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Abstract

The paper illustrates how a parallel translation corpus can be used to study communicative or discourse functions in one language, relying primarily on original texts while using parallel translations as ancillary only. Applying the ‘mirror’ method (Dyvik 2003) it provides a tool to search for various means expressing a certain discourse function, eliminating the drawbacks of the translation effects at the same time. The ‘mirror’ method of using a contrastive approach is extended to discourse (e.g. for the identification of speech acts, discourse markers, etc.) and broadens the range of searchable language phenomena pertaining to discourse analysis in that a set of forms may be extracted if in any of the languages represented in the corpus there exists a formal signal of the given function since the corpus is searchable in either the source or the translated version. Examples are given of directives. 
1. Introduction: on uses of parallel corpora 
The article sets out to suggest that besides the customary way of using a parallel translation corpus for contrastive studies or for studying translation equivalents between two or more languages, it can be used to provide information about the source language as well. It will be shown that it can serve as a tool for identification, relating and comparison of varying means expressing a communicative or discourse function in the source language (English, in our case). The approach to be proposed of exploiting corpora for discourse studies (e.g. in identifying speech acts, markers of interpersonal relations, etc.) thus hopes to extend the range of language phenomena pertaining to discourse analysis that can be extracted automatically. This facility stems from the fact that a multilingual corpus allows for various steps in combination regarding the search directions (cf. Figure 2.1 in Johansson 2007: 11). In the parallel translation corpus specifically, a phenomenon may be searchable in any of the languages represented in the corpus and in either the source or the translated version, and it is possible for the focus to remain on the untranslated language so that the results are not, strictly speaking, contrastive and the translation effects are eliminated.
Parallel corpora have traditionally and prevailingly been used for contrastive studies. An outline of the uses of multilingual corpora provided by Johansson (2007) includes the following areas: “[multilingual corpora] give new insights into the languages compared; they can be used for a range of comparative purposes and increase our understanding of language-specific, typological and cultural differences, as well as universal features; they illuminate differences between source texts and translations, and between native and non-native texts; they can be used for a number of practical applications, e.g. in lexicography, language teaching, and translation; natural language processing, automatic lexicon extraction, etc.” (Johansson 2007: 6) As the main domains in which multilingual corpora can be employed Johansson lists contrastive linguistics, language typology, translation studies, bilingual lexicography, foreign-language teaching or natural language processing (ibid: 301). 
Regardless of what a rich source of information parallel translation corpora may represent (cf. Izquierdo Fernández 2007, Johansson 2007), since the 1990s interest in translation corpora has been tinged with scepticism about the nature of the language which is a result of translation due to an observable influence of the source language, cf. Baker’s hypothesis that some linguistic features are characteristic of translated texts, regardless of the source language, i.e. translated texts tend to have higher incidences of very frequent words and that they tend to be more explicit in terms of grammar, etc. (Bonelli and Sinclair 2006: 209-214)
These concerns led subsequently to two developments resulting in: a) the use of multilingual comparable corpora with correspondence at the level of the design of the corpus, and b) the use of contrastive corpora, i.e. a corpus consisting of two sub-corpora, one of translated texts, and the other of untranslated texts, in the same language (ibid.).
As for the parallel translation corpora, there remain issues concerning the specificity of translation texts when used for contrastive studies, summarized in Johansson (2007: 10):

 To what extent can generalisations be made based on translated texts? And can we really be sure that the same meanings are expressed in the source and target texts?  Or should we rather think in terms of degrees and types of equivalence? Most seriously, to what extent can we take translated text to be representative of ordinary language use? Translated texts may differ from original texts because of source language influence, moreover, there may be general features which characterise translated texts ... In using translation corpora for contrastive studies, it is therefore important to be able to control for translation effects. 
The use of parallel translation corpora thus seems designated to the study of translation equivalents and to contrastive studies (corpus linguistics can be seen as a common methodology for both contrastive analysis and translation studies, with the searches and results applicable in both areas of study). On the other hand, it would be a shortcoming to limit the useability of parallel corpora in this way, since 

