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What Does the Figure Show?
Patterns of Translationese in a Hungarian Comparable Corpus

1 Introduction

In the process of translation the translator is confronted with the task of re-expressing
ideas formulated in another language by someone else using a new linguistic form. The
constraints imposed on him or her leave traces on the newly formulated text and
distinguish it in several ways from text originally created in the same language.
Differences in the frequency or in the distribution of the linguistic items for example,
are typical features which result in what has been known as trans/ationese or the third
code. Furthermore, it has been noticed that the frequency and the distribution of
recurring patterns in translated and non-translated text, as well as their linguistic
make-up, present dissimilarities equally. By examining and comparing the patterning of
linguistic items which carry metatextual meaning in non-translated and translated
academic texts the following paper aims to identify instances of trans/ationese.

2 On Patterns

The present investigation sets out from the view accepted by more and more linguists
that “our language does not expect us to build everything starting with lumber, nails,
and blueprint, but provides us with an incredibly large number of prefabs” (Bolinger
1976: 2). The validity of this statement has been attested by studies in second
language acquisition (Weinert 1995) and in psycholinguistics (Pawley/Syder 1983,
Kuiper/Haggo 1984), while findings in corpus linguistics (Sinclair 1991, Kjellmer 1994,
Altenberg/Eeg-Olofsson 1990, Moon 1998) highlight the degree to which our language
production leans on conventional patterns. The term pattern is used here in the sense
of “a repeated configuration of grammatical and lexical items around a node lexical
word” (Mauranen 2000: 131). In this context, Sinclair’s idiom principle postulates that
“words do not occur at random in a text” (Sinclair 1991: 110) and that “a language
user has available to him or her a large number of semi-preconstructed phrases that
constitute single choices, even though they might appear to be analysable into
segments” (Sinclair 1991: 110). The semi-preconstructed phrases Sinclair is referring
to are not those fairly rare fixed combinations of words which build up phraseological
units but looser word combinations showing frequent co-occurence. These frequent
combinations of words — or multiword lexical units — while common and typical, are not
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striking from a psychological point of view, and so they pass almost unnoticed in
everyday speech situations. As Sinclair and Renouf (1988) put it:

The human being, contrary to popular belief, is not well organised for isolating consciously
what is central and typical in the language; anything unusual is sharply perceived, but the
humdrum of everyday events are appreciated subliminally. (Sinclair/Renouf 1988: 151)
So inconspicuous as they might be, these multiword units seem to be nevertheless the
typical, common and preferred building blocks of written and spoken language. Hanks
(1996) takes up the point showing that corpus data are a clear evidence of the fact
that language relies heavily on conventional, common, usual and typical patterns:

The creative potential of language is undeniable, but the concordances to a corpus remind
us forcibly that in most of our utterances we are creatures of habit, immensely predictable,
rehearsing the same old platitudes and the same old clichés in almost everything we say. If
it were not so, language would become unworkable. Humankind cannot bear much
creativity. (Hanks 1996: 85)
Research on corpus data in descriptive translation studies has backed the idea that the
context of its production makes translated text differ from authentic text. If we accept
that the language as a whole is made up in greater part of “prefabs” or typical
patterns, and also the idea that the text is shaped by the aim for which language is
used and by the context in which it is used, then both non-translated and translated
language must have their own typical patterning which will have to differ in several
respects.

Approaching the problem from a different angle, the argumentation leads to a
similar conclusion. Translation is characterised by ongoing confrontation at two levels:
firstly, the linguistic systems of the languages involved in the process of translation
collide, and secondly the text taking shape in the process of text creation fights against
the constraints imposed on it by the source text, an existing end-product. The output
of this sophisticated confrontation is translated text which carries concomitantly the
features of both source and target language. If this is a characteristic of translated text
in general, the statement has to be valid also with respect to the typical building blocks
or patterns of translated text. If the process of translation did not leave traces on
translated text, texts comparable in terms of genre and topic for example, would have
to use the same building blocks in their text production, irrespective of whether they
are the result of authentic text production or of translation. There is more and more
evidence however that the ‘prefabs’ used to formulate translated text are different:
translations contain patterns of both source and target language (in respect of lexis
and linguistic structure), as well as patterns which are a result of the combination of
the two (e.g. differences in frequency).

3 Redefining Translationese

Traduttore — tradittore, traduction — trahison, ein (bersetztes Buch — ein verletztes
Buch. these sayings have become commonplace in most cultures affected by
translation and reflect a fairly negative attitude towards translated text in that they
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express the view that translations may only be misrepresentations of original, that is,
non-translated texts. This way of reasoning is responsible for the fact that translations
have long been viewed as second-rate texts and as such not suitable for, not even
worthy of scientific enquiry. Even two decades ago, the newly emerging discipline
corpus linguistics reinforced this idea by deliberately excluding translations from the
various corpus projects on the grounds that they did not represent “real” language, but
only distorted our image of it. While it must be admitted that the process of translation
does indeed leave traces on translated text making it differ from non-translations, the
position stated above is extremely biased and therefore unacceptable.

