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Abstract

Bilingual dictionaries provide basic translationuaalents for a head-

word and typically limit the set of equivalentswiords of the same part
of speech as the headword. However, words takehein contexts can

be translated in many more ways. At the same tagaivalents listed in

dictionaries are not adequate in many contextsauserof the contextual
and collocational sensitivity of target languag@ressions. The prob-
lem is particularly acute for novice translatorsowhck the experience
for finding contextually-appropriate translatiofithe paper proposes a
methodology for finding translation equivalentscimmparable corpora.

This helps in training translation students to be@ of the translation

potential of polysemous words from the generaldexi

1 The problem

Di Sciullo & Williams (1987:3) introduced a nice taphor into linguistic research: “The lexi-
con is like a prison—it contains only the lawlessEven though their remark was made in the
context of typological research to explain the omag/hy it pays very little attention to lexical
items, the same metaphor can be applied to res@atcanslation studies as well, but we will
interpret it in a different way: in translation theminal code is provided by bilingual dictionar-
ies, but words frequently violate it. Dictionarigige translation equivalents for a headword, but
words taken in their contexts can be translatadamy more ways than indicated in dictionaries.
The cause for the problem is that dictionaries oaaddress the difference between the way con-
cepts and words are combined in the source languiagevis their potential combinations in the
target language.

Some differences are semantic in their natureh#aalword and its translation equivalent differ
in their meanings, so the suggested ‘equivalernthoaibe used in a particular context. There
are even claims that it is impossible to estaltliahslation equivalence for culture-specific con-
cepts, for instance, that the notion of the soechlbasic’ human emotions does not exist. Durst
(2001) uses a deliberately provocative title ingaper: “Why Germans don't feel ‘anger”. The
reason for his claim is that even thowgigerin English andirgerin German are etymologically
related and can be used as translation equivalenseme contexts, there is a fundamental
difference between them, namely, that German esjmes usingArger typically occur in the
context of a prepositional phrase usindin), mit (with) or Gber (about) that expresses the cause
of anger, for instancérger mit dem Chef, Erbe, Hauseigentiimer, iibeNdiehbarschaft haben
(to have anger with the boss, will, landlord, abnaighbours). So, according to Durdrger
refers to the emotional state directed to its cawbereasngerrefers to the state of affairs per se
without necessarily mentioning its cause.

Also, the semantic field of anger in German is citieed differently.  In addition térger,
there are two other nouNgut andZorn with respective adjectivesv(itendandzornig): Wutis



used for referring to strong cases of anger, wenl@oses control over one's behaviour, whereas
Zorn emphasises the right to have the emotion, sofiieguently used in such collocationsias
gerechtem Zorifin righteous anger). Even though English hasdadhat express similar emo-
tions fage andwrath respectively), their semantics does not coinciidh WutandzZorn, which

are every-day words frequently used in modern Gerfoaexpressing respective types of anger.
What is more, the two words were used as the tvgicldesignations of this emotional state,
while Arger as a more generic designation of the emotiona,steas not as common as it be-
came recently (Durst, 2001: 141).

The study by Uwe Durst was a continuation of atierastudy of the Russian wordlee made
by Anna Wierzbicka (1998). The Oxford Russian iditary (an authoritative and reliable
source) listenes as the only translation equivalentaofger. However, the meanings of the two
words differ significantly.  Unlikeanger, enee has the components of ‘strong emotion’ and
‘clash with basic ethical principles’, or in Wielizka's Natural Semantic Metalanguage ‘this per-
son did something bad, if someone does somethiiegtliis it is bad’ (Wierzbicka, 1998: 20).
Thus, translatingingerasenee will drastically change the meaning in cases wimrsdé compo-
nents are not intended in the original.

Another source of differences between translateprivalents suggested in dictionaries and real
translations concern collocational restrictionsereif the headword and its translation equivalent
share the same meaning in a particular contextinineediate lexicogrammatical environment
can reject the equivalent, because it is not custiynused in this context. For instance, the
translation of strong evidence/reasorto German would requireerdrickende/iberzeugende
Beweise/Argumentevhereasstark, festor other translation equivalents suggestedsfonngin
the Oxford-Duden German dictionary do not fit well.

In addition, bilingual dictionaries typically limihe set of translation equivalents to words of
the same part of speech (POS) as the headword. evéowif the syntactic structures of source
and target sentences differ, this may lead to lleéce in the target language that is not suggested
in a dictionary at all. For instandétle in English andklein in German are typically listed in
dictionaries as translation equivalents. Their mmegs are sufficiently close, however, in real
translations from English to German little things &requently translated using suffixes, like —
chen.

