PART THREE

Grammatical Blending in Wider Context



Chapter 8:
Blending and translation

8.0 Introduction

In the previous chapters, | discusseddtbrceptuablending operations underlying the
generation and interpretatioof individual sentences in Englistithe Caused-Motion
sentences discussed in chapter 2), and in Hebrew (the ber@himsystem discussed in
chapters 4-7). In this chapter, | wiikduss translatioexamges of English caused-motion
sentences into Hebrew, analyzitng interactionof the blending operations underlying the
different grammaticalconstructions ireachlanguage. lwill suggest thathe translation
process firstrequires a consciougperation of‘de-integration” (or "un-packing")of the
source sentence into tenceptual andinguistic inputstructuresand then a “re-blending”
operation of thesestructuresinto the target language's grammatical constructions.
Translation "mismatchegesult from differences ithe grammaticablending operations
conventionally employed in each language to communicate the same event structure.

As noted in theshort review ontranslationstudies inchapter 1 (sgtion 1.2.7), one
topic which hasbeen extensivelgiscussed inranslationliterature is the effect ofontext
on meaning and translatiodiscourse context addsifferent “shades” of meaning to the
“basic” (prototypi@l) senses associated wigxical forms (additional shades oimeaning
which often must be translated into the tatgeguage), andultural context may influence
the way the same event isonceived andcommunicated irdifferent languages €&, for
examplethe discussion in Kayet al, 1994, oflanguage and translation aguated or
Nida and Reyburn's, 1981, extendeddiscussion of meamg and translation across
cultures). Thesetting of thecommunicationsituation and the attitudesf the participants

also influencethe translation. Larsor(1984:225), for example, discussdee different
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pragmaticfunctions associated with the passive construction in difféaeguages. IrEast
Africa, and someparts of Asiathe passive is usednly whenthe speakerhas negative
feelings about whathe is saying owhen she wants tput an undesirablgalue on the
content of the sentence (ddéitam Filbeck, 1972:332)Similarly, in Thai, the passive is
generallyused tocommunicate @&ense of unpleasantne3se translatormust take these
pragmaticfunctions into accountwhen translating English passivesentences intdcast
African and Thai languages.

The translation examples | williscuss inthis chapterhowever,will be translation of
isolated sentences (with ndextual contextor pre-definedcommunicationsetting). The
content of(most of)the translation examples itnis chapterrefers toeverydaysimple
physical objects andhctivities (i.e., universal, language-independent humasvents).
Cultural or textual congxt thereforedoes not play aole in the translation examples
discussed in this chapter. The novelty of the discussion in this chaptehésfact that the
difficulty in translation in the examplediscussedstems only from difference in the
grammatical constructions of the source andtarget languages andconventions of
grammatical blendingand not from any additional shades of meaning imposed by context.

It is particularly interesting to observethis chaptethe varietyof translationsolutions
provided by a single translator to different instantiatminthe same syntactwonstruction,
eachtranslationsolution respnoding tothe unique formal andconceptuablend (and the
information it highlights orsuppresses) ithe source sentence. &Hhranslationprocess

clearly does not follow strict, pre-defined cross-linguistic grammatical or dictionary transfer
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conventions, but is a genuinalgeativeon-line process

The analysis oftranslation examples this chapteralso provides animportant and
useful methoddlogy for comparing differengrammaticakystems (ofdifferent languages),
and how they guideand constrainthe process oflanguagegeneration.The task of
translation elicits the generation of sentences m@ost natural setting, anpfovides clear
judgment onwhat is grammatically acceptednd notaccepted in eaclanguage. The
translation examples ithis chapteralso provide a unique glimpse inttee working of the
cognitive prototypeeffect- the automaticcognitive imposition of prototypescenarios on
under-specified linguistic content feocess which we suggested playirmportant role in
the emergent semantstructure oflinguistic blends, see discussion inchapter2). The
impact of the prototype effect is reflected in the discugsidinis chapter in theery similar
additional contenthat different translators impose on faeirce text irthe translationghey

provide.

8.1 Issues in translation theory

8.1.1 Defining ‘translation’

Translationhas been practicedor thousands of yeargnd debates othe nature of
translation have been pant translationpracticefor almost aslong. Translationtheorists
credit, for exampleSaintJerome, whdived around 400 AD., with startingthe ’literal

vs. 'free’ debate on translation. Thelmhte ontranslationpracticegoesback to the very

1 peter Newmark (1991) states that "Translation, like langusumsars to ba rule-governedactivity (you
learn most from the rules). But, asléamguage, this is not always the case" (pNgwmark(1993:39) also
notes that "thereativeelement in translation .. . hovers when thestandardtranslationproceduredail,
when translation is ‘impossible’. It is the last resource, but. . . it is not infrequently called on."
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definition of what translation is. In defining translation, theorists differ in their focus on the
translationproductor the translatioprocess .

Most definitionsof translationfound in the literature argroductoriental, centering
around the notion oéquivalencebetween thesource andargettexts (the target text being
the translation product). Nida (1959:19) defines translation as follows:

Transl ation consists of producing in the target |anguage the
cl osest natural equivalent of the source |anguage nessage,
firstly with respect to neaning and secondly with respect to
styl e.