...parallel corpora reflect relations of sense as well as of form between languages..., the identification of which would turn out a daunting task if working with comparable corpora. Parallel corpora ... open up a new direction of research whereby the starting point for linguistic contrast is a formal resource whose assumedly equivalent expressions are provided by the corpora. In other words, parallel corpora may well provide data for functional contrast even when studying formal resources. (Izquierdo Fernández 2007: 525)

2. Translated text as mediator of meaning

In the method and use of parallel translation corpora proposed in this paper, an alternative approach seems to neutralize the limitations outlined above, in that it reduces emphasis on the comparative/constrastive basis of parallel corpora in favour of studying one (source, untranslated) language with the help of another: If our concern is studying a language as it occurs naturally, the problem of interference of the source language in translated texts may be alleviated by controlling (i.e. choosing or changing) the direction of search in the one of the two subcorpora (i.e. English texts translated to Czech or vice-versa). This approach makes it possible to use natural untranslated language as the primary data, and to employ translation equivalents as ancillary material only. Use can thus be made of the unique feature of the translation corpora, namely that they contain texts which are intended to express the same meanings and have the same discourse function in the languages represented. In comparison with monolingual corpora where it is relatively straightforward to study forms and formal patterns and where meanings are less accessible, one of the outstanding aspects of multilingual corpora is that they can make meanings visible through translation and may serve as a guide to the interpretation of meaning. 
2.1 Translation as ‘semantic knowledge source’
Such a confiding attitude to parallel translation corpora drawing on the above mentioned function of translation was adopted as the basis for semantic descriptions by Dyvik (2002, 2003). His method, called ‘the Semantic Mirrors Method’, represented “a radical attempt to derive semantic information from a multilingual corpus” (Johansson 2007: 301). It was based on the assumption that translations are a plausible source of information about semantics. 
“Semantic representation denotes a class of semantically equivalent expressions, of which the sentence is a member, ... i.e. a semantic representation corresponds to a class of such expressions, held together by some kind of equivalence relation.” (Dyvik 2003: 6) In monolingual semantic studies the relation is usually one of paraphrase.
“Translations come about when translators, usually with no theoretical concern in mind, evaluate the interpretational possibilities of linguistic expressions in specific contexts, within texts with specific purposes, and try to recreate the same interpretational possibilities in a target text serving a comparable purpose in another language. This provides an empirical basis for talking about a translational relation between languages ... In this set of alternatives we see what the meaning is made of: the anatomy of meaning emerges in the translational tension between languages. Actual translations provide a host of alternative approximations to the unattainable ideal, and semantic insights emerge for the structure of the sets of alternatives..” (ibid.: 7)
The result of this examination is an intricate network of translational approximations.

In his efforts to derive semantic information from parallel translation texts, Dyvik examines correspondences of words first in one direction (‘first image’), then from each of these back to the first language again (‘second image’), and a third time from each of the new correspondences across to the other language (‘third image’). “In this criss-crossing between the languages, the number of words grows dramatically, resulting in a complex word net.” (Johansson 2007: 301). This procedure is illustrated schematically by Figure 1:

[image: image1]Figure 1: Dyvik (2003): the first and inverse t-images of Norwegian word tak
2.2 Translation of discourse units as functional equivalents
Although the above mentioned approach was used in semantics and lexicology (deriving thesaurus-like entries), the assumption that equivalents are functional equivalents holds the same at higher levels of description as well. Translation equivalents of discourse units (text sentences, speech acts, turns, etc.) can be thus regarded as reflecting the illocutionary force of each utterance, its information structure (Dušková 2005), relation between the participants, setting and other discourse factors.
An approach similar to Dyvik’s can be used in dealing with the issue of how discourse functions and discourse phenomena (e.g. speech acts, discourse markers, relations among the participants) can be identified in English. The usual procedure in corpus research is to start with a formal marker signalling a specific function in one of the languages represented in the corpus, at any level of description. Discourse functions are identifiable through grammatical means (morfo-syntactic features: grammatical person, tense, mood, word-order, modal adverbs or particles, etc.); lexical means (potential grammaticalization); a combination of grammatical and lexical elements, discourse markers, or cohesive means; word-order; prosody / punctuation; negation; a combination of clauses, etc. 