However, if we return to the prison metaphor, tegrée of translational delinquency varies be-
tween different types of words. Some words likegar names are minor offenders: there are
very few cases when they change their translatiom $pecific context, though such changes are
still possible even for proper names. For instattoe transliteration of foreign names in Rus-
sian follows phonetic principles with few exceptsosuch as the names of European rulers which
are expressed using historical patterns. This m#zat the Russian transliteration of the name
of the current Prince of Wales Charlest&ag.s3 will turn into Kapz, when he becomes the king.

The cases of contextual sensitivity of translatiohmames of physical objects are more fre-
guent, because languages structure reality in rdiffe ways. The Russian expression
acypuanvroiii cmonux (lit. @ small table for magazines) is not listadnajor dictionaries and can-
not be translated into English in the word-for-wéaghion asa magazine tabledowever, it can
be rendered in English as eitleecoffee tabler side table depending on its functional purpose,
whereas the exact function (and hence translatbnyypuansnsii cmonux can be derived only
from the context of the source sentence in Russian.

Words denoting abstract concepts are more hardefiedders, as the example with expres-
sions referring to human emotions shows. Howeuér,we accept the claim that
eneeZangerzArger and that they refer to culture-specific conceftien no translation between
English, German and Russian is possible, unleskersaf translation know the exact differences
between the concepts in respective cultures. Tdtbadology used by Wierzbicka and her col-
leagues assumes that every whasda fixed meaning, which is defined as a dictionanyse and



can be formally defined using Natural Semantic Néetguage (NSM). In this viewes, anger
andArgerrefer to pieces of NSM code that are not identical

This view can be compared against the communicatitemted approach, which assumes that
the meaning of a word is a function of its use imgmseful communication. The speaker uses
resources of language for expressing communicattestions according to the context of situa-
tion, cf. a similar study in (Sharoff, 2004). Ihig view, the task of a translator is to get the
original message across, starting with original mieg intentions realised by the author using
resources of the source language and re-realibigp tusing resources of the target language.
This does not assume that there is an equivalegteeebn concepts in the two languages, but that
there are resources available in the target largtizad can create a meaning that is functionally
adequate within the target language and cultune.suth situatiomngercan be indeed fruitfully
translated asieg, given a suitable context, in which the emotiortiersg and justified:

(1) she gave a little scream, half of fright and hdlaager.. (Alice in Wonderland)
Ansi uzoana neexuii kpux — He mo yaicaca, ne mo 2resa ..(Nabokov's translation)

In the following section, we define the exact aifrtlee study, which consists in finding con-
text-dependent translation equivalents using coaipgarcorpora, and compare it to existing re-
search in the field. Then we propose a four-stethodology for achieving this goal and pre-
sent a case study of using the methodology to soheal-life problem occurring in translation of
a sentence from English into Russian.

2 The aim of the study and related research

A professional translator has vast experiencendifig lexical items that fit well into the con-
text of translation. Some translators maintain n4sgstematic” dictionaries (Palazhchenko,
2002), which highlight words that can cause trosifdetranslation and summarise possible con-
texts in the source language and their translatidag of the education of future translators con-
sists in equipping them with a range of resouroedifiding contextually appropriate translations,
or to put it metaphorically, equipping studentdwgkills to harness words that break the diction-
ary code.

In this paper, we investigate the possibility tdede translation equivalents of polysemous
words using comparable corpora. The emphasiseoftidy is to develop a methodology for
training novice translators to produce translatibegond the set of equivalents offered by dic-
tionaries and to increase their awareness of #eslation potential of words from the general
lexicon. Throughout the paper we use a case sifithanslation from English into Russian for
one wordfrustratinglyin the context of a sentence taken from a recer@ Bport:

(2) Mr Blair said that the parties to the Northern lagld political process were "frus-
tratingly close" to an agreement but had yet talfse a deal because of uncertainty
over the IRA's intentions.

The wordfrustratingly presents a problem for its translation to Russ@nstveral reasons.
First, standard English-Russian dictionaries dolisbtderived word formsf ustrated, frustrat-
ing, frustratingly at all. Second, even though they have headwordsustrateandfrustration
and offer some translation equivalents for them,ttnslations listed are not adequate in many
(if not most) contexts, because of the contextumal eollocational sensitivity of the respective
Russian expressions and because of the need srérah POS boundaries in translation. For
instance, the Oxford Russian Dictionary ligtgouapossieams, paccmpaugams, 00ecKypaicer
for frustrate and pazouvaposanue, xpyutenue, desvicxoonocms, pyempayus for frustration.
However, in each of the following examples the mmagural translation into Russian uses a word
that does not belong to the set listed above:



(3) En:Saddam's ambition ... is frustratbg the presence of UN inspectors.
Ru: Cmpennenuio Cadoama ... meuiaem npeduvieanie uncnexkmopos OOH.
Gloss: Saddam's ambition .., is hampédrgdhe presence of UN inspectors.