Nida's definition does not specify howewvdnatexactly should be equivalent, ahdw
equivalence is to be pursued (e.g., shagdivalencewith respect to meang be pursued
atthe level oflinguistic-semantic content at the level of pragmatieamplications). The
definition of Nida also assumes thasemantic equivalence is an achievalgieal (a
controversial supposition in itself, as will be discussed later in this section).

Catford (1965:21) suggests that tpeal of translatiortheory is to definghe nature of
translation equivalence:

The central problem of translation practice is that of
finding TL (Target Language, n.m) translation equivalents.
A central task of translation theory is that of defining the
nature and conditions of translation equival ence.

Indeed, much discussion the translationiterature has focused oidentifying what
should beequivalent ina translation (for exampe, with regard tothe linguistic form,
discussion irtranslation literaturdas focused on whetheguivalence is to bpursued at

the level of words, clauses:; the entire text)The concept ofranslationunit hasemerged

2 Note that in English, as in many other languages, the same word (‘translation’) is used to refer to both the
process(the cognitive activity)andthe product(the producedtargettext). As Englishprovides no other
alternatives, | will also use a singheord to refer toboth senses. The meaning ezchinstance has to be
disambiguated by the reader based on the context.
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as a key concept in this discussiparticularly intranslation theorieg/hich follow formal
linguistics appoachesin thesetheories,the text is seeasa sequence of linguistianits,
and the translation process as involving the substitution of this sequeegeilglentunits
in the target text. The task of thartslator is firsto seectthe translatiorunits, and then to
find their closest equivalents.

Later theries of translatiorhave switched the focus when discussing trslation
equivalencefrom equivalence oflinguistic units to equivalence of theommunicative
function of the text in relatiorto the translatiorreceptor.These theorieemphasize the
notion oftranslationequivalence aselative to thereceptors othe source and tgettexts.
This viewof translationequivalencewvas clearly expressed ilNida's concept of "dynamic
equivalence” (Nida, 1964; Nida & Taber, 1969):

Dynamic equivalence is . . . to be defined in terms of the
degree to which receptors of the nessage in the receptor
| anguage respond to it in substantially the same manner as
the receptors in the source |anguage. (N da & Taber, 1982:24)

Gutt (1991) claims that the tmaslator's gal is oneof "communication”,ratherthan
"equivalence" oform or meaning. Thdranslator'produces aeceptor language text . . .
with the intention of communicatirtg the receptorthe sameassumptions thahe original
communicator intendetb convey tothe original audience'(p.99). Hatim & Mason
(1990:231) also focus on the "communicative goalthef translatedext, defining the goal
of the translator as "makinghoices at théevel of texture insuch a way as tguide the
target textreader alongroutes envisaged byhe source text pragcer towards a
communicativegoal”. The target texitranslation) is thereforequivalent toits source
language texbnly if it triggersthe same "cognitivéor conceptualyoute” with respect to

the target text reader as it does with respect to the source text reader.
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This view of translation best fits thdending description dfanslation Iwill suggest in
this chapter. In the blendirigamework of analysisliscussed irthe previous chapters, the
function ofthe linguisticstructure(grammaticaland lexical forms) is to triggr and guide
the reader in recotrscting a conceptual represtation which best parallels the
communicative intentions ttfie speaker (lere theprocess omentalreconstruction is the
process ofnterpretation). Agood translation, in this view, isteanslation(or target text)
which guides the target text readeragonstructing @onceptual represtation that is very
similar to theone that thesource tet readerwould reconstruct fronthe source text, and
which is hopefully similar to what the source text author intended to communicate.

Only few translation theorists discuss translation as a cogpitbeesqrather than as a
linguistic product). Jakobso(i1966:23) definesranslation as "thenterpretationof verbal
signs bymeans of another languag&ager (1993:122)otes in this regard théte term
interpretation itself already incorporates "a whole series of cogpitmeessesvhich occur
in the translator's mind". Sagedefines thesgrocesses irgeneric cognitive terms of
'problem-solving,’decision-making’,and ’evaluation’.Neubert (1991:25) alsodefines
translation in terms of series of problem-solvingprocessesproblem identification,
comprehensiontetrieval, monitoring, poblem reduction, anddecisiontaking (i.e., the
actual generation of the target text).

Surprisingly, ‘ery little researchexists onthe interface between thecognitive and
linguistic aspects of the translation process (i.e., the interface between the linguistic transfer
operation and itsnentalrepresentation). Thufr, the literatwe on translatiorhas dealt
principally with evaluation and perspeiissues on howanslationshould be doné¢e.g.,
Larson B84). Inthe seventiesthe view of translation as linguistic scientasled to the

creation of formal mode of the translationprocess (see, for examplthe theory of
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translation developed byida & Taber, 1969,which is based on concepts from
transformational grammar). These formal models were also adopted in reselfathore
Translation(for a review seeHutchins 1986, and thediscussion inchapter 9 of this
dissertation). The design ahachine translation mdels hasbeen primarily guded,
however, by computational considerations rather than psychological ones (i.e., the goal has
been to generate thmost successfuand economic computationainodel, rather than
imitating human translation processes).