The features which characterise languages in contact have been well documented
in the literature on second language acquisition and have been termed interference,
interlanguage (Selinker 1972), quasi-correctness (Papp 1984), lack of naturalness
(Sinclair 1984), while in the context of translation a similar phenomenon has come to
be known as the third code (Frawley 1984) or translationese (Toury 1980, Gellerstam
1986):

Theoretical considerations highly verify it, and even lead to hypothesising that the language
used in translation tends to be interlanguage (sometimes designated “translationese”), or
that a translation is, as it were, an “inter-text” by definition. (Toury 1980: 75)
In other words: “the translation itself [...] is essentially a third code which arises out of
the bilateral consideration of the matrix and target codes: it is, in a sense, a sub-code
of each of the codes involved” (Frawley 1984: 168).

While interlanguage often becomes manifest in formal equivalencies which do not
exist in the target language as deviation from the target code, translationese is
primarily characterised by the occurrence of unusual forms as deviation from the norm
of language use. If, for example, in a target text the frequency of certain linguistic
items or forms which have formal counterparts in the source language is higher or
lower than is usual in the target language, it may mark a particular text as a
translation.

The term {transiationese has often been used to refer to the difference in the
distribution of particular lexical items or to the translated version of the target
language (see for example Gellerstam 1986). Yet translationese is a complex pheno-
menon which manifests itself on each and every level of the linguistic system, and
even beyond. The language of translations does not bear only features of source
language, however. Like interlanguage in second language acquisition, translation also
shows universal traits — that is “features which typically occur in translated text rather
than original utterances and which are not the result of interference from specific
linguistic systems” (Baker 1993: 243). Such features are present even in translations
which House (1977) has termed covert. In contrast to overt translations, which can
easily be identified as such, covert translations sound like natural target language
texts. Research (e.g. Laviosa 1997) has proven that even these texts carry features
which differ from those of genuine texts in the same language.

That translation is qualitatively different from authentic text production — although
they both belong to the same linguistic code — is an idea which has received pro-



Maria Balaskd trans-kom 1 [1] (2008): 58-73
What Does the Figure Show? Seite 61
Patterns of Translationese in a Hungarian Comparable Corpus

minence in recent translation studies. More and more studies support the view that
there is only partial overlap between the two modes of text production. Correspondence
is found where translated text reads like authentic text, and what lies beyond the
common area belongs to the third code.

Used in a non-evaluative way, then, translationese refers to all those features,
overt or covert, at each level of the linguistic structure which distinguish translated text
from original, genuine language. The third code is used as a synonym while others like
interlanguage or quasi-correctness are ignored because of their implicit evaluative
stance. In line with Toury (1980) and Frawley (1984) who claim that translationese is
the product of the translational process itself, which results from the confrontation of
the source and target language under circumstances specific to the process of trans-
lation, translationese is regarded here as a particular code with its own characteristic
features. By no means does the term cover faulty translations, but the regular influence
of the source language on the target language.

Translationese is made up of two sets of components: one set consists of features
of target language which behave differently from what is typical of target language
usage. The second is made up of what has been referred to in descriptive translation
studies as universals of translation — e.g. explicitation, simplification, normalisation.
The third code as defined here is illustrated by a slightly adapted version of Schmied
and Schaffler’s model (1996: 44):

socio-cultural differences
T
universals
O
characteristic features
frequency, distribution .
E)att?erns) ¥ ! third code

Figure 1: The domain of the third code (O: original language, T: translated language)

The idea that the language of translation differs from “normal” language has been
present in translation studies for some time now. Nevertheless, until the emergence of
corpus linguistics in the study of translation, only a few isolated studies have
attempted to unveil the nature of the third code. According to Chesterman (1998) the
most important change in today’s translation studies is the changeover from philo-
sophical conceptual analysis to empirical research. Wilss (1996) even talks about the
re-empirisation of the discipline, which in his view is an answer to the “pragmatic
constraints” that almost all disciplines have to face nowadays. The emergence of
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corpus linguistics and the study of corpora have contributed a great deal to the re-
empirisation of translation studies. With access to huge amounts of data and with the
methods and the linguistic approach characteristic of corpus linguistics, the study of
the language of translation can be approached in a novel way.

4 A Corpus-driven Look at abra ‘figure’

In what follows, a corpus of comparable academic texts will be put under scrutiny in
order to identify instances of translationese. This paper, which is part of a larger study
on the behaviour of a series of key words which carry metatextual meaning, is focused
on abra ‘figure’, the first metatextual lexical item in the alphabetical word list. Metatext
as understood throughout this paper has the function of indicating the organisation of
the text, of providing comments on the referential or propositional content of the text,
or of serving as a guide to the reader (Mauranen 2000: 120).

4.1 The Corpus

Translationese will be investigated in a corpus which, since it is still under develop-
ment, is fairly small. The one-million-token Hungarian Translational Corpus (Magyar
Forditasi Szovegtar) consists of three subcorpora: one of original Hungarian texts
(EHU), another of original English texts (EAN), and still another of the Hungarian
translations of the English originals (FHU). The component texts are from similar
domains (academic texts), are similar in length, and cover a similar time span (published
after 1980). The analysis is carried out using WordSmith Tools software (Scott 1998).

