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e
t of n Languages, y of , A 
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e e
t of n Languages and , Ghent , m 
t of n Languages, y of , A 

e 

The single biggest m that s have to contend with when g m 
an l language such as English into a so-called mino language o
language of limited diffusion ) such as Zulu, is the lack of y in the 

y of specialist subject fields. n this e we e how e 
multilingual and l a can be utilised as a s tool in finding suitable 

m equivalents when g technical texts into Zulu. Although s 
g into languages such as, fo  example, English and h follow this 

methodology as a matte of , it has (to ou  knowledge) not yet been shown how 
such a e of action may be applied to the n languages, and specifically to 
Zulu in this case. 

The single biggest m that s have to contend with when g 
m an l language such as English into a so-called mino  language 

o  language of limited diffusion ) such as Zulu, is the lack of terminology in 
the y of specialist subject fields. n languages such as English and h 

s e y making use of d a as a s 
tool to solve this m of non-equivalence at d level. 

The main objective of this e is to e how a simila  methodology 
could be applied successfully to a y d language such as 
Zulu. We wil l show how e multilingual and l a can be 

 Unisa s Language s 35 (1) 2004 pp. 148-161 
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g l s o e  of l . . . 149 

used to find m equivalents when g technical texts into Zulu. Fo  this 
, we will t two case studies based on specialised language , 

one a multilingual s dealing with S and the othe a l s 
dealing with labou issues. 

To begin with, we will discuss the s s available to the Zulu 
technical  when d with l gaps in the t 
language. 

s fo g e  of s
g l s o

When d with l , that is, the absence of a 
m in the t language, e e s avenues that the Zulu 

 can . , the existing s of the language can be 
consulted, as well as the official  terminology and orthography  4 

t of Education and g 1993). With the notable exception of a 
handful of s such as, inter alia, Geldenhuys, Viljoen and ' 
Trilingual business  yebhizinisi yezilimi ezintathu/Drieta-
lige sakewoordeboek (1995),  linguistic and literary 
terms/matemu  elingwistiksi nelithrisha (1995) and ' A 
basic guide to computer terms/'n Basiese gids vir
eyisisekelo samagama ekhompiyutha/Hlahlo ya theo ka mareo a khomphuthara 
(1999), e is a l h of Zulu technical , as is indeed the case 
in all nine of the y disadvantaged official South n languages (fou
languages belonging to the Nguni p of languages, namely Zulu, Xhosa, 
Ndebele and Swati; e languages belonging to the Sotho p of languages, 
namely Sepedi, Sesotho and Tswana; plus Tsonga and Venda). 

Secondly, the  can e any existing m lists that deal with the 
 subject field. , , the numbe of existing m lists e 

woefully inadequate in meeting the technical Zulu s needs. (A simila
state of s also holds in the othe official n languages mentioned 
above.) 

, the  can attempt to find l texts, that is, any existing Zulu 
texts in the same subject field as the one in question. (The m parallel text is 
used e as y d by s and is e to be 
distinguished m parallel corpora as will be d to and defined below.) n 
this , the Zulu  could consult textbooks, pamphlets and othe

n , as well as conduct s on the . 

, in t , and y in the l languages, this 
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150 e e e

type of m mining has been done by consulting e c , 
available in e .  (2002, 45) states in this : 

Although a e not, in essence, y t  conventional d 
l texts, thei e m means that they have e to offe

s in a numbe of . Fo  example, when coupled with a s 
analysis tool such as , a allow s to consult a wide

e of documentation and to easily e the y of s found 
within that . 

f s have exhausted all of the possibilities listed above and e still 
unable to find a suitable n equivalent, they have no othe choice than to 

e a m themselves. When g o  coining new , e e a 
numbe of guidelines that s can follow, as explained below. 