My analysis of translation examplestimis chapter wilfocus onthe cognitivelinguistic
operations invived in the process ofranslation, based aihe linguisticblendinganalysis
developed in th@revious chaptersiranslation, as Larso(l1984:3) notes, isbasically a
process of change @rm: i.e., the translation process consists of changing a text (form) in
one language into &@xt (form) in anotherlanguage. The textorm' is the actualwords,
phrases, clauses, sentences, paragraphs, etc. which cahgtesd, and whewe look at
a translation exaple, what we seare the'forms’ of the source and tget languages.
However, from a conceptual blendipgint ofview, theseforms are theresult ofdynamic
conceptual andinguistic blending operationsMy goal inthis chapter is toanalyze the
blending operationthat underlie thehange ofform from onelanguage taanother. The
guestions of irdrest arehow isthe change ifiorm (thetranslation) acconiighed?What
determines the choice of form in ttianslation product, and whinguistic and caceptual
operations are actually involved tine generation othe targetext? Theanalysisidentifies
various 'translation strategies' whiate guided bythe blending operationthat the source
and target grammalicense andhe particular conceptuatructures thatre constructed in

the process.
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8.1.2 The 'literal' vs. 'free' translation debate.

Since any given text involves bdiinguistic) form and(associatedjneaning there are
bascally two kinds of "translation strategies" thaan befollowed: one isform-basedand
the other iameaning-basedLarson, 1984:15)Form-based (oliteral) translation attempts
to stay as closaspossible tahe text being anslated (thats, the translator attepts to
follow the form of the source text asmuch aspossible). In contrasthe main goal of a
meaning-basedrge) translation is to communicate theaningof the sourcelanguageext
in a "natural” form in the target language (Wit attempt to follovthe wordsand syntactic
forms of the source text).

Clearly most translationsre a mixtire of thesetwo extremetranslationstrategies.
Literal translationwould almostalways resulin an unnatural text ithe targettanguage.
Free translation, othe other had, is often notacceptable eithesince thetranslator is
expected to follow the form chosen by the souest author(assuminghe choiceof form
by the author is significant, particularly in literary texts).

In analyzing translatioexamplesn this chapter, wewill notice a constant'tension”
between(what seems to be)tendency of(non-professionaljranslators to proceedith
literal translation (staying as close as possible to the sourd®text and the neetb find
translation solutions whictvould soundnatural in the targdanguage.The source of this
tension will be analyzed in terms of the different blendipgrations undetlying the source

and target language grammatical systems.

8.1.3 On the possibility of translation
The very notion of translatiomssumesthe existence ofsome language-neutral

concepts (or meaningghich can becommunicated t@ome degre& boththe source and
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the target languages. This basic assumption, however, hashmiemged more than once
on linguistic and philosophicalgrounds. ThephilosopherQuine (1960), for example,
claimed thattranslation ispossible only tothe extent that there is identigcross the
linguistic systems ofthe source and tget languages(identity in the set of concepts
expressed by the language).

The main argument of scholars wipaestion the @ssibilty of translationhasbeenthat
language and culture are intrinsically connected and thus cultural diversity makes translation
impossible. If language isconsidered ashe product of a particular societywhich
inextricably links language andhought, thenthe re-expression of thoughih another
language is abest an interpretation, buibt a translation(i.e., there could beno full
equivalence ircontent). Nidaand Taber (1982:24), who discuste notion of'dynamic
equivalence' irbiblical translation (sectio®.1.1) maintain thatvhile translatiormust aim
at eliciting the sameresponse tdhe target text as to theource text,'the response [of
receptors to the target text] can neverdaatical [to the responsd receptordo thesource
text], for the cultural and historical settings are too different”.

Much of the 'cultural' arguments agaittst possibility oftranslation developed out of
statementsnade bySapir (1921)and Whorf(1956), who held that our ways tiinking
and conceptualizing are determined the language wspeak. Inits strongestform, this
linguistic determinisnwould suggesthiat weare, in fact, prisoners dhe language we
speak and irapable of conceptualizing isategories other thathose of ournative
language. However, the very fact that peoplecapmable of learning secondanguage to a
high degree ofcompetenceand fluency considerablyveakensthe hypothesis. And
translators, are in fact, successful in relaying meaning from one language into another.

Sager (1993:131) makes the important pdiat tall theargumentdor and against the
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possibility oftranslationcan be reduced toquestion ofthe scope ofthe definition of the
concept [of translation]". Sager points t&€aseriu's resolution dhe dilemma: helenies
the possibility of an abstracideal translation, and refers stead totranslatability as a
relative concept:translationsmay be optimalfor particular user groupsfor paticular
purposes,and for particular historicalsituations. If translatability is recognized as a
relative corcef, it is now possible to speak dégreesof translatability aglefined by the
existence(or absence) of units adquivalencebetween thesource andargetlanguages at
different levels ofanalysis. Inthe translation examples | widliscuss inthis chapter, we
will see that indeed it is venften the case thathile completetranslatabilitydoesnot exist
at one level (e.g., at the lexiaid grammatical level), 'equivalenogy neverthelessxist
at a'higher' (more generic)evel of linguistic and semanticanalysis(e.g., atthe level of
semantic reconstruction from different grammatical forms).

Throughout this chapter,will postulate thefeasibility of translatiorand theexistence
of language-neutral concepts (at least wetard tothe every-day basieventtypes that in
the translation examples discussed in thiapter, andvith regard tothe source andarget
languagesdiscussed -English andHebrew -- which | assumeeflect quite similar

cultures).