A
A 4

FHU EHU

EAN

Figure 2: The structure of the Hungarian Translational Corpus (Magyar Forditasi Szévegtar)

4.2 A Note on Corpus-driven

Starting with the 1990s, corpus linguistics has seen the separation of two distinctive
trends: the corpus-based and the corpus-driven approaches (Francis 1993, Hunston/
Francis 2000, Tognini-Bonelli 2001). This differentiation was brought about by the roles
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assigned, respectively, to corpora and corpus data: in the corpus-based approach the
corpus is a collection of examples used to test or exemplify given theoretical state-
ments. By contrast, the corpus-driven approach views corpus data as the starting point
of a theory-independent investigation. The theoretical statement is to be formulated in
the presence of corpus evidence and is fully accountable to it. The linguistic categories
are based on recurring /anguage patterns and on the frequency of their occurrence.

Empirical and bottom-up per definitionem, while searching for universals,
descriptive translation studies has undergone a transformation. Still remaining within a
descriptive framework, it has become top-down in its attempt to identify, occasionally
even to fish for the universals of translation. Corpora have often been used to prove
the existence of phenomena like explicitation, simplification, normalisation and the like.
Yet this approach is not in accordance with the aim of descriptive translation studies
which is to describe the language of translation. A corpus-driven approach - as
opposed to a corpus-based one — combined with a bottom-up methodology is more
suitable in this endeavour.

The study of translation with the help of corpora, termed at times corpus trans-
lation studies, was made possible not only by access to large amounts of data. It was
also enabled by the fact that this field of study is located at the convergence of
descriptive translation studies and corpus linguistics — two disciplines with similar
conceptual frameworks in that both regard description rather than prescription as their
primary task, both are interested in what is typical in the language and in recurrent
patterns, and both hold the same view about the role of theory: “If theory cannot
account for every phenomenon that actually occurs in translation, what is defective,
and what should be corrected, is the theory and not the ‘problematic’ phenomenon”
(Toury 1980: 62).

4.3 A Note on Hungarian

Hungarian is a basically agglutinative language, in other words grammatical relations
are expressed through affixes. Hungarian nouns for example consist of a stem followed
by three slots each of which can be filled by an inflectional suffix. Nouns inflect for
number, person (possessor) and grammatical case, with the relevant suffixes attached
in that order (Abondolo 1992). The case system is very complex and involves 16 (in
other opinions 24) different forms which express grammatical and/or semantic
relations. Word composition and derivation are very common and highly productive
strategies in present-day Hungarian. These features prevent Hungarian from being
straightforwardly accessible for automatic analyses.

4.4 The Word Form abra ‘figure’

The presence of dbra ‘figure’ is statistically significant in both subcorpora: with the
derived forms, including compound words, it has 153 occurrences (0.01%) altogether
in the translational subcorpus (FHU) and 122 (0.02%) in the original Hungarian
subcorpus (EHU).
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FHU

EHU

49 ABRA

50  ABRAALAIRAS

51  ABRABA
52 ABRABAN
53 ABRAK
54  ABRAN
55  ABRAT
56  ABRAZOL

57  ABRAZOLAS

58  ABRAZOLASA

59  ABRAZOLASAHOZ
60  ABRAZOLASAI

61  ABRAZOLASAIK
62  ABRAZOLASAIN
63  ABRAZOLASAKOR
64  ABRAZOLASAN
65  ABRAZOLASANAK
66  ABRAZOLASARA
67  ABRAZOLASAT
68  ABRAZOLASAVAL
69  ABRAZOLASBAN
70  ABRAZOLASBOL
71 ABRAZOLASI

72 ABRAZOLASMOD

73 ABRAZOLASMODNA+
74 ABRAZOLASOK

75  ABRAZOLASOKRA

76 ABRAZOLASTOL

77 ABRAZOLHATIUK

78 ABRAZOLHATO
79 ABRAZOLHATOK

80  ABRAZOLIA
81  ABRAZOLIAK
82 ABRAZOLION
83  ABRAZOLIUK
84  ABRAZOLNI
85  ABRAZOLO

86  ABRAZOLODHAT
87  ABRAZOLODIK

88  ABRAZOLT
89  ABRAZOLTA

90  ABRAZOLTAK

91  ABRAZOLTAK
92 ABRAZOLTUK
93 ABRAZOLUNK

94  ABRAZOLVA

N
NONU =

33

e

N PFNNNANFRFRHEREREFEOOOO =

N PR RFR B OB HFHKFEF R W WFLNO NN HFHFEN HB&

0,01

74

75

76
77
78
79

80

81
82

83
84

ABRA

ABRABA
ABRABAN
ABRAIT

ABRAJA
ABRAJAT
ABRAJAVAL
ABRAK
ABRAKBAN
ABRAT

ABRAVAL
ABRAZOLAS
ABRAZOLASA
ABRAZOLASABAN
ABRAZOLASAL
ABRAZOLASANAK
ABRAZOLASAT
ABRAZOLASAVAL
ABRAZOLASBOL
ABRAZOLAST
ABRAZOLASOKBOL
ABRAZOLHATIUK
ABRAZOLHATO
ABRAZOLIA
ABRAZOLIAK
ABRAZOLIUNK
ABRAZOLNAK
ABRAZOLNI
ABRAZOLO
ABRAZOLT
ABRAZOLTA
ABRAZOLVA
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Table 1: The distribution of the lemma ABRA in the FHU and the EHU (number of occurrences;

type/token ratio)
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The alphabetical list clearly shows that the paradigm of the noun is richer in the
original Hungarian subcorpus (EHU) than in the subcorpus of translated Hungarian
(FHU). The different oblique case forms have at most two occurences. The FHU
subcorpus, on the other hand, contains the type dbran ‘in the figure’ with quite a few
occurrences, which is even more striking since the type is absent from the EHU
subcorpus altogether. A look at the concordance of the more frequent forms will give a
clearer picture of their behaviour.