(4) En:Nixon inherited a society rent by frustration
Ru: Hurcon ynacneoosan 0ouiecmeo, pazoupaemoe npomusopeyusimu.
Gloss: Nixon inherited a society torn apart by iems (Palazhchenko, 2002: 192)

(5) En:Yet, frustratingly her story has no structure or substance.
Ru: Ho, x coxcanenuio, ee paccras ne 8bloeisiemcest Hi (hoOpMoil, Hit COOePICaHUEM.
Gloss: But, unfortunatejyner story is not remarkable for its structurswinstance.

Third, the wordfrustratingly is derived from a common Latin rodtustra (in vain), which
forms are also used in Russian, eigycmpupyiowe (frustrate+active participle+adverb), but it is
a potential ‘false friend’ fofrustratingly, because the Latin-derived words are used in nmoder
Russian mostly as terms in psychology and psyehifdr instance:

(6) wmackonvbro Yoosremeopsioueti unl (PpyCmpupyiouie -0enpusupyioness okazvieaemes

HOBASL PeabHOCHb?
To what extent is the new reality satisfying orstratinglydepriving? (used as a
term)

The problem with translation of the wdirdistrationis also discussed by Wierzbicka:

frustrationis a highly culture-specific concept, very charastiEe of modern Anglo cul-
ture, with its emphasis on goals, plans and exgdeathievements. In other languages,
the concept of “frustration” exists only as a refally recent loan from Englist-fustra-
tion in Germanfrustracjain Polish,frustracijain Russian...) (Wierzbicka, 1999: 72).

First, Wierzbicka is wrong in assuming thapycmpayus in Russian has the same function as
frustration in English. The Latin-based loan word is mostlgdisn science, so its currency is
severely restricted: it is appropriate in (6), bahnot be used to rendenstrationin the Russian
translations of (3)-(5). She is right in claimitttat there is no good translation equivalent for
frustration in German, Polish and Russian. Yet, a feelingiségpointment because “you are
unable to do anything about the problem” (the didin of frustration from the Collins-
COBUILD English Dictionary) is common to many cults and by no means recent in Russian:

(7)  On ysepen 6 camonm cebe ...u COBCPUILHHO HEZHAKOM C COMHEHUSIMIU U
pasouaposanuami, om komopwix ceoeiom manranmol (A.Yexos, Cxyunas ucropus)
He believes in himself ... and knows nothing of toelots and frustratiorthat turn
the hair of talent grey. (A.Chekhov, A Dreary Stdranslated by Constance Gar-
nett)

Even if pazouaposanue is not fully equivalent tdrustration,it can function as its perfect trans-
lation equivalent in the context of example (7)n the same wayznee can be used for
translatingangerin (1), even if they are not fully equivalent.

Parallel corpora consisting of original texts aédrwith their translations offer the possibility
to search for examples of translations in theirtexi) so parallel corpora provide a useful sup-
plement to decontextualised translation equivaldisted in dictionaries. However, parallel
corpora are not representative: millions of padgesriginal texts are produced daily by native
speakers in major languages, such as English asdid while translations are produced by a
small community of trained translators from a snsalbset of source texts. The imbalance be-
tween original texts and translations is also otéld in parallel corpora, which are simply too
small for studying moderately frequent worftsistrateoccurs 631 times in 100 million words of
the British National Corpus (BNC). This gives weaage about 6 uses in a maximally conceiv-
able English-Russian parallel corpus of one milliords. The frequency @fustratingly in the
BNC is even below one instance per million worda (4es in the BNC) and, anyway, no parallel
English-Russian corpus of this size is currentlgilable for students.



The use of corpora is popular in lexicography amadlation studies as well as in computa-
tional linguistics, however, the methodology we gaing to propose addresses aspects of cor-
pora and translation training, hitherto not disedss Some researchers in translation studies,
like Baker (1996), concentrate on using paralleboca for comparing translations to original
texts. Others, like Aston (1999) or Teubert (1926 corpus methods for studying differences
between uses of words in original and translatet$ téor instance, by comparing the relative fre-
guency ofSchadenfreud@ original German texts and German translationsnfEnglish. In
translation studies it is common to verify translathypotheses by checking examples in compa-
rable corpora. For instance, Varantola (2003)utises compilation of ad hoc corpora and their
role intranslation viewed as a decision-making processdtning context-dependent problems (this
contrasts with context-free descriptions usuallgilable in dictionaries) Aston (1999) illustrates
the use of corpora in translation training via selvease studies. For instance, he shows the
study of the concordance linesagartment overlooking K the BNC, which detects the positive
semantic prosody of corresponding objects, suchn@stains, rivers or gardens. This can be
compared to the connotations of its Italian tratstedava su