8.1.4 Translation mismatches

The problem of translatioimismatchegor translationdivergenceg is central to the

3 This point has important implications in tfield of Machine Translation:developers otomputational

translation systems have discovetieat forpracticaluse, evenlow quality translation may bealuable for

some audiences (by providing only the "gist" of information in adadicost-effectiveway, see discussion
in chapter 9).
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literature of translation trainingand modeling."Translation mismatches" refer to cases
wheredifferent formglinguistic forms)areused to expresthe same meaning different
languages. IrDorr's (1993:19)discussion,translation divergencesre defined asases
where “the natural translation of one language into ano#iseltsin a very different form
than that of theoriginal”. Translation divergenceare thereforeoughly all the instaces
where a literal (approximately word-to-word) transiéthe sourcdanguage intdhe target
languagedoes mt result in acorrect translationi.e., one which isgrammatical and
communicates the sanimeaning").Note the use ofthe word natural in Dorr's definition
of translation divergence®orr's definition implies hat the natural translationprocess
involves the linguistid¢ransfer ofthe source éxt form into an equivalent target fim. Only
in exceptionalcases suchranslation strategydoes not work. These casesan be
categorized under a single title of "translation mismatches".

In recentyears, muchresearchhas been carriedon with the goal of defining a
"typology"” of all the different types oftranslation divergencege.g., Lindop & Tsujii,
1991, surveyed inDorr, 1993%. The most commonform of translation "mismatch”
discussed in the literature is the one resultiogn differences irthe lexicons ofthe source
and target languages. For exale, considethe following discussion byMartin Kay et al.
(1994:22):

In translation, it is often difficult, if not inpossible, to
find a word or phrase in the target |anguage that specifies
just what is specified by a particular word in the source...
So, for exanple, there is no French word that covers the
same range of properties as the English word "chair".
"Chai se" and "fauteuil" are both candidates, but both are
nore specific about whether the chair has arms, and whet her

4 Some researcherhave recently beedaiming thatdefining such an exhaustiviypology is impossible
(e.g., Evelyn Viegas in e-mail communication, August 1996)
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there is padding... [In this case] translating between
English and French confronts the translator wth a
translation msmatch. A nismatch requires a translator to
add or delete information.

When a precise translation ofwaord (or lexical idiom) in the source textcannot be
found inthe targetanguagethe translator ofterhas toexpandthe translationthe target
form) to include semantic features frdne source text whichre not captureth the target
lexical items, or toremove semantic comporisrspecified in thesource text thabecome
redundant irthe targetanguage. Theranslation in theseases result;n "mismatching”
forms.

In other cases, a word one language can be translated in several diffevags into
the target language, depending on context.example, th&nglishword ‘fish' isused to
refer to either a livindish, or adeadfish ready toeat. Spanishin contrast,makes the
distinction obligatory. For the live, swimming fish, one would tieeword 'pez’, and for
the cookedfish one would use pescado'.Larson (1984)summarizesthe problem as
follow: "Meaning conponentsare 'packaged'into sinde lexical items, but they are
'‘packaged’ differently in one language thaaniother". Larsorncludes in this description
also grammatical affixes such as plurality markimgich in English occuras a suffix(-s)
on the noun, but igpart of the verb stem itself ikiguaruna. Asingleword in the source
language is therefore sometimes translated by sewsoads, or with different
morphological marking.

The different'packaging’ of meaning componemito singlelexical items in different
languages is also relevant for the translation of verbs, as in examples (1-2) below:

(1) English: He limped up the stairs

French: il monta les marches en boitant.

'he climbed the stairs limping'.
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(2)  English: She walked across the street.
French: Elle a traversé la route a pied.

'she crossed the street by foot'.

Referring totranslation divergence examplesch as 1-2and in connection to Len
Talmy's findings (1991) on'conflation patterns”, it haveensuggested that tnalation
mismatche mayresultfrom different"framing” of predicates in differentanguages. For
example, whilemotion verbs in "verb-framed” languagege.g., Romance, Semitic,
Turkish) typically encodehe direction of motion (or ‘path’), "satellite-framed"” laguages
(e.g., Germanic, Russian, Chinesgjically encoden their verbs ehborateshades of the
mannerof motion (as in 'scrambletrudge’, 'slither’, 'swoop’plummet’). Inthe "verb-
framed" languages information about thenmer or cause of the motianoften not marked
atall, or is expressedeparately in gerundive oradverbialphrase. In"satellite-framed"”
languages, the path or direction of motion is encoded in particle satellites.

Note that what isommon tahe discussion otranslation divergences reviewed in this
section is the link of thsource ofthe divergence primarily to thiexicon (i.e., to the
lexical-semantiqroperties associategith individual words). For examplehe difference
in lexical "verb framing acrossdifferent languagegas suggested byalmy) leads to
translation"'mismatches"These mismahes can be predicted in advarioe the pool of
lexical motion verbs. Inthis spirit, Dorr (1993) suggestshat most surface-level
distinctions acrostanguagexan be factored odhrough a sebf universal principleshat
are parametrized at the lexical-semantic leéeel eachlanguage(see discussion on the
lexical treatment otfranslation mismatches iMachine Translation in the nexthapter,