1 PONTjaként fogja hasznélni. 8. Az 1. abra azt mutatja, ahogyan a megmunkdld v

2 atdk az Sket jelzd vonalak, amint az 1. dbra felsé részében lathatdé. A miveletek
3 csatlakoznak a szdvegvilag-modell (11. &abra) csomdpontjai a séma (13. abra) cso

4 zin-allapotba juttatja a rakétat. A 13. &bra a "replilés'-sémdt mutatja haloédzati

5 ell (11. &bra) csomdépontjai a séma (13. &bra) csombdépontjaihoz. 26. A séma hat

6 ra szolgdldé hathatdés mechanizmus. A 14. adbra képszerilien szemlélteti, hogyan csat

7 , de fentrdl lefelé szedlnk szét). A 2. abra mutatja a példankban szerepld fénév
8 tlentil a néveldt (a “egy') koveti. A 3. dbra mutatja az igei csoport elemzését &

9 fliggéségi viszonyokat képviselik. A 4. &bra eszerint mutatja a hdldzatot. Egy i

10 vyen haldék lazdk és szétszdrtak. [5.1 abra]l Egyszerd haléviszonyok Ez a

11 és a maradvany tertletektdl is. [6.1 &dbra] A rajnai legyezd Az egyes fone
12 a nyelv standard valtozatéaval. [6.2 dbra] Egymast kereszterd izoglosszak

13 r-es ejtés haszndlatanak vagya. [7.1 &bral Az (r) szazaléka; (r] a fourth

14 emben barmely két &tlag eltérése. A 7.2 4bra &thidaldsa lehet szamitasi hibdk er
15 és a szbéparoknal is eldéfordul. [7.2 éabral r-es ejtés New York Cityben tar
16 &lata az adott beszédstilusban. [7.3 &bral A thing-ben, three-ben stb. 1lév
17 detroiti munkédsosztaly kozott. [7.4 abra] Az egyes szum harmadik személy,
18 1lalhatd kiilonbség szignifikéns. [7.5 &bral Az [r] hidnya olyan szavakban,

19 dul eld a (bebor)ban ('Vagd!'). [7.6 abral A hasonult maganhangzdk szandék
20 1lyamatnak az id&ébeli lezajlésa. [8.1 &bral A lexikai diffGzid idbébeli leza
21 &s. (Fel kell figyelniink a 8.1 és a 8.2 &bra hasonldsagéra.) [8.2 &bra] Le
22 1 és a 8.2 abra hasonldsagara.) [8.2 &bral Lexikai diffazidé az egyéni besz

23 Dbekezdésnek a modelltere nagyjadbdél a 9. &bra szerinti. A 'rakéta' ‘emelkedd' moz
24 n lathatd megoszlast tapasztalta. Ez az dbra azt mutatja, hogy a Saksnadl jobban
25 oszlopban, maguk az &llapotok pedig az abra kdézepén. Amikor a fejet megtalédlta,

26 erzsdban informalis beszéd esetén Az 4bra mutat atfedést a nemek kozott, de a
27 Dbréban foglalta Ossze. [Abra] Az 4dbra tehdt M.A.K. Halliday nyelvészetfel
28 ogalmaz meg vele kapcsolatban. A 7.2-es &bra azt mutatja, hogyan hasznaljak a ki
29 6nbdzdé terliletet jelent, ahogy a 6.2-es &bra mutatja: (r) és (u); (r) és (A); O

30 evez, akik erre a déntésre jutottak. [Abra] Lathatd, hogy az alexandriaiak
31 &6 sematikus &bréban foglalta Ossze. [Abra] Az 4bra tehat M.A.K. Halliday

32 mok a megfeleld szutrékra utalnak): [Abra] Csak az utolsd &bréazolas az 6n

Table 2: Concordance to dbra from the FHU subcorpus
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csalddon beliili nyelvvalasztésal [1.
-as tanadcsi mindésités szerint)] [10.
forrds: Arday-Hlavik 1988: 62.) [11.
forras: Arday-Hlavik 1988: 64.) [12.
olyamatat igy is abrazolhatjuk: [13.
t Skutnabb-Kangas 1983 alapjan! [14.
in nyelvjott létre s van ma is. [15.
kindlta nyelvmiveldéi javakbol. [16.
esetében viszont forditva van. [17.
elemzés oOsszefoglald abrazolasat 1. 18.
t (a font emlitett okok miatt). [18.