, they can attempt to find a n equivalent fo  the m in one of the 
(closely) d n languages, in othe , the Swati  could 
consult s in Zulu, Ndebele o  Xhosa. f one of the d n 
languages should y have a m fo  the concept in question, the  is 

y halfway , as it is usually much easie g m one n 
language into anothe than g m a language such as English into an 

n language. The existence of such a m equivalent in a (closely) d 
language could stimulate, and in some cases even guide, the  in 
deciding on a suitable m n y fo  his o  he t language. 

Secondly, when g , the  has to e the exact meaning 
of the , that is, the concept to which the m . n the 

n of technical texts, this is often a  as no  can be 
expected to be an t in each and y subject field. Fo  this , 

s of technical texts in  tend to specialise in a n field, fo
example, n technology, , mining o . n South 

, , s y do not have the same status as in some 
othe ) s and many , especially e , 

, e whicheve text types they e called upon to . n 
addition, in South a it is often y assumed that anyone who is a 

y speake of a n language can e into o  out of that language, 
and that l g in n s and e is not a 
necessity. y s of technical texts e e ill equipped to deal 
with the  challenges that this type of n . 

, the  has to be completely familia  with the s of m 
and d n in the t language - in this case Zulu. When 

g , the  should ideally consult specialists o s in the 
field that e also y s of the language in question. n this , 



D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

B
y:

 [B
ae

ye
ns

, J
or

is
] A

t: 
08

:2
6 

23
 J

un
e 

20
08

 

g l s o e  of l . . . 151 

the  can e the s to a n extent as it is y of no use 
if the  is the only one who can d and/o will eve use the s 
that have been . f the  does this type of h d 

k at this stage, the t should be acceptable, as specialist s will 
e the y used. 

Lastly, the  should d all s (i.e., each e language m and 
its n equivalent in the t language) fo  possible e in subsequent 

n . y t within the South n context is 
that s must e that they will be in a position to e in any 

s and mechanisms set up to pool, disseminate and ultimately e 
all newly coined . 

e g to a discussion of the case studies, the s multilingual and 
parallel a need to be defined as used within the context of this study. 

g  parallel

When studying the existing e on s linguistics as d to 
d n studies in , it is clea that e is some 

y amongst s in the use of some . This inconsistency in the 
use of , y when g to the concepts multilingual, 
parallel and comparable , is discussed at length by s such as 

n (1998, 47-48) and y and Xiao ) and will not be 
discussed in any detail . We follow s (1995) use of the s 
multilingual, parallel and comparable , as indicated below. 

 corpora can be defined as a set of two (o ) monolingual 
a in t languages built g to the same design . As 
 (1995, 232) indicates, multilingual a allow the  to study 

'items and linguistic s in thei  home ,  than as they e 
used in d text'. l a can be defined as , e 
language texts in one language and thei d s in anothe language. 

s 'multilingual ' e d comparable corpora by Uza  and 
Walinski (2000) in following s (1995, 32) definition, as well as by 
Zanettin (1998, 2; 2002b, 10) and  and n (2002); and d hi-/ 
multilingual comparable corpora by Johansson (1998, 5) and Laviosa 
(2003, 101). s parallel corpora e d to as translation corpora 
by, inter alia, Johansson (1998, 5) and Zanettin (2002b, 10). 

As  (2000) points out, specialised t language a can be an 
y valuable e fo . e the fact that no specialised 

tools have as yet been developed fo g n data m such 
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152 e e e

, she s that s would be s not to consult such 
. 

As has been d by  (2000) with t to , Uza  and 
Walinski (2000) g , and d and e  (2002) fo

n Sotho (Sepedi), c s analysis tools such as h Tools 
(Scott 1999) can be used with t success on s t types of , 
not only in the n of d data, but also fo m mining in 

. 

As y as 1995,  (1995, 223) pointed out that d y 
compilation is now the m  than the exception' - a sentiment that s 
even e e today. 

y 

n this e we e the usefulness of multilingual s l a 
as n e and s tool. n g out this study, w 

a (i.e., consisting of untagged and d g text) e d by 
means of h Tools, in  by using the so-called s 
function. Fo e s a l s y tool, namely c 

w 2003), is also used. 

