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Abstract

While the use of trandationsin parallel corpora, mostly for the purposes of contrastive linguistic
analysis, isrelatively well established, the analysis of trandated language as an object of study in its
own right has only fairly recently been made possible through the development of corpus resources
designed specifically for this purpose. The Trandational English Corpus (TEC) at UMIST wasthefirst
corpus consisting exclusively of trandations, in English, from a variety of source languages and text
types. Much of the research carried out thus far using TEC (e.g. Laviosa-Braithwaite 1996, Kenny
1999 and 2000) has been interested in identifying and confirming features of trand ated language such
as explicitation, normalisation, simplification and levelling out (Baker 1996). Thiskind of research is
based on the assumption that, by retrieving and analysing data from TEC and a comparabl e corpus (e.g.
the British National Corpus), it is possible to pinpoint consistent differences in syntactic or lexical
patterning between trandated English and original English. Some of these may arise from deliberate
trandation strategies on the part of the trandator who wishes to make hig’her text more explicit, to
normalise or simplify etc. However, TEC can also be used as a means of identifying linguistic
patterning which trandators will not have been aware of producing, but which occurs as a result of the
complex nature of the trandation activity itsalf.

Againgt this background, this paper presents an investigation of explicitation in transation.
Preliminary studies using TEC and a subcorpus of the BNC (Burnett 1999, Olohan and Baker 2000)
have shown that patterns of use of the optional that with reporting verbs are rather different in
trandlated English than in original English, with trandated English very much favouring the use of that,
even in contexts which do not warrant it, e.g. for purposes of disambiguation or for the signalling of
more formal style. This paper will present further analysis of optional syntactic featuresin English and
their occurrencein TEC and the BNC, test the hypothesis that translated English displays a higher
incidence of arange of optional syntactic features than is observed in a comparable corpus of original
English, and that thisis direct evidence of subconscious processes of explicitation in trandation.

1. Corpus-based trandation studies

Corpus-based trandation studiesis arelatively new area of research within trandation studies,
motivated by an interest in the study of trandated texts as instances of language use in their own right.

This is in contrast to the not uncommon perception of translations as ‘deviant’ language use, a view
which has generally led to the exclusion of translated texts from most ‘standard’ or ‘national’ corpora
(Baker 1999). While translations have been seen as useful in parallel bilingual or multilingual corpora,
this has usually been for contrastive linguistic analysis which has studied the relationship between
source and target language systems or usage. Parallel corpora are naturally also of interest to the
translation scholar as they facilitate investigation of the relationship between a translation and its
source. Recent work using corpora in ttatisn studies has, however, been more concerned with
building corpora of translations so that the use of language in translations may be studied. The first
corpus of this nature was the Translational English Corpus at UMIST (described below) which, since
its inception, has provided the impetus and inspiration for a number of similar projects for other
languages, including Italian, German, Spanish, Finnish, Catalan and Brazilian Portuguese.

One of the fundamental concepts in corpus-based translation studies has been the notion of
comparable corpus, defined by Baker (1995: 234) as ‘two separate collections of texts in the same
language: one corpus consists of original texts in the language in question and the other consists of
translations in that language from a give source language or languages...both corpora should cover a
similar domain, variety of language and time span, and be of comparable length’. Baker’s initial
groundbreaking work posited a number of features of translation, or ‘translation universals’, which
could be investigated using comparable corpora (Baker 1996). While the term universal in this context
is somewhat controversial, not least because of the practical difficulties involved in testing whether
something holds true across diverse languages (for many of which corpora of translations and/or
original writing do not exist), it has been suggested, for example, that translations tend to be more
explicit on a number of levels than original texts, and that they simplify and normalise or standardise in
a number of ways. Much of the corpus-based work carried out to date has focused on syntactic or
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lexical features of trandated and original texts which may provide evidence of these processes of

explicitation, simplification or normalisation. It should be stressed that, while trandators may at times
conscioudly strive to produce trand ations which are more explicit or simplified or normalised in some

way, the use of comparable corpora also allows us to investigate aspects of translators’ use of language
which are not the result of deliberate, controlled processes and of which translators may not be aware.

