With a user profile such as
this BIOTEC-LEXINOME can be applied by user groups without further
ado. Most importantly by experts of allied scientific subject fields (such
as veterinary medicine, biology, environmental engineering, etc.) and
by teachers at secondary schools. Finally, BIOTEC-LEXINOME will be
useful to that part of the population who according to the media have
reception problems or wish to obtain information at a specialised level
of explanation corresponding with that of their own qualifications.

As indicated by the simplified diagram of different levels of com-
petence shown below BIOTEC-LEXINOME is directed at groups 1, 2, and
4:
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In other words, we are aiming at a multifunctional dictionary which is
intended to cover functions 1-7 as described in ch. 3, i.e. both text-
dependent functions and one text-independent function. It will com-
prise the languages (British) English, French, German, Dutch, Spanish,
and Danish.

We differentiate between encyclopaedic information (lexicogra-
phical definitions) on three levels: interested laypeople, educated lay-
people, and semi-experts. This information must be available in each of
the six languages above. For this purpose we shall present dictionary
examples from the English version in the following. However, these
entries do not correspond with the final version, as no illustrations and
animations have been included.

First, there is a dictionary encyclopaedic item for the interested lay-
man, i.e. for the user who does not have or does not think he has any
basic knowledge of biology and chemistry. The information has been
chosen in such a way that molecular biological functions have been
focused upon. Information is given about synonyms, where such exist.
Moreover, a reference is made to a simple systematic description of
biotechnology which may be read as a further introduction to the sub-
ject:

gene
the basic unit of inheritance which is transmitted from
parents to offspring
–> § 3, 21
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The interested layman is given a description which more or less pre-
supposes the knowledge obtained with passed A-levels in mathematics
and science. The first sentence of the explanation is identical to the
explanation for the interested layman. Apart from referring to the
systematic classification, terms of special relevance are referred to:

gene
the basic unit of inheritance transmitted from parent to
offspring

An organism contains many genes – in humans
approximately more than 100,000. Each gene has a speci-
fic characteristic, e.g. one out of the potential blood grou-
ps. In chemical terms genes are small sections of big com-
plex molecules, the nucleic acids. In bacteria these are
coiled aggregates and in higher organisms they are con-
stituents of chromosomes.
–> bacterium, chromosome, molecule, nucleic acid
–> § 3, 21

Semi-experts are not necessarily given more detailed encyclopaedic
information, but the description is of a more technical nature and it uses
a terminology which presupposes a certain basic knowledge of mol-
ecular biology:

gene (Johannsen 1909)
A gene is a DNA sequence encoding a mRNA (protein),
tRNA or rRNA. For eukaryotes a gene can also be defi-
ned as a transcribed DNA sequence or transcription unit.
In prokaryotes two or more proteins are often encoded in
the same transcription unit, and such a transcription unit
plus its associated regulatory sequences is termed an
operon. 
–> bacterium, chromosome, molecule, nucleic acid
–> § 21B

In practise, any user may define himself as an interested layman, an
educated layman, or a semi-expert. He may also proceed by the method
of trial and error in order to find the level appropriate for the given
context on the basis of his own qualifications.

The three dictionary quotations may be regarded as extracts from 18
monolingual encyclopaedias (i.e. 3 x 6 dictionaries corresponding with
three levels for six languages). This section of the intended CD-ROM
may also be published in form of 18 biotechnological paper dictio-
naries.
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If compared to paper dictionaries we could say that there will be 5 x
2 bilingual dictionaries, one for each of the language pairs German-
English/English-German, French-English/English-French, Spanish-
English/English-Spanish, Dutch-English/English-Dutch, and Danish-
English/English-Danish. Through English the users may go from each
of the six languages into the remaining five. Bilingual dictionaries of
this sort offer three types of information: grammatical, collocational,
and citation examples (authentic examples) which separately or put to-
gether may be combined with one of the three levels of encyclopaedic
information. Grammatical information consists of word class informa-
tion and – in the case of irregular inflection or syntactical usage – in-
formation on inflection and syntax (cf. Bergenholtz/Pedersen 1994).
Collocational information is a central function of both text production
and translation (Bergenholtz/Tarp 1994), and it is conspicuously absent
in almost all available biotechnological dictionaries. Information on ci-
tation examples may be understood as implicit information on grammar
and collocation, it may also contain further encyclopaedic information,
but in no way is it to be regarded as definitions. The following exam-
ples correspond with the equivalent passages in KAUFMANN/ BERGEN-
HOLTZ et al.:

gene gen m
fi ancestral ~ ~ ancestral; a cancer causing ~ un ~ cau-
sante de cáncer; a chimeric ~ un ~ quimérico; determine
the precise boundaries of a ~ determinar los límites pre-
cisos de un ~ ; insert a ~ insertar un ~ ; a ~ library una
biblioteca de ~es; locate a ~ localizar un ~ ; a ~ regulato-
ry protein una proteína reguladora de ~es; structural ~ ~
estructural
fl In the case of the AIDS virus the protein might stimula-
te the transcription of viral genes (and perhaps the viral or
host gene for soluble suppressor factor) while either inhi-
biting genes that stimulate replication of the T4 host cell
or activating genes that turn off cell division.

In connection with the dictionary section BIOTEC-LEXINOME will have –
as mentioned previously – two different introducktions to biotechnolo-
gy in each of the six languages, one for laypeople and one for semi-
experts. They will serve both as an introduction to the field and as a ref-
erence from the dictionary articles for the description of systematic
correlations. Again, each user may select the knowledge level of his
own choice, in this case the choice of two levels only.
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Furthermore, BIOTEC-LEXINOME will include a survey of biotechnol-
ogy-related legislation in the individual EU-countries. This survey will
be rendered in the native language of the country concerned and in
English. Moreover, there will be a complete presentation of internation-
al agreements. 

Finally, we anticipate minor contributions from critics and suppor-
ters of biotechnology from each individual country. Public debate often
differs widely in the individual countries and may only be relevant for
the country in question. Consequently, these contributions will not be
translated, but only presented in the individual native languages. This
part of BIOTEC-LEXINOME must be viewed in connection with the fact
that just communicating “naked facts” is not adequate for people to
rationally make up their minds about socially controversial issues. The
managing director of Unilever has put it quite clearly: “Let me confront
you with the conclusion which Unilever has reached internally: For
food, this new technology can only be introduced in the market place
with the consent and support of the major public opinion leaders” (de
Vet 1993:83). More knowledge does not, however, lead to a higher
degree of acceptance; things are more complicated than that. Things are
not the other way around either, but more knowledge does lead to
changes in attitude. A greater amount of knowledge leads to a higher
degree of acceptance and also to a higher degree of scepticism (Euro-
barometer 1991). Increased knowledge is a precondition of discussing
on a higher factual level and it permits the fear of the unknown to be
transformed into an attitude or fear of a known, but specific dangerous
development (Marlier 1992:67-70). This is not only true for laypeople
(level 0-4), but also for semi-experts (level 5-6), and even where
experts are concerned (level 7) the total of sceptics exceed that of the
laypeople of levels 0-3.
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All in all, BIOTEC-LEXINOME will be able to contribute to factually
relevant information on different levels, it will contribute to a standard-
isation of specialised language where available extensive studies do not
exist, and it can be used as a tool in text production and translation.

7 LSP Lexicography or Terminography 
In chapter 1 we expressed general scepticism as to the durability of the
criteria established by terminologists in order to distinguish between
lexicographical and terminographical reference books. In conclusion,
we will support this scepticism by comparing the 14 criteria mentioned
in chapter 1 to a special case, namely the structure and content of some
of the biotechnological dictionaries included in chapters 4-6.

Criterion (1) applied to reception dictionaries for laypeople implies
that they must be regarded as lexicographical dictionaries since their
object is not exclusively LSP language. The remaining dictionaries
examined had to be regarded as potential terminographical dictionaries.