section 9.2.3).
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While there is nodoubt that the lexiconand lexical-semanticproperties play an
important role in the occurrence of translatitmismatches"”, in myanalysis | will
emphasize the role alynamicblending operationswhich, by construing arevent from
various perspectivega differentgrammaticalconstructions|ead to"unexpected" (from a
lexical point of view) mismatches irtfranslation. In particular, Will argue in this chapter
against aranalysis oftranslationdata as theransfer oflexical forms where paicular
lexical parameters magome intoplay and "interfere" withthis naturalprocessBased on
the grammatical blending framework developeth@previous chapters, | wiluggesthat
the source and target texts mustuipelerstood ageneratedndependentiyoy two separate
conceptual andlinguistic processes of blendingwhich share onlyone input space
representingthe conceptuaktructure to be comumicated). Whether thetwo blending
processesesult insimilar or different linguistidorms inthe source andarget languages
depends on the mapping operatibosnsed bythe inventory ofgrammaticalkconstructions
available in eactanguageDifferent forms inthe source text and targégxt should no be
viewed asexceptional'mismatches”, butather as the natural outcome o separate
conceptuabnd linguisticprocessesClearly, the more thesource and tgetlanguages are
similar in their inventory and conventional usagecofstructionsthe more likely it isthat

the two blending processes will yield similar forms in translation.

8.2 The translation process fromthe grammatical blending point of
view.

In chapters2-6, | discussedhe conceptuaand linguistic operatits involved in the
generation and interpretatiar individual sentences in English artdebrew. |suggested

that theprocess ofsentencegenerationinvolves the blending of a conceptual strcture
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(representing a conceivegtent in the worlgdwith an integratinggrammaticalconstruction.
The resulting blend isthe sentencecommunicated inlanguage. Inthe process of
interpretation the reverseconceptualand linguistic operation takgslace. The language
receptor (hearer/reader) receivesuasnput the linguistiexpressior(the linguistic'blend’
generated by the speaker) and attemptsdonstructhe linguisticand conceptuablending
operation performedyy the speaker. Acorrect mappingreconstruction(as well as
additional elaboration and semantic "patteompletion” ofthe blend)would (idealy) lead
to the generation of conceptuanstructs irthe mind of the language receptehich are
quite similar to theconstructs from whichthe speakergeneratedthe sentence.These
conceptual constructs constitute the "interpretation” of the sentence.

Figure 8-1 depicts ischematiderms theblending operation undgrng the generation
of the English Caused-Motion senterfite wind blewthe ship off course(seediscussion

in chapter 2):
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Event Sequence

Caused-Motion Constr.
(Syntax: NP’ V NP” PP)

INPUT 1

INPUT 2

wmf® agent (wind )

Causing
Event

agent (NP) il

(blow)

® actsi

acts-on V)
& cause-motion

» agenty  (ship)

patient (NP”) -

Effected
Event

® move

sl direction (off-course )

Direction (PP) -

NP’ (wind )

V  (blew )

NP” (ship )

PP (off-course)

BLEND
‘The wind blew the ship off course’

Figure 8-1: The blending operation underlying the generation of the English
Caused Motion sentent@e wind blew the ship off course
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The language receptdnears (or reads)the blend (thesentence). Thenterpretation
processinvolves a"de-integration"(or "un-packing”)operation of the input blend (the
sentence). The syntactic form of the sentence [NP \PRPevokes aeneric schema of a
Caused-Motion event structure (the left upper cirdleg heareattempts taeconstruct the
conceptual mapping operation and the conceived avéme world(partially represented in
the right upper circle of Figure 8-1), that led to the generation of the sentence. For example,
the hearewould try to identify which aspect ofthe caused-motiorevent the verbblow'
refers to(i.e., is mappedonto). Usinggeneralknowledge abouthe participants and
physicalforcesspecified inthe sentencéwinds, ships, etc.)the hearemwould probably
conclude that theerb'blows' refers tothe wind, and that theévlowing of the wind is the
causingsub-eventwhich thereby leadd¢o the motion of the ship off its course. This
reconstructionof the blending configurationoccurs soquickly and automatically that
language users are barely aware of it. Follovinmgediately is a rapiicompletion” of the
conceptual representation (or interpretatmiithe communicated caused-motievent. For
examplethe hearemwould automaticallyinfer a particular direction of motiorfe.g., the
ship is shiftingaside, the substance making tige medium of motionwater), and so on.
The hearer maylso attach some emotional content to the evefgarticularly if such
emotions are part of tHeearer's owrexperience of similaevents inthe past). Prototypes
play a majorrole in imposing the additional content. For examplethe common
interpretation of the sententtee wind blewthe ship off coursewould be thathe physical
force of thewind 'pushed'the ship off its course(ratherthan, for examplejndirectly
leading the captain of the ship to decide to change direction).