55 év ko6zotti emberek beszélnek. [2.
mmunikdcidés modellt (1972: 234-244):
z8képpen szemléltethetd (1981: 248):
anynak is szdélnak" (Aczél 1984: 25).
Deme 1975: 122, Wacha 1978: 22, 28):
az orosz volt a hivatalos nyelv. [3.
b tarsadalmi helyzetét mutatjak. [4.
zndlaténak a kdéznyelvesitésében. [5.
zt egy sydney-i vizsgdlat abrajaval (5.

on't segédige haszndlata alapjan. A 6.
] (A forras: Coates 1993: 151.) [6.
igény(esség) alapjan (1979%a: 64-65):

pedig szakmunkédsképzdbe jarnak. [7.
6leg milyen kdrnyezetben né £o1. [8.
eti elhelyezkedése és szémaranya [9.

gyik osztéalyozasi lehetdségét az alabbi
gy foglalhaté Sssze: [Abra] Ez az
nyelvi kiejtést, a fiuk nem egészen. Az
em koznyelviesen (au, illetéleg u:). Az
e A grammatikai jellemzd8k [Abra]
at szimbolizald szarv abrazolasaval:
Sematikusan igy lehetne abréazolni:
ét és szintezddését mutatd agrajzon:
ujdonsdga révén a beszédfolyamatot:
ra. Koévetkezzék most szemléltetésiil
gét, mint a szdveg tobbi egységében:
ze a szoveg és kép egylittesére épiil:
an abrazolni a bekezdés felépitését:
efoglalva a kovetkezdképpen festene:
g aktiv olvasésa (Ingarden fogalma) .
pedig a személyes névmads 0 formaja:
ekcidéja a ko6ltdi morfondirozés jele:
csolatban 411 a sz6veg jelentésével.
a jelentést vagy jelentésvaltozatot:
i padlyan. + A grammatikai jellemzdk
leszthetd8k kozds metszetbe keritilnek:
i fizikai dolgozdk voltak.
s: Haarmann 1988: 1667.)
jelszervezddésl szoveg a kévetkezd:

gy

"az elhangzott beszéd atiratdban kiilén abra nélkil,

téb8l a kovetkezdképpen vezetik le:
a koltd példat is mutat a masodikra:
elemek is jelzik: egyszer mésodszor:
ségét akarjak ezadltal megvaldsitani:
agyazva s kiilén jellel (négyzettel):
jra, viszont a befogadd odagondolja:
gazasi abraban igy foglalhaté Ossze:
mba. Rendszere igy foglalhaté Ossze:
kobson egy-egy alapfunkcidét rendelt:
6jat a kovetkezdképpen szemlélteti:
k (x) szerint felépuld szdvegegység:
éseket (Deme 1974: 114): [Szoveqg]
8 részeit arnyald elemek taldlhatdk:
vagy a valtozatlan elem tdrlésével:
s kérdésre a kép adja meg a valaszt:
krét helyzetekben vald viselkedésre.

dbra.
abra.
abra.
abra.
dbra.
abra.
abra.
abra.
abra.
abra.
abra.
abra.
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
abra.
abra.
abra.
abra)
abra
abra.
[Abra]
abra.
abra.
&bra.
abra
abra
abra
abra
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
abra!
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]

[Abra]

[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
[Abra]
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Magyarorszagi (kétegyhdzi) romanok
Szlovédk nemzetiség Magyarorszagon
Délszlav nemzetiségek (horvatok, s
Romé&n nemzetiség Magyarorszagon (1
A nyelvvaltéas folyamata] A nyel
A kétnyelvilség foka, tipusa és kog
A pidzsin és a kreol nyelvek teril
A radid nyelvmlveld milsorainak hal
Nyelvek gazdaségi és demogréafiai s
) A nem és az életkor nagyban befo
Egy vallalathoz tartozd, nem egy s
Eletkor- és nemzedékspecifikus nye
Ez a séma igy értelmezhetd: a
Amint ebbél a szemléltetésbdl
Jol lathatd, hogy ebben a kolt
Az elhangzé szoveg szinte mind
Eletkori kiilénbségek a litvanok 1i
Nemek szerinti kiildnbségek kozépsd
Eletkor és nemek szerinti kiilénbsé
szemléltetjik, amely fiatalabb és
hat-, nyolc- és tizéves lanyok és f
Nemek szerinti kiilénbségek gyermek
A szoveg mint teljes halmaz -
Magyarorszagi koézépiskolasok iskol
Az anyanyelvi és a matematikai tel
Német nemzetiség Magyarorszagon (1
mutatja. Az osztdlyozds kritériumai
bonyolult és részletezd tipizalasi
mésik tanulsédga az, hogy az iskolai
vildgosan mutatja a nemek szerinti
Nyelvspecifikus sajatsag, hogy
3. A lathatd nyelv a koltészet
e Tobbfelé agazd réma [Szov
Az igeneves szerkezetek felold
A magyar mondatok egy része -
A litvan lakosséag anyanyelvi és or
Ha gondolatban 6sszehasonlitiju
Az élet napos oldala metaforik
Valdjéban ezt az &brat csak s
Természetesen ezt a szdvegfelé
Ebben a versben a sarlé alaku
Ha a téma kiildnbdzé mondatrész
A kritikai kiadés adatai szeri
Ez a versrajz vagy rajzos vers
Ebbdl a sokvaltozds "rejtvényb
[Abra] Nyelvspecifikus saja
Az olvasmény szé jelentésmezej

A kovetkezd abra magyarorszagil kozépiskolasok sziilei
A koévetkezd abra pedig azt mutatja,

hogy a mai magya
Az Ujs&g a nyelvi kdzlést az o
a betlsoron alkalmazva, egy
Ezek a szamok Panini nyelvtané
3.2.2. Konkrét koltészet Az
Ebben az esetben szdvegépitkez
5. A multimedidlis szovegek ér
c) A szociolingvisztikédban gya
Kitldnt az &bréazolasokbdl, hogy
Schveiger a standard szdveget
Ez az abra bonyolult és részle
A jakobsoni kommunikadcidelméle
(Filei-Szantd, 1981: 249.)