Our methodology serves essentially the same purpbsesing corpora for solving context-
dependent problems in translation. However, iimed at a more difficult task dinding a
translation equivalent, if it is not known for tistudent and not listed in the dictionary. To
achieve this goal, the methodology makes extensiecof computational methods in addition to
study of concordance lines. Related work in thengotational brand of translation studies has
concerned the use of comparable corpora forthectieh of equivalents between technical
terms, for instance, (Bennison & Bowker, 2000, Da&aChurch, 1997). However, our ap-
proach addresses the needs of practising trarslatol advanced learners of a foreign language
in finding appropriate translations for words fraime general lexicon.

Corpora are also widely used in lexicography (Lan@®01), including bilingual lexicography
(Atkins, 1994). The proposed methodology may doate towards improvements in dictionary
making, for instance, by suggesting another egentaiorangerin the Oxford Russian Diction-
ary or a new entry foirustratingly. However, there are natural limits on the nunidfdransla-
tion equivalents to be listed in a bilingual dici@wy, imposed by its size and usability. A printed
dictionary cannot afford giving separate transtaifor derived forms or listing dozens of trans-
lation equivalents for a relatively unambiguous ayasuch agrustration (for instance, English
monolingual dictionaries list no more than two-thsenses for it). As for usability, it is impos-
sible to use a (printed or electronic) dictionamyhich the relevant translation is buried in the
long list of potential translation equivalents:ranslator or a student will not find a translation
they want. There are also limits on the structfrex dictionary entry. For instance, the re-
guirement of using identical POS tags in the soarog target words is justified by the need for
substitutability, as "the dictionary should offeat lexical units of the target language that, when
inserted in the context, produce a smooth tramsliaizgusta, 1987). The requirement is sensi-
ble, but it is exactly one of the reasons for déestualisation of translation equivalents. The
purpose of the proposed methodology is to givessttgiskills in finding translations grounded in
the context.

3 The methodology

In this study we show how to find contextually aggmiate translation equivalents of words from
the general lexicon using large comparable corpofidne first two steps in the proposed meth-
odology rely orsourcelanguage corpora to study the polysemy of the wioatl causes the prob-
lem and to detect stable ‘islands’ that identifg ttontext and can be easier to translate into an-
other language. The third step identifies the lwibgtween the two languages using translation
equivalents for those stable islands. This step raguire the use of machine readable bilingual
dictionaries or other lists of translation equivae In the fourth step we usarget language



corpora to analyse typical contexts of stable {edin equivalents in an attempt to find contexts
similar to the original.

The application of the proposed methodology is tase several assumptions. The method-
ology assumes that trainee translators have skillke vertical reading and analysis of concor-
dance lines, as the methodology crucially depemdtheir ability to notice and describe lexical
patterns in raw data, i.e. original concordancedimwithout filtering or preselection by the
teacher. Skills for vertical reading of concordatines sorted around a keyword are different
from those required for horizontal reading of atoarous text. This aspect should be explicitly
taught in the classroom.

The methodology also assumes the existence ofciuftly large source and target language
corpora that are representative for the respetdivguages in general or representative for a spe-
cific domain, such as the BNC as a general-purfosglish corpus or the Reuters corpus for
newswire texts. The corpora have also to be egdippith an interface to produce concor-
dances and collocation lists. These facilitiesterated as standard in modern corpus querying
software. In addition to them the methodology ysewerful computational techniques for de-
tection of "similarity classes", i.e. groups of wemwith lexically similar behaviour, and "equiva-
lence classes", i.e. groups of words in the tdageguage that correspond to similarity classes of
the source language.

Corpora for the two languages should be sufficielatge to provide interesting collocations
and similarity classes for moderately frequent woiike frustrate or agreement. For English
we use the BNC and a subset of the Reuters coRamse( 2002), consisting of newswire texts
annotated with general topic codes only (news fthenmarkets have been excluded). In total
this gives the English corpus of about 190 milkeords (MW). The Russian corpus used in the
study is the pilot version of the Russian RefergBogus consisting of about 50 MW, a balanced
collection of written modern Russian. In other esiments our students accessed equally large
Chinese and German corpora. The corpora have@mninterface which can produce concor-
dances, lists of collocations, similarity classesl &quivalence classes (Self-identifying refer-
ence). The query language is based on the IMSUSAAprkBench (Christ, 1994).