Now, considerthe translationprocessperformedby the translator. The translator

receives as an input theourcetext which is itself a linguistic blend.The translator
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interprets the source text (i.e., perfortims "de-integration” operatioas described above)
and constructs some mental representation of the communicated event. The tragsdhtor's
now is to expresshe communicated event in the tardahguage. Therefore, a new
linguistic generationprocesstakes place again, wherebythe translator islinguistically
blending agpecs of the mental re@sentation constructed frothe source textinto an
integrating construction inthe targetlanguage.The translationprocess istherefore
composed, | suggest, tio distinctblending operations: one is the reverse blending'de-
integration”) operation involved ihe interpretatioof the sourcesentence; thether is the

integration operation involved in the generation of the target text

5 In actualpractice,the translatomovesbackandforth from thesourcetext to the targetext, trying to
reinterpret (or enrichihe interpretation of) theourcetext and then regeneratethe targettext until a
satisfactory solution is found. To simplify, | will discuss translation as consisting of onlprveesses of
interpretation and generation.
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Note that when we see atranslation example (i.e., a pair of source andtarget
sentences), what we analyze, in fact, isaieomeof two independent blending processes
(Figure 8-2):i.e., the blending processinvolved in the generatiorof the source text
(performedby the sourcetext author)and theblendingprocessnvolved inthe generation
of the target tex{performed bythe translator). Thesource and tget forms are the two
blends(the two bottom circles in Figure 8-2), agach may reflect a different mapping and
integration operation. The aspects thathblendhighlights inlanguage mayhus be very
different. Thereforel, suggesthat when discussinganslation example@nd particularly,
translation "divergences"), the analysis should not be of the relation between the source and
targettexts(the two blends), but rather of the link betwdleatwo blending configurations

underlying (and motivating) the generation of the source and target forms.

SOURCE LANGUAGE TARGET LANGUAGE
Integrating Conmmuni cat ed Integrating Communi cat ed
Const ruction Event Constructi on Event

Bl end Bl end

Figure 8-2: Translation is the outcome of two independent blending operations (one in
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the source language and one in the target language)

In the followingfew paragraphs, | summaritlee cognitive-linguistic operatiarthat |
suggest take place in the translation process (of a single, isolated sgntence

The translator's first task is to interptieé source sentence. The soussntence itself
is theresult of a blendingrocesg(i.e., the sentence is formally"alend"), generated by
the source éxt creator (theauthor ofthe text). "Interpreting” consists ofthe reverse
operation ofblending, wherebythe translator attempts to"reconstruct”the blending
configuration(i.e., the particulaimapping) hat theauthor ofthe source text employed in
generating thesource text. Theeconstructionaims atrestoringthe original conceptual
structure whichwas linguistically "compressed” byhe author into a singleclause. As
analyzed irchapters2-6, the grammaticalorm of the sourcesentenceypically provides
only partial "instructions” for the reconstruction of the blending operation. The |@eice
provide the content ofpartial aspets (participantsand predicatesin the communicated
event. An"interpretation” of a texthus typically involves the (automaticimposition of
additionalinformation, based oprototypicalrememberedgcenarios and "common-sense”
knowledge.

After interpreting thesource tex{i.e., constructing aonceptualepresentation, which
hopefully matches the event intendelbe communicated by treource texiauthor), the

translator proceeds tgenerate the target text (th@nslation).The aim is to @rsfer the

"meaning” ofthe sentencé.e., the content othe generated conceptuabresentation) to

6 In this study, lanalyzeonly individual de-contextualizedentencesClearly, this is a simplification of
everydaytranslationprocessesvhich involve texts orstretches ofdiscourse incontext, but to allow a
detailedanalysis of the cognitiveperations involved, have had to restrict the discussioio small and
simple translation units.
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the targetreader.This is done by finding #inguistic expression irthe target language
which would evoke in the mind ofhe target language readeiconceptualstructure as
similaraspaossble to the onesvoked inthe mind of thdaranslator readinghe source text.
From the linguistic blending point of viewhe processnvolves finding a sytactic pattern
in the target languagehose associatedsemantic schemand "rhetoricalfunction” best
correlateswith the conceptual everstructure tobe communicatedtransferred),and the
rhetorical effect the author of tle®urce éxt interded toconvey(asreflected in the choice
of grammaticalconstruction bythe source éxt author). The generation ofhe targettext
now involves anew linguistic blendingprocess ifidependentrom, thoughclearly guided
by, the blending performedn the source text), wherebyarticular apects from the
generated conceptual stture (thé'meaning” of thesourcesentencepre mappeanto the
slots ofthe integratingconstruction(with their associatedexical representation)These
aspects are thenesthat will be linguisticallyexpressed ithe target texfi.e., the surface
form defined as the 'translation product’).

At this stage of target text generation, the competition between the ‘frebeaiieral’
translation strategies (secti@nl.2) comes intgplay. Theoverall goalof the translator is
clearly to use lingistic forms (syntetic structures andexical items) in the target language

which "match” the linguistiforms chosen byhe source text writer amuch as possiblé.

7 Typically, the samesvent structure my be cormmunicated in asingle languagevia more than one
grammaticalconstruction. The constructiomiiffer in their "rhetorical" or "pragmatic”effect, and in the
aspects othe event conventionally highlighted the construction (aé the case ofactive vs. passive
constructions).

8 What arematching(or equivalent)grammatical structures éexical items across languages is itself a
fundamentalproblem in translation theoryFirst, it is not clear whether we candefine universal
grammatical parametersthat can be "matched" acrosslanguages(for example,see my discussion of
"imposition" of Indo-European grammatical categories on the Hebirgyanimsystem, chapter 65econd,
even grammaticaiorms that seem to be universak often associatedvith different pragmatic functions
(for example, see the discussionLarson,1984:225, on thdlifferent pragmaticfunctionsassociatedvith
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This strategy is favored not only because the transtagxpected to b8oyal" to the form
of the source text as much as possible (rather than "paraphrasing” the source &), but
| believe, becausehe 'literal' translation strategposesthe leastcognitive load on the
translator (& least as dirst step inthe translationprocess) The problem with literal
translations ishat often theyresult informs whichdo not sound natural inthe target
languagg(or may even be&onsidered ungrammatical). the nextsection, Iwill analyze
translation examples from English inttebrewand discusswhat the actuaparameters are
that allow a word-to-word transfer in some cases, but not in othergparameters will be
defined in terms of different formal linguistldending operations conventionallysed in
eachlanguage. Theliscrepancy omismatchin the grammaticaforms and lexical items
used inthe translations willbe analyzed as the outcome aiternate linguistic blending

operationsperformed in the generation of the source and the target texts.