Ez a bekezdés nem "nyitott" ke
Ez a gondolat nyomatékos forma
3.2 A szovegmondatok kapcsoldd
* Fejlédés levezetett témaval:
A kévetkezd Kossuth-ndta szove
A nyelvi attitdddk - elsd pill

Table 3: Concordance to dbra from the EHU subcorpus
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The concordances show that while the type dbra is a mere caption in most cases, its
co-text and the context in which it appears are different in the two subcorpora. In the
greatest part of the concordance lines from the FHU subcorpus, &bra refers to
concrete, numbered pictures and is determined by the definite article (az). The verb
mutat(ja) or its synonym szemlélteti ‘show’ is repeated several times, building up a
recurrent pattern: az (x) abra mutat(ja) ‘the figure (x) shows'. In the concordances,
the figure referred to in the text unveils itself as an organic part of, or as an active
participant shaping the argumentation.

The EHU subcorpus does not reveal a similar recurring pattern. Nevertheless we
can observe a loose pattern containing interchangeable elements best represented in
concordance line 36: kdvetkezzék most szemléltetésil egy abra ‘here follows as
illustration a figure’ — variations 5, 14, 28, 33, 40, 52, 57, 58, 61. The use of dbra
‘figure” in the original Hungarian texts is different from the typical behaviour of gbra in
the FHU subcorpus of translated Hungarian. Abra ‘figure’ is expressed as the con-
clusion of something mentioned earlier: it is the thing being referred to, that is being
explained or, alternatively, something which is being examplified. The word form abra
usually follows something that is signalled in writing with a colon (:). If in the trans-
lated Hungarian subcorpus the type was found to belong to the argumentation, in the
original Hungarian subcorpus it seems to be merely a supplement to, or a complement
of the argumentation.

4.5 Abran‘in the figure’

The alphabetical list reveals the absence from the EHU subcorpus of the word form
which has the highest nhumber of occurrences in the FHU subcorpus.

1 ormén kdtédnek-e egymédshoz, mint az (1) &bréan, szorosan kotddnek, de Ugy, hogy a
2 potok rendszereként, mint amilyen az 1. abrén a fénévi csoporté volt. 10. Ami
3 tat a nagy magassagban, megkapjuk a 10. &bran lathaté haldzatot. 37. Az utols
4 egvilag végsdé modelljét, amint az a 11. &brén lathaté. Figyeljik meg, hogy ezutt
5 gfeleldje olyasmi lehet, mint ami a 12. &bréan lathatdé, ha megprdébaljuk a 11. abr
6 1i kapcsolat a legfontosabb, mint a (2) &bran; gyengén kotddnek, s e koétddésben

7 Dben A az egyetlen kapcsolat, mint a (3) &brén, vagy a kapcsolat A és E kozott C-
8 t C-n keresztiil valdésul meg, mint a (4) &bréan? Tobbszords egy hédld akkor, ha eg
9 ogalmi halézatot a IV. 10. pontban a 4. a&bran lathatdé nyelvtani hdldzattal. Bar
10 g lefelé, majd f8lfelé mutatdval, az 5. dbran lathatd négyféle minta lehetséges
11 hédléban kapcsolddik ossze, mint az 5.1 &bréan, egyformdn kdtddnek-e egyméshoz, m
12 hez juthatunk, ha Osszehasonlitjuk a 6. abran lathatdé fogalmi héldézatot a IV. 10
13 . Mindezeket a fogalmi viszonyokat a 6. abran lathatdé haldzatban abrazolhatjuk.
14 egyezdszerlen szétterlilnek, ahogy a 6.1 abran lathaté. A legyezdn beliil minden t
15 as&gi helyzet kategbdridi azonosak a 7.2 &bran hasznaltakkal) A grafikonrdél La
16 rtok nyelvi viselkedésében, ahogy a 7.2 adbran lathatdé. Az erds torést mutatd meg
17 afikonokat mutassanak be, amilyet a 7.2 abran latunk: eredményeiket bemutatd gra
18 k6zépsd pedig kozbiilsé valtozat. A 7.3 abran lathatd, hogyan oszlanak meg a (th
19 k, hogy az [r] hidnyédnak esetében a 7.5 adbran lejtds rétegzettséggel van dolgunk
20 110. p.). A szikséges informacidét a 7.5 &bran taldlhatjuk meg. A statisztikai el
21 tatkoznak kevésbé, mint a néknél. A 7.6 &brén a 7.7 tédblazat adatai vannak méské
22 adék 20 széazaléka is megvaltozik. A 8.1 &bréan lathatd ennek a lexikai diffazids
23 lvasésakor) (Labov, 1966, 240. p.). Az &bran lathatjuk, hogy az r haszndlatat n
24 itani a dologgal kapcsolatban. A 7.2-es &abran lathatdé vonalak csoportatlagokat r
25 megismételt véalaszként), Labov a 7.l-es &brén lathatdé megoszlést tapasztalta. Ez
26 1 pedig a tobbszdrds tagadast. A 7.4-es abran példaul az egyes szam harmadik sze

Table 4: Concordance to dbran from the FHU subcorpus
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The concordance lines clearly reveal a multiword pattern:
mint / amilyen / a(z) x abran lathaté / lathatjuk ‘as shown in figure x’