What is the rationale for using collocations armdiksirity classes? Concordances and colloca-
tions define the syntagmatic relationship betwegmed and its lexical environment. Computa-
tionally the strength of a collocation is descritisdits frequency relative to the frequency of in-
dividual lexical items. In the present study weaswed the strength using the log-likelihood
score (Manning, Schitze, 1999: 172), according lickvthe collocatiorvent one's angeis
stronger tharin anger(their log-likelihood scores are respectively 10@ 27), even if the latter
combination of words is much more frequent (32389 uses in the BNC). This reflects the
fact that the proportion of occurrencesveint one's angeamong other uses afentis much
higher than the one fan.

The similarity class of a word defines the paraditjorelationship between it and other words
that can appear in similar contexts. The sematisiance between words in a similarity class
depends on the number of collocates they sharerfanSchiitze, 1999: 294). This is cognate
to the definition of the relationship of synonymmya thesaurus, but there is a difference, in that
the notion of similarity classes pays greater #itierto the affinity between the contexts in which
the words occur. For instance, the wocdsnpromiseandnegotiationcannot be listed in a dic-
tionary as synonyms tagreement However, the worccompromisehas such collocates as:
reach, find, seek, accept, negotiatdile the worchegotiationcollocates withpeace, union, con-
tract, political, general, trade, governmemits both of the two lists contain collocations fthe
word agreementthe two word€ompromisendnegotiationare listed in its similarity class

Words in the similarity class can also generalise meaning of a word in question. For in-
stancegreenhas the following similarity classed, blue, yellow, brown, white, pink, black, col-
oured, grey, purple, darkyhile we cannot make the assumption tnaenis synonymous teed,



colouredor dark. At the same time, similarity classes producedmatically are not always
useful. For instance, the worgtwproduces the following similarity claskrst, change, time,
modern, old, seestc. These words indeed share many collocatesthdgtiwordnew, but they

cannot be used to indicate contexts that are sitolthose in which it is used.

The equivalence class of a word consists of tréinsla of words in the similarity class. For
instance, the equivalence class of the Russian waedwiii (green) consists dflossom, blos-
soming, blue, bright, brown, colour, crimson, ddilbwer, gold, golden, green, grey, lucid, or-
ange, pink, raspberry, red, rosy, white, yell@ie list was produced automatically using the Ox-
ford Russian Dictionary). The result reflects #mbiguity of some words in the original Rus-
sian similarity class, e.ggem (colour) also meanklossomandflower; or uaruroewiii (crimson)
also meansaspberry,though this does not destroy the semantic centteeo&quivalence class,
which is about the colour.

Now we will take a closer look at the steps in thethodology. In the first step we produce
the list of occurrences of a word in questifragtratinglyin our case) and study the concordance
to identify the functions performed by this worddantexts similar to those used in the original
expression. In doing this we can also identifytegts in which the function of the problematic
word is quite different from the one in the oridisentence. Since its translation in such con-
texts is also likely to be different, these consedéfine negative restrictions for further search i
target language corpora. Note that the first aumes that the search term is moderately fre-
guent: the number of concordance lines should ffficismtly large to detect stable patterns of
uses of the search term, at least 30. This icalpitrue for words from the general lexicon
gueried in large corpora; however, the first stap be skipped, provided we can describe the
function of the word in question on the basis @f pnoblematic example alone.

The second step is to generalise the context obriginal example by identifying other words
which can have more obvious translation equivalenEor instance, in example (2) such words
arecloseandagreement They are important for three reasons. Firgy thccur in the imme-
diate context ofrustratinglyin the example. Seconthey directly contribute to the function of
frustratingly: the example is about expressing a feeling duthéoimpossibility to reach an
agreement of some sort (this is unlike the refezgrto particular political entities, such Bany
Blair or the Northern Ireland political process the same example). Third, they form an island
of stability for translation, because their Rusgiamslations in this context are relatively easy t
guess and they are also listed in bilingual dicti@s:closein this sense will be most probably
translated ag.nuskuii, agreements coarauienue or coanacoeanue. This will provide anchors
for finding similar contexts in a target languageptis. The two wordscloseandagreement
are also more frequent thémistratingly, so we can detect their most significant collocatjcas
well as their similarity classes& computed list of semantically similar words caeo be com-
pared against the list of synonyms in a thesaundsextended or amended as the result of com-
parison. The generalised context for example @} treveals itself to be about evaluation of a
state of affairs of being close to reaching an emgent, seeking a compromise or finding a solu-
tion through negotiations.