8.3 The translation of English caused-motion sentences into Hebrew
In this section andhe next, | will examinein detail varioustranslation examples of
English Caused-Motion (CM) sentengesthe form [NPV NP PR; Goldberg,1995)into

Hebrew . The translation data wasllected from eightsraeli native Hebrew speakers, all

the passive constructiorgited in section 8.0). In addition, aproblem exists with thedefinition of
equivalence ofexical items (for recentilluminating discussionssee Larsori984, and Melby 1995). In
this chapter, Iwill not discuss as och the issue ofexical equivalencebut will rather focus on
discrepancies iblendingoperationdicensed bygrammaticalconstructions indifferent languages. Irthis
respect, the lexicabquivalenceproblem will play only asecondaryrole in my analysis oftranslation
examples. | assume in ndiscussion of translatioaxampleghat thereexists someconventional set of
lexical equivalences defined in bilingual dictionaries (as Sager, 1993:222, notes: "Translatigngled by
norms which establish permitted ranges of matchesrateptual and linguistic levels. The most commonly
accepted equivalents at the lexical level are recorded in bilingual dictionaries").

9 All English sentencesdiscussed inthis chapter are from Goldberg's (1995) book on English
constructions, and from Fauconnier & Turner's (1996) manuscript.
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fluent in English as a secorddnguage Thirty-five English sentences were givendach

subject to translate. The sentences were provided as a list with no contextual setting, and no
particular instructions were given on the translation procéturee same set of thirty-five
sentences in English were givenegachsubject, but irdifferent (random)order. Twenty

out of the thirty-five sentencesvere Caused-Motion sentences (thst were instances of

other Englishconstructions). Theubjects (translators) wegdven as muchime asthey

wanted tocomplete thetask (in averagesubjectscompleted thdranslation of thirty-five
sentences in aboutwaeek). Thesubjects coulduse dictionges or any other reference

books to perfornthe translatiortask, but hey wereasked not to consuétach other, or

discuss problems they encountered in the translation process.

8.3.1 "Mismatches" in the translation of English Caused-Motion
sentences into Hebrew.

Below is a sample of translatiexamples of Englis&M sentences intblebrew(1-4).
The English exaples (i) arefollowed by an Hebrewtranslation(ii), and aword-to-word
transfer ofthe Hebrew versioninto English(iii). In addition, | provide in this section the
Frenchtranslation (iv) to the English senteriée3 he form ofthe Frenchranslationgurns
out to be vengimilar tothe Hebrew onesWhile in therest of this chapter, will discuss
translation examples from English to Hebrew only, the French translations are given in this

section as an indication that the translation processes to be discussed for Hebrewxh the

10 As mentioned before, the lack of context wasant tofacilitate the running ofthe experirentand the
analysis of itsresults, but infact it provided aninteresting glimpsento the workingof the cognitive
'‘prototype effect' - th@automatic cognitivemposition of prototypescenarios orunder-specifiedinguistic
content.

11 The French translations were produced with slight variations by two native French speakers.
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sections are in fact applicable to translation witeer languages as well (includikgench,

which belongs to a different language family).

(1)

(2)

©)

(4)

@)

Frank sneezed the napkin off the table.

(ii) frank hepil(n.f.I-hif’il) et hamapit min hashulxan behit’atsho.

(iii)
(iv)
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)

Frank fall-CAUSE,,;5¢ ACC the-napkin off the-table by-sneezing.

Frank a fait tomber la serviette de la table en éternuant.

The wind blew the ship off course.

haruax hesita(n.s.t-hif’il) et hasfina mimaslula.

The wind shift-CAUSEpaSt ACC the-ship off-its-course.

Le vent a écarté le navire de sa trajectoire.

She trotted the horse into the stable.

hi hidhira(d.h.r-hif'il) et hasus letox ha?urva.

She trot-CAUSEpaSt ACC the-horse into the-stable.

Elle a fait trotter le cheval dans l’écurie.

Sam helped him into the car.

sam azar('.z.r-pa’al) lo lehikanes lamexonit.
Sam helpy ;¢ him enter;,, ¢ into-the-car.

Sam l’a aidé a monter dans la voiture.