2. Corpusdata

The Translational English Corpus is a corpus of translated English held at the Centre for Translation
and Intercultural Studies at UMIST. It was designed specifically for the purpose of studying translated
texts and it consists of contemporary written translations into English of texts from a range of source
texts and languages. At the time of writing, it has over 6.4 million words. TEC consists of four text
types — fiction, in-flight magazines, biography and newspaper articles — with fiction representing 82%,
and biography and fiction together making up 96% of the corpus. The translations were published from
1983 onwards and were produced by translators, male and female, with English as their native
language or language of habitual use.

The corpus of original English put together for this particular study is a subset of the BNC made up
of texts from the imaginary domain. It is thus comparable in terms of genre and publication dates (from
1981 onwards). The texts have been produced by native speakers of English, both male and female. A
minor difference between the two corpora which is not significant for current investigations is that TEC
consists of full running texts whereas some of the BNC texts are extracts (some as long as 40,000
words). There is a little variation in size between the two corpora with TEC now slightly bigger than
the BNC corpus. As TEC continues to grow, new texts will be added to the BNC subcorpus so that the
corpora remain comparable in all respects.

The data discussed here was extracted from these two untagged corpora using Wordsmith Tools
V.3.0.

3. Explicitation

The analyses reported on here arose from an interest in studying processes of explicitation in
translation, where explicitation refers to the spelling out in target text of information which is only
implicit in a source text. This has long been considered a feature of translation and has been
investigated by a number of scholars (e.g. Vanderauwera 1985, Blum-Kulka 1986; Laviosa-Braithwaite
1996; Laviosa 1998; Baker 1995, 1996) who have identified different means or techniques by which
translators make information explicit, e.g. using supplementary explanatory phrases, resolving source
text ambiguities, making greater use of repetitions and other cohesive devices. This current research
focuses, in so far as this is possible, on subconscious processes of explicitation and their realisation in
linguistic forms in translated texts. Since the starting point is the linguistic form, we have concentrated
on optional syntactic features, hypothesising that, if explicitation is genuinely an inherent feature of
translation, translated text might manifest a higher frequency of the use of optional syntactic elements
than original writing in the same language, i.e. translations may render grammatical relations more
explicit more often — and perhaps in linguistic environments where there is no obviousjicstifior
doing so — than original writers.

4. Analysis of optional syntactic featuresin English

Linguists may present the optional syntactic features of English in different ways, but we opted to
base this study on Dixon’s (1991: 68-71) omission conventions for English, presented in summary
form as follows:

Omission of subject NP

Omission of complementiser that

Omission of relative pronoun wh-/that

Omission of to be from complement clause

Omission of predicate

Omission of modal should from a THAT complement

Omission of preposition before complementisersthat, for and to
Omission of complementiser to

Omission of after/while in (after) having and (while) *ing
Omission of in order

“TIeMmMUOWR
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These features span arange of linguistic phenomena, from fregquently occurring relative pronounsto
much less common constructions (e.g. to be in complement clause), and that they do not focus
exclusively on optionality of omission. Aswill be obvious from the discussion below, they also vary
considerably in terms of their identification and quantifiability in a corpus which is neither tagged nor
parsed. In someinstances, as can be seenin 4.3, 4.4, 4.9 and 4.10, omission is difficult to measure but
occurrence, i.e. inclusion, can be traced and compared across corpora to give an indication of
differencesin usage of the longer surface form between corpora.

4.1. Omission of subject NP

Thisrefersto omission of a subject NP in a number of circumstances, e.g. under coordination, in
subordinate time clauses, from an ING complement clause or from a modal (FOR) To complement
clause. Thereis no obvious way of finding instances of thesein a corpus which is not tagged for parts
of speech.