It is very unlikely that the second step will praduno results because of a lack of generalisable
context, i.e. because all words are specific toctieent example. For instance, in example (3)
the anchors arambition (with the similarity class includingspiration, desire, pursuit,).and
presencgabsence, existence, appearancg, ..Among examples (2)-(7) only one example (5)
is harder to generalise, because the functidnustratingly is not constrained by specific lexical
items occurring in the sentence. However, theeet@p ways to generalise the context here.
First, frustratingly used in this sense is typically thematic, so weataatk words that frequently
appear in the context whémstratinglyis used at the beginning of a sentence. Thebuatrand
howeverwhich can be more or less unambiguously translat&&cond, we can generalise the
word itself using the readily available list of nad@djuncts of desirabilitytun)fortunately, re-
grettably, to my delight/distresqcf. Table 3(3) in Halliday, 1994).



The third step is to create equivalence clasdestable words using translations of words in
their similarity classesThis will provide us with a bridge between monglisal corpora in the
two languages. This step can be facilitated byatlalability of a large-scale bilingual diction-
ary in machine-readable form, in order to produgeiealence classes without human interven-
tion. In our experiments we used Oxford Univerdttsess bilingual dictionaries for German,
Russian and Spanish. In some cases, a complet@gnatic procedure brings adequate results,
such as in the case gfeendiscussed above. In other cases, the equivai#dass may include
more irrelevant terms, for instance, the equivadetiass obues (anger) consists admiration,
agitation, anger, awfully, choppiness, delight, phig disdain, disgust, dissatisfaction, distur-
bance, fear, fright, fury, hatred, horror, hydrofha, indignation, insult, irritation, malice, risk,
shame So the list is not consistently about emotiond eequires manual filtering. The main
aim of this step is to find reliable indicatorssitiations in the target language that are cogioate
situations discussed in the original example.

The final step in the methodology is to study thsuits of a number of queries in the target
language that consist of words in the equivaleri@sscn order to find lines which suggest suit-
able translation equivalents. Since typically thenber of concordance lines in such cases is
large (equivalence classes consist of a numberegfient words), it is easier to study the most
significant collocations for words in the equivaterclass and then to study patterns consisting of
those words with their collocations. For instantee wish to translate the Russian version of
example (3) into English and have problems withvibeo veuams (hamper), we can study verbs
which can appear in the vicinity of two equivalertdassesattempt, desire, dream, intention,
wish (corresponding to the Russian wevdpennenue, ambition) andibsence, arrival, departure,
entry, presence, return, stay, trip, vigibrresponding tapucymemsue, presence). The result
lists affected, blocked, discouraged, frustrated, hantharepaired, mitigated, prevented, ruined.
It includes not onlyrustratedandhamperedthe verbs used in the original sentence and itssglo
but also a range of other verbs that can be patbntised in similar situations.

In the process of studying concordance lines indhget language, e.g. comparingigated by
the presences. impaired by the presencere benefit from the analysis of source languame ¢
cordance lines performed in the first step, becdhiseallows us to remove from consideration
examples which lack functions appropriate to thgimal sentence, e.g. the disapproval of Sad-
dam's ambitions expressed in the original sentangelikely to co-occur withmitigated

4 The case study

The case study is set up by the task of transldtirsiratinglyfrom example (2) into Russian. It
starts with the list of the 47 instances of thetgratfrustratingly followed by an adjective
(pos="JJ") in the English corpus (composed of tN&€Bnd Reuters corpus). The following are
some lines from the concordance:

(8) areal do-or-die enthusiasm thafiaustratingly absent from so many(J)
(9) The notes that send us round the exhibitionfewatratingly brief. (A)
(10) Trustisfrudratingly difficult to measure(A)
(11) Comets ardrustratingly rare. (A)
(12) the re-moulding of mentalities was going to Heuwstratingly sow process(J)
(13) Yet thdrustratingly small amount we are told about the marriage emerg@s)..
(14) Television interviewers find hifnustratingly vague. (J)
(15) It seems the gulf between potential and realityaiasfrustratingly wide. (A)
It is clear that the basic function fsfistratingly in such constructions is to evaluate something

negatively with a strong emotional charge: ‘itrigstrating that X is so badly Y-ish’. Note that in
the case of our source expression the state itseléarly positive (it is good to reach an agree-



ment). The negative evaluation concerns the fadtthe parties missed the possibility to reach
it: ‘it is frustrating that we were at X, but failéo reach Y'. A closer look at the set of concor-
dance lines reveals that there are two basic pattef evaluation: we can useustratingly to
evaluate physical objects and state of affairsogutige activities of other people and organisa-
tions. In the linguistic study of evaluation (Mart2000), the difference has also been identified
under the names of Appreciation (evaluation of ctisjeand Judgement (evaluation of behav-
iour). The third term discussed by (Martin, 20@9)Affect (direct expression of one’s emo-
tions), which is the basic way of encoding feelingbereas Appreciation and Judgement are in-
direct expressions of feelings in the context cileation. Examples of Affect do not occur in
our concordance lines composedroftratinglyfollowed by an adjective, but they are typical for
other patterns of uses of the wpfmr instance:

(16) Frustratingly, we still don't know enough about wheought Behn to feel this ex-
ceptional moment suited her.