The h Tools key e fo  identifying y in each of the 
s special-field a is g the y of y distinct -

type in those a with the e y of the same e in 
e o  so-called e a - the e a 

obviously being the  of the two in each case. s that display a t 
y in y have high (positive) keyness values and e identified as 

potential , since the y implies that those specific items occu
with unusual y in the special-field . 

As e , the following e a e used: 

 The y of a Zulu s , an c s of five 
million g Zulu s (tokens) built at the y of a by 

e de  and a J. , d 
y and consisting of a numbe of a d 

g to , that is, novels and novelettes; textbooks; t , 
essays and ; s and one-act plays; s texts; ; l 

, e and legends; t files and pamphlets (cf. e
and Gauton 2002). 

 The y of a t English s , an c 
s of 12,5 million English tokens culled m the t by e 
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g l s o e  of l . . . 153 

Gauton, and also consisting of a numbe of a d g 
to . Although a y e , this can be d as a so-
called , l o Y Web s as d by s 
such as  (2002) and Zanettin (2002a; 2002b). 

g s size, e  and Gauton (2002, 202) point out that 
when g the sizes of different-language , one cannot simply 

t the numbe of  We counted the numbe of s in l 
English texts as well as in thei l s into Zulu and found that fo

y d in Zulu, on e 1.32 s e needed in English. n othe
, a s of five million Zulu s is y equivalent to an English 

language s of 6,6 million . This e in the length of 
c s is caused by the substantial e between the g 

systems of Zulu and English. Zulu has a conjunctive g system y fo
instance, a whole sentence can be n as one . Fo  example, a sentence 
in English with six s 'we have not seen him yet' is n as one d in 
Zulu, namely asikamboni. 

We now e two case studies based on specialised language a to 
e the feasibility of using such a as n e and 
s tool in the n of technical texts into Zulu. 

e y 1 e e of l  i e  of 
S y 

The  case study involves the use of multilingual , consisting of the 
two a as set out below. 

, a Zulu s that contains 7 698 tokens, g 12 booklets on 
, aimed at n aged between the ages of eight and twelve. Note 

that this s is in essence so-called d Zulu as the texts have been 
d into Zulu m English by a team m the y of a 

consisting of Linkie a and e Gauton. These texts, , 
have a y South n focus, dealing with issues such as, inter alia, 
the views of the South n child S activist Nkosi Johnson; -
child n of ; t of the disease, and lack of knowledge 
and myths about , peculia to the South n context; and the use 
and place of basic health , clinics and so on in combating the disease. 

Secondly, an English s of 10 426 tokens. This s was culled m the 
, and contains n on S aimed at , and/o
y asked questions (FAQs) about V and S d in simple 

. When compiling this , we selected only those texts that use plain, 
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154 e Gauton and e de

simple language, that is, texts aimed at the non-specialist  and also 
included two files specifically dealing with the child S activist Nkosi 
Johnson. t must be conceded, , that this s is not as tightly focused 
on the South n context, as is the case with the Zulu . 

The next step was to identify y in each of these a by making use 
of the s function of h Tools, as d to . n  to 
eliminate those s that e unusual but , we selected only those 

s that appea a minimum of e times in the multilingual . The 
two d lists e then d to e the extent to which such 

a can be used to identify n equivalents between the two 
languages. The s of this n e indicated below. 