4.2. Omission of complementiser that

Dixon states that ‘the initidhat may often be omitted from a complement clause when it
immediately follows the main clause predicate (or predicate-plus-object-NP where the predicate head is
promise or threaten’ (1991: 70). An extensive analysis of the us®tfero-connectivewith reporting
verbssay andTeLL, with reference to TEC and BNC, is presented in Olohan and Baker (2000). The
results are summarised in Tables 1 and 2 below, which present both the absolute values (i.e.
occurrences) and the percentages for each form:

Form say say said said says says saying saying
(TEC) (BNC) (TEC) (BNC) (TEC) (BNC) (TEC) (BNC)

that 316 323 267 183 116 64 76 142
55.5% 26.5% 46.5% 19.2% 40.4% 12.8% 67.3% 43.0%

zero 253 895 307 771 171 435 37 188
44.5% 73.5% 53.5% 80.8% 59.6% 87.2% 32.7% 57.0%

Table1: sAY +that/zero in BNC and TEC

Form tell tell told told tells tells telling telling
(TEC) (BNC) (TEC) (BNC) (TEC) (BNC) (TEC) (BNC)

that 247 300 353 584 55 28 64 85
62.8% 38.2% 60% 43.6% 68.7% 37.5% 73.6% 42.3%

zero 146 486 233 755 25 52 23 115
37.2% 61.8% 40% 56.4% 31.3% 62.5% 26.4% 57.7%

Table 2: TELL + that/zeroin BNC and TEC

It is immediately clear that ttthat-connective is far more frequent in TEC than in BNC. With the
exception okaid andsays, that occurs more often thazro for all forms ofsay andTeLL in TEC. By
contrast, theero-connective is more frequent for all forms of both verbs in the BNC corpus. These
differences have been proven to be statistically significant. Furthermore, the resultsagf dimel
TELL study were consistent with findings by Burnett (1999) who reviewed use of thesverssrT,

ADMIT, CLAIM, THINK, BELIEVE, HOPE andkNow in TEC and BNC . While that study did not include all
forms of these verbs, the data available shows thahéiveonnective is far more common than the
zero-connective in translated than in original English for forms of all seven of the verbs investigated.
The hypothesis that the optiorthét in reporting constructions occurs proportionately more frequently

in translated texts than in original English texts is thus supported. Although Olohan and Baker (2000)
highlight the relative vagueness with which omission and inclusion are accounted for in the linguistics
literature, and the lack of guidance on this in reference works for users of English, there are clear
patterns of usage in contemporary English writing as evidenced in the BNC corpus, and there is an
equally clear contrast between these patterns and those perceived in translated English.

A brief analysis of one of the verbs suggested by Dixon, naPrelyisE, serves as further
illustration and comwboration. Table 3 and Figure 1 below show that, although the number of instances
of promise +that/zero were almost identical in the two corpora (135 in BNC and 131 in TEC), the
relationship betweethat andzero in TEC ¢hat = 67.9%,zero = 32.1%) is almost directly inverse to
that in BNC that = 34.1%,zero = 67.9%).
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That/zero Total

zero that
Corpus BNC Count 89 46 135
% within Corpus 65.9% 34.1% 100.0%
% within That/zero 67.9% 34.1% 50.8%
% of Total 33.5% 17.3% 50.8%
Corpus TEC Count 42 89 131
% within Corpus 32.1% 67.9% 100.0%
% within That/zero 32.1% 65.9% 49.2%
% of Total 15.8% 33.5% 49.2%

Table 3: PROMISE + that/zeroin BNC and TEC
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Figure 1: occurrences of PROMISE + that/zeroin BNC and TEC

A breakdown of each lexical item (Table 4 and Figure 2) shows that this holds true for all forms of
the verb, although some have low occurrencesin general (e.g. promises + that/zero occurs only twice
in TEC and not at al in BNC).
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Figure2: All forms of PROMISE + that/zeroin BNC and TEC
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That/zero

Form zero that Total
Count 38 19 57
BNC % within Corpus 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
% within That/zero 64.4% 41.3% 54.3%
0, 0, 0, 0,
promise Corpus % OfC-Iz-)%tr?i 36.22/; 18.12/; 54_342
TEC % within Corpus 43.8% 56.3% 100.0%
% within That/zero 35.6% 58.7% 45.7%
% of Total 20.0% 25.7% 45.7%
Count 1 1 2
. % within Corpus 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%
promises Corpus  TEC % within That/zero 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%
Count 46 20 66
BNC % within Corpus 69.7% 30.3% 100.0%
% within That/zero 69.7% 27.8% 47.8%
0, 0, 0, 0,
promised Corpus % ogjitﬂ 33'323 14'55/5 47'87/5
TEC % within Corpus 27.8% 72.2% 100.0%
% within That/zero 30.3% 72.2% 52.2%
% of Total 14.5% 37.7% 52.2%
Count 5 7 12
BNC % within Corpus 41.7% 58.3% 100.0%
% within That/zero 100.0% 43.8% 57.1%
0, 0, 0,
promising Corpus % Of(:-l;)?ltr?: 23.8% 33.3 /g 571 /g
TEC % within Corpus 100.0% 100.0%
% within That/zero 56.3% 42.9%
% of Total 42.9% 42.9%