Concordance lines from examples (8)-(15) have bearked with codes (J for Judgement, A
for appreciation). The use @lustratingly in example (2) is also a judgement of the resuits o
negotiation. There is no requirement that a studbpuld know the exact terminology or be
aware of appraisal theory in general. The terroigplmight be useful to present the results of
the study, however, even without a theoretical bemknd, it is easy to notice the fact that the
function offrustratingly in examples (8)-(15) is to evaluate something thimlsomething can be
either a state of affairs or people’s behavioupanticular, the progress in negotiations in exam-

ple (2).

We have already suggested that two woetgdementndclose are good indications for the
context and also provide the islands of stabilityranslation. Because of the general polysemy
of the wordclose heither its automatically constructed similaritgss (17) nor a list of synonyms
(18) provide generalisations useful for the curcmitext:

(17) closed, proximity, intimate, open, shut, closeigtathce, confidant, informal, tight,
friendship, kissing, friend, contact, closure,

(18) near, adjacent, adjoining, at hand, cheek by jhahdy, impending, nearby,
neighbouring, nigh; intimate, attached, confidehtiear, devoted, familiar, in-
separable, lovingfrom the Collins Gem Thesaurus)

However, the automatic similarity classagfreemengives a much more useful word list;

(19) accord, agree, agreed, arrangement, bilateral, slyucompromise, contract, cove-
nant, deal, declaration, lease, negotiate, negmigtobligation, pact, sign, treaty

Many words in the list can be used in the contéxavaluation, when one expresses regret for
being not able to reach the state of affairs ded@ghby the word. A thesaurus (we consulted
the Collins Gem Thesaurus) is less useful herfrasgyreementt lists three groups of senses:

1. assent, agreeing, compliance, concord, concaegeoonsent, harmony, union, unison
2. correspondence, compatibility, conformity, carity; consistency, similarity
3. contract, arrangement, bargain, covenant, dpatt, settlement, treaty, understanding

The third group is potentially relevant, but womtst included in the automatically produced
list (bargain, settlemerdndunderstandinyjare less likely to occur in the contextfafstratingly.
On the other hanahegotiationis not listed as a synonymagreementbut it evidently belongs to
the generalised target context, which can be desgtréxactly as the evaluation of the progress in
negotiations.

The wordcloseon the other hand provides a useful list of imparedverbial collocates, start-
ing with:



(20) very, perilouslydangerouslyfairly, quite, uncomfortably, pretty, sufficientfi-
nally, temporarily, reasonably, remarkably, desgelg extremely, agonisingly
tantalisingly, conveniently, particularly, officially, really

The list contains some other words referring to tians (they are underlined), which confirms
that this word is frequently used in the contexewofotive evaluation, even though the exact use
of ‘frustratingly closéhas not been recorded in the corpus.

According to the third step, it is necessary todpiae a list of translation equivalents for words
from similarity classes in Russian. The situatiaith closeis simple: its similarity class lacks
suitable synonyms and it has only one translatibom Russian appropriate here, nam@lysxu.
The rich similarity class odgreemengives a large translation equivalence class usemsia-
tions listed in the Oxford Russian Dictionary:

(21) apanncuposra, apenoa, oexrapayis, 00208apUSAMBCSL, 002080D, 002080PEHHOCHb,
08YCMOPOHHUTL, KIAY3YAA, KOHMPAKIN, MePbl, 00S3AHHOCTb, 005I3AMeNbCme0,
obcyncoene, 02080pKa, OMOABAMb, NAKM, NOOAEAMb, NOONUCHIBAND,
npeonodicene, npeooCmagisims, NPUMemd, NPUXOOUMb, NPUSHAK, NPOOUPAINLCSL,
NYHKM, PACRUCHIBAMbCSL, PACRONONCEHIE, CONAUAMDBCS, CO2NAULEHUR, CO2TACUe,
CO2NACO8AHIE , CO2NACOBBIBAMD, COKPAUAMb, CHIAMbS, CHCUMANb, YINGEPHCOAM b,
8bIBECKA, 3ASIGNCHIE , BAKNIOUAMY, BHAK

Because of the inherent polysemy of words in thigimal lexical similarity list (19), the
equivalence class significantly extends the donaditarget expressions, including some irrele-
vant cases, for instancgign from (19) refers not only to the event of signingagreement, but
also to symbols, so the list in (21) also contaws: andnpumvema (symbol). It is possible to
filter the list manually leaving only expressiomdervant to the notion of negotiation or its result.
Fortunately, the construction of a Russian quemgguéruzxu (the equivalence word farlose
followed by words from the equivalence classagfeementeaves mostly relevant expressions in
the output.