This pattern is obviously very typified in the FHU subcorpus. However both the word
type and the multiword pattern are completely absent from the authentic Hungarian
subcorpus. Since it is assumed that this pattern is the product of the translation
process, we have carried out a concordance of the potential initiator of this type from
the EAN subcorpus of original English texts:

CENTRE for the whole macro-state. 8. Figure 1 shows the processor moving alon

the rocket at great heights, we obtain Figure 10. 37. The single sentence of

giving us the final text-world model in Figure 11. Notice that we have to use ar

or our sample might look something like Figure 12, if we try to keep the same ba

he rocket into a new state of location. Figure 13 shows the 'flight'-schema as a
ng general strategies to current tasks. Figure 14 offers a graphic illustration

order and removed in the reverse order. Figure 2 illustrates the order for stack

eterminer ('a') immediately ('desert'). Figure 3 shows the parsing out of the ve

tes and the links are the dependencies. Figure 4 illustrates the network in this
10 for the same two part utterance, as in Figure 5 (examples from Brazil 1975: 6)
11 D, and E are linked in a network, as in figure 5.1, are they all equally linked
12 ns into a network such as that shown in Figure 6. Link labels announce the type

13 Rhine. At that point they “fan', as in figure 6.1. Each area within the fan has
14 the four distinct areas illustrated in figure 6.2: [r] and [u]l; [r] and [A]l; O,

15 abov found the distribution reported in figure 7.1. This figure shows that r-pro

16 tistical sense. The cross-over shown in figure 7.2 could conceivably be the resu
17 necessary. Such displays as we find in figure 7.2 are displays of group means.

18 rticularly strong claims concerning it. Figure 7.2 shows the use of r by various

19 ent us with displays such as the one in figure 7 displays which show their re

20 d middle-class groups, as we can see in figure 7. He calls a distribution with

7

7

7

7

7

7

8

8

8

8

8

9

O J oUW

O

22 on what he calls the (th) index, as in figure The higher the index score,
23 boy's, and goes; and multiple negation. Figure
24 th [r] absence (Wolfram, 1969, p. 110). Figure
25 rgue that in the case of [r] absence in figure
26 le less than do females. The display in figure
27 rackets, we obtain the pattern given in Figure
28 cent of relevant words show the change. Figure
29 . (Note the similarity of figure 8.2 to figure
30 half the words. (Note the similarity of figure
31 nd another set will show both variants. Figure
32 his paragraph might look something like Figure

2/
2.
21 three, etc. in New York City. SEC as in figure 7.2.] Finally, what is impress
3.
4!

for example, shows group mea
.5 gives us the necessary inform
.5 we have an example of what th
.6 reorganizes the data of table
Again, the links have labels e
.1 shows this process of lexical
1) [Figure 8.1. Lexical dif
.2 to figure 8.1.) [Figure 8.
.2 shows how such a process will
The 'rising' motion of the 'ro

33 larity of figure 8.2 to figure 8.1.) [Figure 8.1. Lexical diffusion over time
34 ast to either a focal or relic area. [Figure 6.1. The Rhenish Fan] The iso
35 1link from A to E achieved through C? [Figure 5.1. Simple network relationship
36 e class and the upper working class. [Figure 7.5. Percentage of [r] absence i
37 ocial class, the upper middle class. [Figure 7.2. R-pronunciation in New York
38 1litically, socially, and culturally. [Figure 6.2. Intersecting isoglosses]

39 and working-class people in Detroit. [Figure 7.4. Percentage of [z] absence i
40 e 8.1. Lexical diffusion over time ] [Figure 8.2. Lexical diffusion by indivi
41 in casual speech in Tehran Persian] [Figure 7.6. Percentage of vowels assimi
42 desire to adopt such pronunciation. [Figure 7.1. Percentage of (r); [r] in £
43 social and stylistic stratification. [Figure 7.3. Stylistic and social strati

44 emarking [z]. A close inspection of the figure shows that, whereas it is quite p
45 stribution reported in figure 7.1. This figure shows that r-pronunciation was fa

Table 5: Concordance to figure from the EAN subcorpus

The concordance of figure reveals two more or less stable multiword lexical units in the
English texts: figure x shows | illustrates and as (we can find / see) in figure x. These
patterns are almost literally equivalent with the patterns of the types dbra and dbranin
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the concordances from the FHU subcorpus of translated Hungarian: figure x shows /
illustrates vs. az (x) dbra mutat(ja), and as (we can find / see) in figure x vs. (mint)
(amilyen) / a(z) x abran (lathato / lathatjuk). What we have here is a clear example of
translated text taking over patterns from the English texts.

The concordances from the FHU subcorpus reveal the manifestation of trans-
lationese at two levels: at the lexico-grammatical level, the target text makes use of
the patterns of the source language. Since they do not break the rules of the target
language code, these patterns are acceptable in the target language; however, they
are not natural in genuine language production. “Not natural” here means that, while
grammatically correct, the frequency of usage is different from what is usual or typical.
It is possible that — even if subliminally registered - the differences would have passed
unnoticed had the concordance lines not revealed the patterns typical of the two
subcorpora.