Table 4: All forms of PROMISE + that/zero in BNC and TEC

4.3. Omission of relative pronoun wh-/that

This frequently occurring construction is difficult to measure in an untagged corpus. Thusfar, only
total counts of occurrence of which have been taken, with 11,201 in BNC and 23,607 in TEC. A first
step in discarding irrelevant instances was to identify sentence-initial and sentence-final/clause-fina
which. Their removal leaves 10,457 concordance linesin BNC and 22,483 in TEC, indicating
considerably higher usage of which in TEC. Obviously further detailed analysis of these instancesis
required to identify the occurrencesin relative clauses where the coreferential NP isnot in subject
function in therelative clause, i.e. where omission could have taken place.

4.4. Omission of to be from complement clause

From avery frequent feature above, we come to a very infrequent structure. Dixon is referring here
to the omission of to be with ‘some verbs taking a Judgementcomplement clause, whose VP begins
with be' (1991: 70), with an example tfiought + to be + modifier. BothTHINK + to be andFIND + to
be were investigated in the corpora (see Table 5). The most common occurrence in both corpora was
for the past tense formth¢ught andfound), and TEC exhibits a greater tendency overall to indlade
be, but the number of occurrences overall was very small in both corpora.

Form BNC TEC
THINK (+ *)(+ *) to be 2 6
FIND (+ *)(+ *) to be 4 7

Table5: think +to be and find + to bein BNC and TEC

4.5. Omission of predicate
The omission of the predicate in coordinated clauses is difficult to capture in an untagged corpus
and this has therefore not yet been investigated.

4.6. Omission of modal should from a THAT complement

This refers to the omission of moddabuld from aTHAT complement with examples of verbs
ORDER andsuGGEST. Neither is particularly common, and both occur predominantly in the past tense
form (ordered andsuggested). A greater proportion of omission is seen in TEC (see Table 6).
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Form BNC TEC

ORDER + that + should 1 6
ORDER + that + zero 2 7
SUGGEST + that + should 19 19
SUGGEST + that + zero 43 58

Table 6: ORDER and SUGGEST + that + should/zero in BNC and TEC

4.7. Omission of preposition before complementiser sthat, for and to

Some transitive verbs with a preposition as last element in their lexical form which may take a
complement clause in object function will omit the preposition before that, for and to, e.g. he confessed
to the crime, he confessed to strangling her, but he confessed that he had strangled her. Thisisnot an
optional omission and is therefore not of interest in this study.

4.8. Omission of complementiser to

According to Dixon, the complementiser to is optional following HELPor KNow. Theform help was
analysed, first discarding all uses of help as noun, as reflexive verb, verb + ING complement and verb +
preposition, and then looking at occurrences of help (*) (*) toin detail (Table 7).

Form BNC TEC
Total Relevant Total Relevant
OCCUITENCES ~ OCCUITENCES ~ OCCUITENCES  OCCUITences
Occurrences of help 2374 300 1792 365
help + to 62 26 72 38
help +* + to 67 50 98 80
help +* +* + to 19 3 35 19
Total help (+*) (+*) +to 79 137
help (+*) (+*) + zero 229 228

Table 7: help (+*) (+*) + toin BNC and TEC

This datatells us that although the word form help is more frequent in TEC, its verbal usein both
corporais quite similar with help (+*) (+*) + to/zero occurring dightly more often in TEC than in
BNC, of which the complementiser to is used in 37.5% of TEC instances, compared with 26% of the
BNC occurrences.