If by criterion (2) is meant the involvement of experts, reception
dictionaries are not terminographical. However, the criterion would
apply to most of the other dictionaries mentioned, perhaps with the ex-
ception of BIOTECHNOLOGY GLOSSARY whose systematic macrostruc-
ture (criterion 10 and 12) would be an obvious candidate for a pro-
jection to terminographical reference books. Still, this is not the case
either, since in its choice of defining quotations the dictionary reveals
such pronounced lacks that one must doubt whether experts have
actually been involved in the entire process of planning and preparing
the dictionary at all. Furthermore, the macrostructure of this dictionary
is only partly systematic, since in several places it contains an expres-
sion-related arrangement of lemmata which does not correspond with
the subject field universe (cf. ch. 6). Besides, it differs from the purely
systematic structure in starting with a passage containing biotechnolo-
gical basic terms which in principle should have been included in the
other systematic passages. BIOTEC-LEXINOME will satisfy the require-
ment for systematic macrostructure to a larger extent, as the intended
CD-ROM version will be able to produce the single articles in an alpha-
betic or a systematic order.

Most of the dictionaries examined are available in the form of paper
dictionaries (criterion 3), including BIOTECHNOLOGY GLOSSARY, where-
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as BIOTEC-LEXINOME – as mentioned above – is planned exclusively as
a CD-ROM version. Several of the dictionaries, including BIOTEC-
LEXINOME, have been prepared for experts or semi-experts (criterion 4),
not BIOTECHNOLOGY GLOSSARY, however, which is intended for lay-
people only. None of the dictionaries examined have been designed ex-
clusively as an aid for text production (criterion 5), but several multi-
functional dictionaries, including BIOTEC-LEXINOME, aim at being an
aid for both text reception and text production. Consequently, these
three criteria prove rather unsuccessful. Only BIOTEC-LEXINOME may be
said to meet the terminographical requirements mentioned, whereas the
translation dictionary BIOTECHNOLOGY GLOSSARY in this context must
be characterised as a lexicographical reference book – provided that
you wish to accept the attempt to separate made by terminologists.

Several of the reception dictionaries give etymological information
(criterion 6), whereas what the biotechnological dictionaries are con-
cerned only Rieger et al. give references to the first use of the term in
question within genetic LSP. Such information may be extremely
relevant to the understanding of a term; it should not be excluded and is
intended to form part of BIOTEC-LEXINOME.

Most general language dictionaries are primarily descriptive and
consequently according to criterion (7) lexicographical. This is also
true of BIOTECHNOLOGY GLOSSARY which often gives several equiv-
alents without standardising recommendations. In principle, most of the
remaining dictionaries must be considered to be primarily prescriptive,
as new terms have been constructed and only one of several possible
terms has been chosen as the only information given. This is also true
of BIOTEC-LEXINOME. As for polysemous lexemes (criterion 9) we may
establish beyond all doubt that polysemy – or rather homonymy – on
the whole only occurs in connection with abbreviations (e.g. a for
adenine and adenosine) in the biotechnological dictionaries examined
which in this respect all fulfil the terminographical requirement.

As for criterion (4) we wish to comment that it is difficult to imagine
how the large amount of dictionaries for semi-experts could have been
prepared by using linguistic methods, as most of them have been
prepared by biotechnological experts without any help from linguists.
All in all, we believe that all of the purely biotechnological reference
books describe concept relations and projections and consequently may
all be defined as terminographical judging from this criterion.
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Somewhat surprisingly we have to establish the fact that the diction-
ary which fulfils the highest number of the 14 terminographical criteria
is BIOTEC-LEXINOME, whose authors do not see themselves as termino-
graphers, but very much as lexicographers. If you exclude certain dif-
ferent choices of terms used in describing the lexicographical and the
terminological theory, this projection is particularly valid. All things
considered, we will reject the relevance of a distinct conflict of interests
between lexicographical and terminographical reference books. It is
more relevant to separate the reference books which contain wrong or
inaccurate information, which lack substantial information for certain
purposes, and which do not or only slightly give standardising refer-
ences. It should be possible to avoid such lacks of quality in any ref-
erence book, independent of whether the author of the work defines
himself as a terminographer or as a lexicographer.

Hand in hand with the demand for quality comes the necessary
regard for different user groups and user situations. In this particular
respect the authors of this article and of BIOTEC-LEXINOME are bound to
regard themselves as lexicographers, taking into account – as opposed
to terminographers – certain genuine purposes (criterion 4). This choice
does not necessarily involve the reduction of potential user groups. It is
possible to give the same kind of information  in more ways than one
within the same dictionary so that the explanations correspond with the
qualifications of the single user group (cf. ch. 6).
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