At a textual level, translationese manifests itself in the building up of scientific text.
As mentioned earlier, reference to figure in the translated subcorpus is part of the
argumentation, of text dynamics, whereas in the original subcorpus it completes the
text and closes down the argumentation with an emphasis. The metalinguistic
reference has an inclusive/exclusive relation to the translated and original text respec-
tively. This example seems to reveal a difference between English and Hungarian text
production, between the ways the two languages build up discourse in academic texts
— a problem which has not been tackled so far in Hungarian text linguistics. If
awareness of the particular patterns is not raised, the translator oversees them even if
in principle s/he is aware of the differences. This kind of argumentation raises the
question of the methods of scientific inquiry as the examples suggest that the
differences in making reference are the result of culturally different approaches to
knowledge building: an inductive, bottom-up approach in the English-speaking cultural
environment — which, in our examples, leaves obvious traces in the translated
Hungarian texts —, and a deductive, top-down approach in the Hungarian cultural
environment. Due to the small amount of data, the phenomenon described above may
be accidental, therefore we cannot draw general conclusions at this stage. Neverthe-
less the hypothesis is worth further, in-depth investigation.

5 Abraand Its Synonyms

A look at the different forms of the lemma ABRA reveals that the number of nominal-
ised verb forms is not evenly distributed between the original and the translated corpus
components: while in the translational subcorpus there are 39 occurrences with a rich
paradigm, the original Hungarian subcorpus contains only 11 occurrences with an un-
productive paradigm (see table 1). If we compare the distribution of the noun forms of
the lemma ABRA in the two subcorpora by taking the form gbrazolas ‘illustration’ as the
synonym of the form dbra (Kiss 1998), the picture of the distribution of the noun forms
in the two subcorpora improves. Moreover, if we take into consideration additional
synonymic forms listed in Magyar szokincstar (Hungarian thesaurus): illusztracio, kep,
abrazolds the ratio becomes even: in the translated Hungarian subcorpus the forms
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dbrazolds and adbra cover the whole range of meaning whereas in the original
Hungarian subcorpus the meaning is carried by several synonymic variants. It is to be
noticed that the foreign loan word illusztracio ‘illustration’ is absent from the translated
Hungarian texts, while in the EHU it is used in a natural way (see table 6).

FHU EHU
17770 KEP 6 21498 KEP ] 38 0,01
17771  KEPALAIRASABAN 1 21499  KEPALKOTASI 1
17772 KEPBEN 1 21500 KEPBE 1
17773 KEPE 1 21501 KEPBEN 8
17774 KEPEBE = 1 21502  KEPBOL 1
17775 KEPECSKEJEBOL 1 21503 KEPE 25
17776  KEPECSKEK 1 21504 KEPEBOL 1
17777 KEPEK 4 21505 KEPEGESSZEL 1
17778  KEPEKBOL 1 21506 KEPEGESZBOL 1
17779  KEPEKET 3 21507  KEPEI 1
17780  KEPEN 1 21508  KEPEINK 2
) 21509  KEPEIT 1
15556  ILLUSZTRALIA 3 21510 KEPEIVEL 1
15557  ILLUSZTRALT 1 21511  KEPEK 8
21512  KEPEKBEN 1
21513 KEPEKET 2
21514  KEPEKKEL 1
21515  KEPENEK 3
18507 ILLUSZTRACIOI 1
18508  ILLUSZTRACIOJA 1
18509  ILLUSZTRACIOK 1
18510 ILLUSZTRACIOKE+ 1
18511 ILLUSZTRALASAR+ 2
18512 ILLUSZTRALIA 3
18513  ILLUSZTRALIAM 1
18514  ILLUSZTRALNI 1
18515 ILLUSZTRALT 1
18516 _ILLUSZTRALVA 3

Table 6: The distribution of the synonyms of dbra (number of occurrences; type/token ratio)

6 Conclusions

The corpus-driven intralingual analysis carried out above has shown that in the
different components of a comparable corpus the lemma ABRA observes different
patterns of behaviour on both the paradigmatic and the syntagmatic level. It was the
qualitative analysis of the corpus data and of the concordance lines that brought to
light the double life of the lemma. Since the patterns identified are not unusual or
uncommon, they would have remained hidden for our attention which is caught mainly
by peculiarities. Nevertheless the existence of these covert phenomena makes trans-
lated text differ from authentic text in the same language.
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A look at the alphabetic lists of the subcorpora of the comparable corpus revealed
that translated and authentic texts use different forms of the lemma ABRA with a
different number of occurrences. Moreover the translational subcorpus contains forms
which are completely absent from the authentic subcorpus. A closer analysis of the
concordance of dbra exposed different patterns of usage in the translational and the
authentic corpus component. The stability of these patterns was contrary to our
expectations: the patterns in the authentic texts were looser than those in the
translated texts.

The interlingual analysis of KWIC-concordances of the word form revealed a
pattern of language use which has proven to be a source language pattern. The
keyword is part of a multiword lexical unit which does not turn up in original texts. In
general, it can be said that the patterns of language use in the translated subcorpus
and the original subcorpus clearly differ.

The by-product of this small-scale investigation using a corpus-driven and bottom-
up approach is the proof of two universals of translation: simplification and normal-
isation. The data threw up evidence that the same meaning was conveyed by fewer
synonyms with more occurrences in the translated subcorpus, whereas the subcorpus
of original texts used a wider range of synonyms with fewer occurrences. Similarly, the
subcorpus of translated texts is characterised by the absence of foreign loan words,
which are used naturally in the subcorpus of original texts.
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