4.9. Omission of after/while in (after) having + participle and (while) *ing

Asin 4.3 and 4.4 above and 4.10 bel ow, we can more readily measure occurrence of these features
rather than omission. Concordances of while *ing are pruned, discarding constructions such asall the
while *ing, after/in/for a while *ing, worth your while *ing. The while *ing construction is much more
frequent in TEC overall and in relation to the gerundia use (Table 8).

Form BNC TEC
Total while *ing concordances 150 360
Relevant concordances 138 330

Table 8: while*ingin BNC and TEC

A count of after *ing *ed (which obviously does not take irregularly formed past participlesinto
account) also shows a tendency for TEC to use this construction more frequently than BNC (Table 9).

Form BNC TEC
after *ing *ed 11 65

Table9: after *ing *ed in BNC and TEC

4.10. Omission of in order

According to Dixon, in order is usually omitted before to and may occasionally be omitted before
for or that. While the investigation of every instance of theitemsto, that and for to see whether anin
order has been omitted is not practical, we can easily measure usage of in order to, in order for and in
order that and compare results from the two corpora. Thisinvestigation yields the following (Table
10):
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Form BNC TEC

in order to 250 1225
in order for 1 14
in order that 12 18
Total 263 1257

Table 10: in order to/for/thatin BNC and TEC

This does not conclusively prove that in order has been omitted more often in BNC but certainly
indicates that the longer forms of the conjunctions appear with markedly higher frequency in TEC.

5. Correlations, contractions, co-occur r ences

To return to the nation of explicitation then, it could be claimed, on the basis of these measures of
inclusion and/or omission of optional syntactic elements above, that the language of TEC makes
explicit grammatical and lexical relations which are less likely to be made explicit in original English.
Furthermore, this tendency not to omit optional syntactic elements may be considered subliminal or
subconscious rather than a result of deliberate decision-making of which the trandator is aware — most
translators do not have a conscious strategy for dealing with optiatafior example. It can be
argued that it is the nature of the process of translation and the cognitive processing which it requires
which produces the kind of patterning seen here. However, inclusion or omission of syntactic features
do not reveal the whole story. Olohan and Baker (2000) pointed out that the ojidddata
discussed in that study revealed potentially different patterns in other features, such as use of modifiers,
pronominal forms, modal constructions etc. in TEC compared with the BNC. Thus, although a specific
syntactic or lexical structure can be investigated in terms of overall occurrence and of its usage within
the narrow context of a concordance line, the wider issue of co-occurrence and interdependency of
features must be considered. Research of this kind on the language of translation still has a long way to
go; however a small example can be used to illustrate the possible significance of interdependencies
and how they might be investigated further. We can take the data referred to earlier in relation to
promise and re-examine it in relation to a number of linguists’ suggestionthtitas more likely to be
omitted in informal usage (for example Storms 1966; Elsness 1984; Dixon 1991). If wecelsbthat
the use of contracted forms constitutes evidence of informal style, then a search for contracted forms,
within thepromise concordance line only, reveals the following (Table 11):

Form BNC TEC

promise total 57 48

promise with contracted formsin 41 21
concordanceline (72%)  (43.75%)

promise + that with contracted formsin 7 4
concordanceline (17%) (19%)

promise + zero with contracted forms 34 17
in concordance line (83%) (81%)

promise with no contracted formsin 16 27
concordanceline (28%)  (56.25%)

promise + that with no contracted 12 23
formsin concordanceline (75%) (85%)

promise + zero with no contracted 4 4
formsin concordanceline (25%) (15%)

Table 11: Co-occurrence of promise +that/zero and contracted formsin BNC and TEC

From this we can see that, althoubht occurs with much higher frequency in TEC than in BNC,
promise co-occurs with contracted forms to a much higher degree in BNC than in TEC, and that, when
thethat/zero usage is correlated with contracted forms and then compared across corpora, there is
actually little difference between the two corpora. Using contracted forms as a measure of informality,
this would indicate, firstly, that there is a correlation between inclusithaoénd level of formality,
and, secondly, that the language of TEC may thus be judged more formal. A large-scale study of
contracted forms based on production and pruning of word lists for both corpora yielded the following
Table 12 and Figure 3):
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Form BNC BNC TEC TEC