The advantage of employing the parallel translation corpus consists in the fact that although in a monolingual corpus we may carry out searches using one formal signal/marker identifiable with a specific discourse function, we will not be able to generate a network or a set of alternatives. It is in this way the parallel translation corpus may be of use.
A grid which schematically represents such an enquiry in a parallel translation corpus would list the translation equivalents of the formal marker to be analysed in terms of form and function. The forms expressing the given function can subsequently be used to search in Czech for the English original correspondence (sentences):

	English (original)
	Czech (translation)
	English (original)

	Form A   →
	Form X  →
	Form A   →

	
	              →
	Form B   →

	              →
	Form Y  →
	Form A  →

	 
	             →
	Form C  → …….


Figure 2 Function F expressed in English by Form A, (B, C):
Alternatively, the procedure can be schematized as follows: 
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Figure 3

3. The search for directives
This section exemplifies the above mentioned approach using simple examples of searches. The corpus employed is a part of a large project The Czech National Corpus and Corpora of Other Languages – Intercorp (http://ucnk.ff.cuni.cz/english/intercorp-info.php). The corpus consists of two components: a) original English texts and their Czech translation; original Czech texts and their English translation by native speakers of English. The languages used to draw examples in this section are English (original texts) and Czech (translated texts). The texts contained in the corpus represent the domain of fiction, they are semi-automatically aligned at the level of sentences and they are searchable using the standard search tools Paraconc or Bonito. 
The parallel translation corpus can be used for the study of untranslated language in a number of ways: 1) we can study English original texts and use Czech translation to assess functions of the original English forms; 2) we can use the Czech translation texts and carry out the searches based on using a marker with a specific function in Czech and retrieve their correspondences in the English originals; 3) we can use a combination of these two directions (‘the mirror method’) in order to arrive at an array of means to express a function in English as illustrated in Figure 2 above.
The following section provides a brief illustration of these possibilities of search looking at how different types of directives are expressed in English: first person plural, directives expressing consent and directives issued to the third person.
3.1 Direction 1: the first person imperative let’s
Sentences containing this marker have varied functions. They are usually used as directives (mixed with commissive), compliance with which normally involves joint action by speaker and addressee(s), “I commit myself to the action and seek your agreement”, i.e. they are used to issue suggestions. Another type are the so-called expository directives, where the first person inclusive tends to suggest less inequality between speaker and addressee than the ordinary imperative (Consider now the effect of increasing the velocity. x Let’s consider now the effect of the velocity. Huddleston and Pullum 2002: 936). Let’s is also used frequently in informal speech with a singular meaning referring to the speaker. In this situation, let’s is more informal and less direct than let me: Let’s have a look on the computer for you. (more formal: Let me have a look on the computer for you.)
The list of Czech translation equivalents in terms of the formal grammatical means is different and in most cases the form does not correspond with the form of the first person imperative. This fact helps us to differentiate explicitly between the various functions of let’s and it seems easier to determine what the functions of the English form are, especially the less central ones or to determine cases where the form may be seen as grammaticalized, e.g. not inclusive use of let’s, but let’s as a marker of modality (let’s say, let’s just see, let’s see if…). These differences in form may subsequently be analysed from the discourse point of view (using the second person more frequently in Czech than the first person in English, the relation of the speakers, etc.). The important point is that the search is carried out in the original English texts, the Czech translation being only ancillary. (On the other hand, if one wishes to extend the range of our results, a similar search for the same form [let’s], but this time in English translations of Czech texts can be performed.) 