The fourth step is to study the contexts in Russging queries based on words in the equiva-
lence class. It is easy to note that the wadodein English collocates with modifiers referring
to a degree, such asry, fairly, quite, sufficientlyetc. This suggests the first attempt to study
collocates of the constructi@usxu x (close to), which gives some modifiers which caeady
be used in translations of example @)e coscen (quite),noumu (almost),0ocmamouno (suffi-
ciently), for instance, we can translate it as:

(22) Cmoponvr bvriu yasce cogcem OnU3KU K OOCHUNICCHUIO CONAULCHILS]
parties were quitelose to reaching agreement

(23) Cmoponvt yace noumu 0ocmu2iiu CO2NAUILHUS
parties almosteached agreement

However, they lack the emotional evaluation suggbstyfrustratingly. Given thatonusxu x
(close to) is very frequent (more than 3000 instaljove can restrict the search space by includ-
ing the equivalence class of tagreement. However, to our disappointment the search finds
very few occurrences of this pattern. Fortunatilg, results can be corrected, if we pay atten-
tion to the difference between the syntactic stnecbfclose to an agreemeirt English and the
Russian expressiafuzxu x with its right collocates. The latter include mangrds referring
to the completion of a process:

(24) [6rusku x (close to)pocmumncenuio (reaching)sasepuernso (finishing),
ocyigecmenenuio (performing) oxonuanuio (ending) yoave (successyopasiceniio
(failure), nodeoe (victory)

If we now check the left contexts of a more compjerry:

! Words are ordered according to their loglikelihsodre.
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which includes Russian words referring to the catiph of the process (24) followed by words
from the equivalence class afjireement21), then we find such expressionsoasadrno (regret-
tably), o6uono (pitifully) , x necuacmuvio (unfortunately) max (so-emphatically). The first two
expressions are especially suitable, because tioeyde standard ways for expressing an evalua-
tion of the behaviour of others in emotional term3his also finds the suggested translation of
the target expression:

(25) cmoponvt 611 00 VOUOHO20 BAUIKU K OOCHUNCEHUIO CONAULCHILS]

using the woraéuonwiii (pitiful) in a grammatically correct way.

5 Conclusions

The paper describes a methodology for searchingpatable corpora to find translation equiva-
lents for words from the general lexicon. The omashy we concentrate on words from the
general lexicon instead of terminology is relatedhte fact that translation of terms is (should be)
stable, while general words can vary significamtlyheir translation. It is important to collect
the terminological database for terms that are ediss dictionaries or specific to a problem do-
main. However, once the translation of a term @paain has been identified, stored in a dic-
tionary and learned by the student, the processan§lation can go on without consulting a dic-
tionary or a corpus. To follow the metaphor frdme introduction: terms are obedient citizens.
In contrast, words from the general lexicon exhitmlysemy, which is reflected differently in the
target language, thus causing the dependency wftthaslation on a context. It also happens
quite frequently that such variation is not capduby dictionaries. Novice translators tend to
rely on dictionaries and use direct translationiwsants whenever they are available. In the
end they produce translations that look awkward @maot deliver the meaning intended in the
original text. Making trainees aware of the tratish potential of words from the general lexi-
con is one of the tasks of their education.

The methodology has been tested within the modtil€arpus Linguistics for Translators.
The students in the module performed their own sasdies withfrustratinglyfrom (2) and with
other examples, such adsolutely, completelsind entirely (Partington, 1998) and checked the
possibilities of their translations into their otHenguages. The exercises of this sort are useful
for training future translators, even though they ot efficient as a regular procedure of practic-
ing translators, because the study with all assettiaxperiments takes too much time (two or
three hours, potentially more, if we study and silgsmore contexts of uses in the two lan-
guages). However, the results are rewarding finées, because the final description covers
not only the translation of a specific word (efigistratingly) in a specific context, but a wider
range of contexts in which such wordscéesseandagreementire used, as well as the variation
for expressing the results of negotiations in Hrgdt language.

A corpus does not produce translations automagicaltvery step in the methodology re-
guires creative thinking for formulating hypothes@sl checking the results. The human task is
to notice a pattern or suitable expressions irsttef concordance lines in both source and target
language corpora. The computer’s role is to suppaitern discovery by producing and order-
ing concordance lines, giving collocates, similadlasses and classes of translation equivalence.
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