Fo  English, 80 pe  cent of the top 100 s e , whilst this value 
s to 77 pe  cent fo  Zulu. The t e mainly function , l 

names and othe . t must be e in mind, , that because of 
the conjunctive g system d to in Zulu, some of the Zulu s 
actually constitute the same , d by t l . 

e in this , fo  example, the c s in (1) below, all 
g to the m S (ingculazi in Zulu), but in t contexts: 

(1) 

N 

4 
6 
13 
16 
17 
28 
31 
33 
38 
39 
46 
67 
77 
79 
103 
114 

c

nengculazi 
ingculazi 
abanengculazi 
ngengculazi 
yengculazi 
nangengculazi 
onengculazi 

lengculazi 
yingculazi 
wengculazi 
unengculazi 
ezinengculazi 
benengculazi 
zengculazi 
engculazi 

(and ) 
) 

(who have ) 
(about ) 
(because of/of ) 
(and about ) 
(who has ) 
(of ) 
(of ) 
(by/it is ) 
(of ) 
((s)he has ) 
(who have ) 
(they have/whilst having ) 
(of ) 
(of ) 

Also conside the s in s 1 and 2 taken m the s y 
h d to . 
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g technical texts into Zulu with the aid of multillingual . . . 155 

 1  of e s of e s y  o e 
S s y s of e s 

s

 2 s of ) y e s 
s
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156 e e e

When g the t 100 s fo  the two multilingual
with both lists calculated by the h Tools s function, we found 
that fo  71 pe  cent (i.e., 55/77) of the Zulu , n equivalents could 
be found within the t 100 English key . , 10 s e 
found, not in the t 100 English , but within positions 100-153. Only 
12 Zulu , y all with a y South n focus, had no 

s within the t 153 English . These s focus on issues 
such as: 

• the e of y health e and health e s in the / 
n of , fo  example, ikliniki  'clinic', odokotela nonesi s 

and ; 

• S s campaigns, fo  example, iribhoni ) n 
commonly n and displayed in South , gwema 'avoid'; 

• the dispelling of S myths peculia  to the South n context g 
the d of and possible s fo  the disease, fo  example, iqiniso/ 
amaqiniso , ososayensi 'scientists'; 

• living with , fo  example, ukwesekela , amalungelo 
, indawo ephephile 'place of safety'. 

l that, unlike the Zulu e , the English s does not 
focus specifically on the (South) n S situation. t is e highly 
likely that should this be , e could be an even bette  'fit' between 
the a as fa  as n equivalents e . 

, when using these a to find Zulu n equivalents fo
English , a t situation holds. Fo  only 36 pe  cent (i.e., 29/80) of the 
English s g within the  100 key , we found n 
equivalents within the  100 Zulu . With a few exceptions, the t 
of the n equivalents occu  within positions 100-205 in the Zulu 

d list. The n fo  this is again y due to the conjunctive g 
system of Zulu, e e is e than one equivalent fo  one and the same 
English , depending on the context in which it is used. See again example 
(1) in this . This would seem to indicate that, when using multilingual 

a to find Zulu n equivalents fo  English , the 'fit' between 
the a g the position occupied by a m is not that snug, 
with the t that the  needs to look a bit  afield, that is,
down in the Zulu d list, to find the y n equivalent. 
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g l s o e  of l . . . 157 

e y 2 e e of l  i e  of
y 

n the second case study, we make use of l a dealing with labou
issues to e the usefulness of these types of a as e fo  the 

n of technical texts into Zulu in this subject field. 

The two a used e an English text of 1 479 tokens and its Zulu n 
containing 1 004 g . These small a e the type of 

e s k that g s engage with on a daily basis. 
They e typical of mini, disposable, l o Y a as discussed by 

s such as  (2002), Zanettin (2002a; 2002b) and a (2003). 
Zanettin (2002b, 12) states in this d that 'the less " (i.e., the e 

) a e the most y l type, with e to 
, since they e " s d fo  a specific 

n . 