The following examples illustrate the formal differentitation in Czech of the different functions of the first person plural imperative. Example (1) illustrates the first person inclusive with the function of the directive (commisive) expressing suggestion, example (2) is an instance of the expository directive, where the directive is not inclusive, example (3) may be seen as representing yet a diffierent function, which might be labelled as ‘declarative’ meaning, where the suggestion is rather a statement and let’s form can be seen as softening the illocutionary force. Examples (4) and (5) may illustrate that the translation equivalent is also helpful in identifying the formulaic, lexicalized or grammaticalized sequences, such as let’s (just) see if …, used to convey the meaning of ‘discovering and checking’. 
(1) “[[Let's]] go through the park.” – “Pojďme parkem.” (1st pl., imperative)
(2)  “Then [[let's]] get some.” Coleman was deliberately brisk.  -  “Tak nějaké opatřte,” Coleman byl … (imperative 2nd person, sg. and pl.: lit. Get some)
(3) “[[Let's]] talk more on your next visit.” – “Probereme to podrobněji při vaší příští návštěvě.” (indic., future tense, 1st pl.)
(4) “[[Let's]] see if we can get him and clear this up now.” – “Zkus ho zavolat, požádám ho o vysvětlení.“ (lit. Try to call him, I will ask him ...)

(5) I say, “[[Let's]] just see women try and get along without me.” - A říkám: "Jen ať se ženské pěkně zkusí obejít beze mě. (lit: Let women try get and get along …)
3.2 Direction 2: Czech translation text  → English original

This search direction is illustrated with a type of directive to the second person to express consent, permission, or suggestion to the addressee. In Czech this function is in part indicated by the use of the adverb klidně, which in its adjunct function expresses manner, but as a modal particle it conveys the attitude of the speaker (consent, permission, suggestion, indifference...). It is also sensitive of the participant relations. The following set is not an exhaustive list of forms that express permission/consent or suggestion, but it serves as an example of the kind of results that are easily obtained through a parallel text corpus. They could be further analysed in terms of relations of the participants (manner of formality, degree of imposition, etc.). Example (6) contains a modal verb can expressing permission, which in (7) is complemented by hedging if you like. (8) contains a formulaic expression you are welcome to, example (9) represents the imperative with an expressed subject. Other grammaticalized forms such as don’t hesitate to (12) or go ahead and (11) are also observed:
(6) ...now you can forget it again,’ said Cadfael firmly.- „A teď na to zase [[klidně]] zapomeň," řekl.        
(7) "You can sleep here if you like.“ - "Můžeš spát [[klidně]] tady."





(8) …you're welcome to go out there and do what you like to set things right. - můžeš [[klidně]] jít a poopravit všechno podle svého." 
 

(9) Please, Ichiro, you just carry on with what you were … - "Prosím tě, Ičiró, [[klidně]] si hraj dál."           
(10) No, please come in,' I said to her. - "Ale ne, pojď [[klidně]] dál," upokojil jsem ji.  

(11) Go ahead and show them," I said, … - [[Klidně]] je ukazujte, " řekl jsem a upřeně jsem ...      

(12) Please don't hesitate to scold him if he becomes a nuisance. - Kdyby se začal chovat nepřístojně, [[klidně]] ho okřikněte. 
(13) …, the front desk girl needs to go out to meet it, so I tell her, sure, I'll watch her desk. - "... potřebuje vyjít ven, a tak jí říkám, že [[klidně]], já na recepci dohlídnu.    

(14) He said, "It's all right with me.“ - „Jen si to [[klidně]] vemte," řekl. 


(15) For the truth is (let her ignore it) that human beings have neither kindness, … - Neboť pravdou zůstává (a ať si tomu ona [[klidně]] nevěří), že lidské bytosti v sobě nemaj ...