forms totals forms totals
apostrophe 5,851 5,269
*'s 4,818 4,623
*| 212 9,651 43 4,799
*d 111 10,645 29 5,349
*t 48 40,782 30 20,316
*ye 53 7,768 17 4,068
*re 12 7,344 8 4,250
it's 9,554 5,046
that's 4,650 2,640
there's 2,655 1,424
he’s 2,628 1,951
she’s 2,266 1,154
what's 1,601 1,021
let's 913 654
who's 396 334
where's 241 117
how's 146 36
here’'s 132 89
e's 102 0
I'm 8,773 4,256
d'=do 3 418 3 84
t' =the 99 126 0 0
y' =you 22 53 7 7

Table 12: Contracted formsin BNC and TEC
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Figure 3: Contracted formsin BNC and TEC as per centage of total occurrence acr oss cor por a

The most frequent form with apostropheis*’s, which in the vast majority of casesis a possessive
marker rather than a contraction of is or was many of the *’s occurrences are with names, and many
occur only once or a couple of timesin the corpus. For thisreason, individual occurrences of *'s have
not been counted, apart from the most common *'s contractionsin BNC (it’s, that’s, there’s, he’s,
she’s, what's let's, who'’s, where’s, how's, here’s).@/ithout looking at data for individual
occurrences for *'s forms, we can see from the figures above that the total number of *'s formsis
similar for both corpora. Thisisin stark contrast with all other categories, which represent true
contractions rather than grammatical markers. For all other contracted forms counted, avery clear and
consistent pattern emerges, they are much more frequently used in BNC than in TEC.

As mentioned above, one of the conclusions of the linguistics literature in relation to the optional
thatisthat omission ismorelikely in informal usage. This may also be the case for omission of the
relative pronoun that or whichand the other optional features discussed above. The only exception is
perhaps the modal shouldfollowing verbs such as suggestnd order; if the modal is omitted, the
subjunctive is used, which arguably constitutes more formal style than the shouldconstruction.
Interestingly thisisthe only feature above for which TEC seems to favour omission rather than
inclusion. On all other optional forms, TEC is considerably more likely to use the optional item and
longer surface form.

According to the co-occurrence patterns which Biber (1988) and Biber et a. (1998) suggest as
underlying the five major dimensions of English, that-deletion and contractions are in the top three
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features at the positive end of one scale (Dimension 1); thisisindicative of their tendency to co-occur

in texts of shared function. These and the other features grouped with them are associated with

‘involved, non-informational focus, related to a primarily interactive or affective purpose and on-line
production circumstances’ (Biber et al. 1998: 149). Biber et al. continue to describe certain of these
positive features, including the two we have dealt with heéhat-deletions and contractions — as
constituting a reduced surface form which results in a ‘more generalized, less explicit content’ (ibid.).
They talk of two separate communicative parameters, i.e. purpose of the writer (informational vs.
involved) and production circumstances (allowing careful editing vs. constraints of real-time
production). Dimension 1 is therefore labelled ‘involved versus informational production’ (ibid.).
Relating this to the findingsave, it would appear than the BNCitivrg is more involved, more
generalised, less explicit, less edited than the writing in TEC; the original writer’s purpose is more
involved, the translator’s less so. The translator’s surface form is not reduced to the same extent as the
original writer’s, the translator is thus more explicit, less generalised in both form and content. The
translation is perhaps more carefully edited; are original writers more concerned with the creative
content and translators with explicitation of linguistic relations?

6. Conclusion

In terms of concrete findings of this kind in corpus-based translation studies, there is considerable
scope for further studies, particularly in the area of co-occurrence. Mauranen’s (2000) study of research
on comparison of co-selectional restrictions in Finnish translation and original English is one of the few
which tackles collocational and colligational patterning in translated language using comparable
corpora, and much more research of this nature needs to be done. In addition, the other co-occurrence
features proposed by Biber for this and the other four dimensions of English could be investigated and
compared across the corpora. Ongoing work in Saarbriicken using a tagged version of TEC is likely to
yield interesting results in this respect, and research is continuing at UMIST to identify and investigate
relationships between linguistic features of translated language and the cognitive and social factors
which may give rise to them.
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