As can be expected, the 'fit' between these l a is bette  than in the 
case of the multilingual a discussed . When doing a s 

h on these small , 24 Zulu and 37 English s . On 
g these , we found that 92 pe  cent (i.e., 22/24) of the Zulu s 

have n equivalents in the English list, s only 43 pe  cent (i.e., 16/ 
37) of the English s have n equivalents in the Zulu list. 

g these a by making use of a l g tool such as 
c s in an e in the success e with which n 

equivalents e identified. This is to be expected in a m such as this as the 
sentences of the two texts can be aligned, which is not the case when doing a 

s h using h Tools. 

y applying some of the main functions of a tool such as c (e.g. the 
s l h functions, the so-called hot d h function that 

makes use of y n to suggest possible n equivalents 
fo  the ) to a set of (aligned) l , e will be a 1:1 

n between the e m and its possible n equivalent(s) (cf. 
w 2002). , when using aligned l a as n 

, it would e the  bette  to  make use of a n 
y tool that is t fo  the task. 

, s s y function can also be used by the 
 as a quick way to obtain a bette t in the identification of 
n equivalents than that obtained when g a l s by 

means of a tool such as h Tools. The added advantage is that when 
utilising s s y function the l a do not 
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158 e Gauton and e de

y have to be aligned, which means that no e n time is 
needed than when applying, fo  example, h Tools to such a . 

y means of s s y function, we attempted to t the 
t 100 s that appea  a minimum of e times in the two l a 

dealing with labou  issues. This y d a total of 98 English and 57 Zulu 
. Within this list, we identified 56 English and 41 Zulu , which 

constitute 57 pe  cent (56/98) of all the English s and 72 pe  cent (41/57) of 
all the Zulu s in the two lists. Conside  in this d also the t 

m the c h in e 3. 

 3  of e s of e s y  o e 
l s y s of s s 

y

When studying these y lists with a view to identifying n 
equivalents, we found that, whilst 100 pe  cent of the Zulu s had n 
equivalents in the English list, only 52 pe  cent (29/56) of the English s had 

n equivalents in the Zulu list. 

Again this would seem to m what was found in the t case study, namely 
that when using a (whethe  multilingual o ) to find Zulu 
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g l s o e  of l . . . 159 

equivalents fo  English , the  needs to access a longe  list of Zulu 
s than is the case when g m Zulu into English. 

As  (2000, 24) y : 

To successfully use a c s analysis tool fo g d 
n [...] s must g all thei  conceptual, linguistic and textual 

knowledge to bea  on the task at hand. h of the initial k may be based on 
l and , and s that k fo  a  language pai  o  a specific 

text, text type, o  subject field may not be applicable in othe  situations. 

We have indicated e how e a (whethe  multilingual o
) can be used with a n e of success as a e and tool fo

s of technical texts into Zulu. As fa  as we e , this type of 
application has not been documented (and/o  has conceivably not been used) fo
Zulu . This is y y because s as well as 

l s have not had access until now to a e l s 
of Zulu that could be used as a e s when g keyness 
values (cf. the h Tools tests), and/o  because l g 

e packages (cf. the c tests) have not been in d use in 
South . As both these , namely a and s y 

, e now available to Zulu , we believe that they should be 
used fully, whilst taking into account the allowances that need to be made fo
Zulu's conjunctivism when attempting to find Zulu n equivalents fo
English . 

With d to the methodologies themselves, we have seen that the best s 
e obtained when the  has access to l a in a

subject field, at which point these a can simply be fed into l 
g e and with o  even without sentence alignment, n 

equivalents may then  easily be identified. The s functions as a kind 
of n y in such cases. When the  makes use of a set of 
multilingual e a as a s tool, then he needs a 

g set of e e a in addition, and any 
e application that can calculate keyness values. 

With e to the n context,  (1995, 224) s Sage  as 
follows: y compilation is now y . The e to 

t t and neat conceptual systems has given way e to the 
l need of g what happens in l life. s e e no 

longe d m s lists but e n m a e 
s of authentic texts held in c ' 
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160 e e e

With local text a and language-independent s technology now 
available to South n , it is not only possible but indeed 
eminently feasible fo  those g even highly technical texts into a 

y disadvantaged and d language such as Zulu, to make use 
of d multilingual and l a as n e and 

s tool. 
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