3.3 Directions combined: English original → Czech translation text  → English original
The above suggested advantage of using a parallel corpus in the identification of a speech act function lies in the possibility to use the other language(s) present in the corpus as a source of a form with a specific function, and to obtain subsequently the results in the untranslated English texts. Staying with the speech act of a directive, suggestion or appeal, we may be interested to see how directives are expressed for the third person. Such directives can also be used where the speaker has no addressee in mind. They are therefore somewhat peripheral members of the speech act category of directives. Nevertheless they have in common with more central directives that they define some future action and call for it to be carried out.
 Since it is appeal to the third person subjects, or appeal to somebody who is not present at the situation, it cannot be expressed relying on the usual deixis. The core means in English is let (paraphrasable with deontic should). Searching for the translation equivalents of let  in Czech, we observe that this function is conveyed by the Czech particle ať or the verb with deontic meaning nechat (si/se) (examples (16) and (17), ať was already seen in example (5)). Czech employs the periphrastic form with the particle ať (or nechť obsol.) to express appeal mediated through the addressee (Ať hned přijde. – lit. ?*Let him come i.e. Tell him to come). Other functions of the particle include wish (when transferred to the first or second person (Ať se ti něco hezkého zdá.)), or warning in the second person (Ať tam nezlobíš). 
(16) [[Let]] other people do the worrying - and [[let]] them have the responsibility too. - Ať se starají jiní - ale nechť za to nesou ...

(17) [[Let]] him tell you about it. - Nech si to od něho vylíčit.
Searching for ať in the Czech translations of the original English texts (in unembedded uses), the results indicate that a common means is the particle let (ex (18)), but simultaneously there appear a number of other means available.

Examples (19) to (26) show an array of corresponding forms conveying the appeal to the third person. They include various means expressing deontic modality and can all be regarded as types of optative constructions: the modal verb (19) and (21), a negative polar question with a modal verb (20), a modal idiom had better in (22), the optative use of may with uninverted (23) and inverted (24) word-order, or the subjunctive form in (25) and (26). 

(18) “[[Ať]] si dělá hlavu.”  - “Let him wonder.”
(19) “Raynil Layan [[ať]] si dělá, co chce.” – “Raynil Layan can do as he pleases.”  

(20) [[Ať]] neřve! -  Can‘t he stop shouting?
(21) [[Ať]] sám rozhodne, kdo... - Then he could make the decision on who …

(22) [[Ať]] mlčí! - She had better be quiet. 
(23) [[Ať]] se v Ramsey modlí za mou duši,"... - Ramsey may pray for my soul,’…  
(24) "[[Ať]] tě fessupové sežerou!"  - May the fessups feed on you!
(25) "Minulost je mrtvá a všechny cechy [[ať]] pojdou. - That world's dead, all that corps succumb.

(26) “[[Ať]] Bůh a svatá Winifred rozhodnou!" řekl hrabě, ... – ‘God and Saint Winifred dispose!’ said the earl, and… 
The following group of examples moreover displays a functional relation between the directives (optatives) listed above and formulaic imprecations, such as the infinitive + with (exx (27) and (28)) or the imperative form of damn (29):
(27) “[[Ať]] jde Eustace Swayne k čertu i se všemi s ...” - He said explosively, “To hell with Eustace Swayne and all his works!”
(28) [[Ať]] jdou k fessupům i s tou svou minulostí. - To fessups with the past.

(29) „Barnum [[ať]] jde do háje.” – “Damn that Barnum anyway.”
What seems an interesting outcome of this search is an observable tendency in English to indicate the appeal to the third person mediated through the addressee explicitly in using the infinitive construction with an expressed third person agent after the second person imperative (30). A similar implicit relation is found in the use of causative constructions with the third person as the agent of the infinitive in cases where the second person addressee is the beneficiary of an action required of the third person participant (exx (31)-(34). Example (35) differs slightly in that it does not have the form of the second person imperative, but it still contains the deontic verb need, the causative get followed by a passive form (past participle) paraphrasable as Have someone check this out for you, the third person addresee not being specified.
(30) “[[Ať]] sem přijde Bannister.” -  After a pause, “Tell Bannister to come in...”
(31)  [[Ať]] vám poví něco z těch pitomostí, kterým  ... - 
Get her to tell you some of the stuff she believes

(32) „Teď běž domů, [[ať]] se ti máma na to obočí podívá..„ . - Get on up to the house and have your mother look at that cut.
(33) "Sbalte si tedy věci a [[ať]] vás manžel odveze do nemocnice.” – “Then get your things together and have him drive you to the hospital.”
(34)  [[Ať]] fagorové vyhrabou svýma vlastníma rukama ...- Make the phagors scrape out graves with their hands." 
(35)  “[[Ať]] tě hezky prohlídne.“ – “You need to get this checked out.”
Having examined the English original source sentences corresponding to the Czech translation counterparts, we are thus able to compile a wider list of means used in English to express the directive aimed at the third person participant. 
Returning back to our example (17), a brief mention can be made of the other means that appeared in the original search of the equivalents of let, namely nechť and nechat se/si. As example (36) suggests, the original English equivalents provide yet another modal verb which can be included in the previous list of modal means used for the optative function, namely shall, combining with the third person subject. Example (37) merges the core means let with the passive infinitive to indicate that the action required of some unspecified participant is beneficiary to the addressee, resebling thus the causative constructions mentioned above.
(36) Člověk [[nechť]] je jako řeky plné vody na suchém místě... - 
A man shall be as rivers of water in a dry place….
(37) Odpočiňte si tu pár dní a [[nechte si]] ošetřit rány, než se vrátíte domů.-  Rest here a day or two and let your hurts be tended before you return to your homes.

It is also of interest to observe that the same search allows to examine the deontic meanings in indirect contexts (embedded uses), though they would require a different account. Most of the examples include let, and modal verbs, cf. (38) to (40):
(38) Bude platit pečlivě peníze, ale [[ať]] po něm nikdo nežádá, aby bojoval o ... - He would be scrupulous about paying support; he just didn't want anybody making him fight for ...
(39) ..., které viděla v Tomášových nevěrách: [[ať]] ji bere s sebou! Then it occurred to her that there might be a way to avoid the condemnation she saw in Tomas's infidelities: all he had to do was take her along, …

(40) ... doma toho, že není žádná mladice, a tak [[ať]] si takový hoch najde nějaké mladě děvčá ... - She explains that she ..., and a boy like that should find himself some young girl and...

4. Conclusions


The paper focused on a specific use of a parallel translation corpus, namely the retrieval of sets of functional equivalents or near equvivalents in the source language, taking advantage of the possibility to choose the direction of searches in the corpus and this way avoiding the problems of the specificity of translated language. The translation effects may also be eliminated if another language is included.

The results of the limited probes to search for the various types of directives indicate that to arrive at an array of functionally related forms is a relatively straightforward procedure and they anticipate how our knowledge of the means to express various types of communicative functions can be extended, relating various formal means and at the same time allowing for the functional differentiation among them. 

The approach proposed is advantageous in that it may be both the grammatical means and lexical items (or their combination) that can be used as tools for identification of communicative functions and other meanings. This methodology can also help to point out items or collocations which display a tendency towards grammaticalization or which can be related to a particular discourse or communicative function.


Although the results of the searches have to be sorted and evaluated manually, parallel corpora contain a wealth of data worth exploring even in monolingual research. The step-wise nature of the approach described above may result in a network of forms in a language which share functional features. The various alternatives could then be annotated to contain information on which features are distinctive that are not present in the other forms, on register or participant relations. This way of using translation corpora may thus complement the searches in monoligual corpora and the results of contrastive character, representing a flexible instrument sensitive to the needs of the researcher.
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