As can be seen in translation examgled, the translation oEnglish CM sentences

into Hebrew (andrrench) results in verglifferent grammaticalandlexical forms than the

original English fam. Moreovernote that theres a wide variety of grammaticalforms

used wihin onetarget languagén translating thesamegrammaticalform in the source

language(i.e., the English CM syntacticconstruction). Notealso that in most of the

translation exampleabove, the sense ofthe mainverb in the Hebrew (andFrench)

translation is very different frottat of the main verb inthe English sourcesentence. The
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Hebrew verb(the main verbin examplesl-3, and themodifying verb inexample 4)
expresses motion, and has a ctearsativesense, as manifested by the verbal duétit in
the Hebrew translations (andby the parallel French faire- construction). The large
difference in thesense othe English main vds andits Hebrewcounterparsuggestshat
translation of these exampleannot proceed as fanction ofthe source main verb and its
argument structuré¢as oftensuggested itranslation theory andracticed in computational
models of translation). The large varietytafgetforms produced athe counterpart of the
samesource formin English alscsuggestshat no simple arsfer rule (or setof lexical
parameters) carmredict thetranslation form of every istance ofthe English CM
construction. As wewill see in the nexsections,this surprising variety of translation
forms provided for asingle sourceconstructionis clarified once thevariety of blending
operations associated withe causativeconstructions ineach language is taken into
account. It isthe interaction between thalifferent blending operationavailable in each
language (thesource and tget language) Hat leads tothis large variety of translation
"mismatches".

But before analying the translation ofcaused-motion sentencé®m Englishinto
Hebrew, | will first examine thelinguistic and cognitive processesnvolved in the
expression ofttaused-motioreventsequences ireachlanguage independentl{sections

8.3.2 and 8.3.3 below)

8.3.2 Communicating caused-motion events in English
In chapter 2, ldiscussedthe mappingand blendingprocessesinvolved in the
generation of Caused-Motion (CM) sentente&nglish (following Fauconnier &urner,

1996). CM sentences in English descabsausakventsequence invhich the effected(or
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resulting sub-event is arevent of motion. As shownby Goldberg (1995), English
possesses an independent syntactic pattern to express events of caused-mdactivdhe
form of the construction iS[NP V NP Directional-PP](or [SUB V OBJ OBL]). As
examples in Goldberg's study suggest, angbased out byrauconnier &Turner(1996),
English licenses sp&ers toblend (map)various predicatesrom the conceivedcaused-
motion sequence advents intothe verbalslot of the integrating CMconstruction (see
discussion in chapter ) Consider, for examples, the CM sentences 5-10 below:

(5) The audience laughed the poor guy out of the room.

(6) She trotted the horse into the stable.

(7)  Rachel helped him into the car.

(8) She threw the ball into the basket.

(9) David hammered the nail into the door.
(10) He Houdinied himself out of the barrel.

In the CMexample 5, it is theausingpredicate wthin the conceived causal sequence
of events that ismapped ontoland expressed by}the verbalslot of the integrating
construction. In example 6, it is tb&ectedor resulting predicate(i.e., the motion of the
horse), and in example 7, ittise predicte denotingthe causallink (or ‘force dynamics’)
between the two sub-events in the causal sequence. In example 8, the semtreioerbf

itself (alexical caused-motion verb) integrates the whole causal sequence (this is considered

12 Goldberg (1995) discusses the llmtween the verb and the construction somewtiarently in terms
of what verb classes can bssociatedvith a given constructioandthe semantidink betweenthe event-
type designated by the veslhd by theconstruction. Thectualassociation of verband aconstruction is
defined in Goldberg in terms offasionprocess between the argumenies ofthe verbandthe participant
roles of the construction.
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to be the'prototypical' useof the construction, fromwhich otherusagesare derivedf).
Examples 5-8 seein bethe most commorforms of usage (blendingjssociated with the
CM constructioA®. In addition, we findinstances of CM sentenceghose mainverb
denotes other aspects of the conceived causal sequence, sudb@sitiezl inthe causing
event (exampl®). In examplel0, the innovative denominative verb indicatesvhole
caused-motiorevent by metonymigeference to gersonculturally identified with the

communicated event.

8.3.3 Communicating Caused-Motion events in Hebrew

The Modern Hebrew lexicopossesses @uple oflexical caused-motioverbs justas
in English (i.e., verbs whose root semantics integrates a whabkal sequence efents).
These includeverbs such aslaxaf{d.x.f-pa‘al)-'to push’, zarakz.r.k-pa'al)-'tothrow',
andshalaxsh.l.x-pa'al)-'tosend'. Theseverbsoccur in Hebrewwith the same syntactic
pattern as th&nglish CMconstructionj.e., the syntactic patterfNP V NP directional-
PP]. Note that aswas predicted by thenalysis ofHebrewbinyanimin chapter 5, these
lexical caused-motion verbs gra'al verbs inHebrew(in chapter 5, itvas suggestethat

the pa'al morphology islargely associated witloots whose semécs integrates avhole

13 Goldberg (1995) defindhe link betweerthe verbandthe construction irexamples such as (8) as one
whereby (the event-typedesignatedby) the verb is asubtypeof (the event-typedesignatedby) the
construction.

14 Goldberg (1995:65) defineshéerarchy of relatiolypesbetweenthe event typealesignated by the
verb (V) and by the construction (C):

1. Vis a subtypef C.

2. V designates the means of C.

3. V designates the result of C.

4.V designates a precondition of C.

5. (to a very limited extent) V may designate the manner of C, means of identifying C, or the

intended result of C.
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causal sequence efents,therebyconstruingthe causal everdequence aan integrated
single event-predicate).

In addition we find in théiebrew lexicon a fewpi'el caused-motioverbs whoseoot
designates aactwhich causegi.e., forces, allows, orenables)the motion of a patient.
This groupincludesverbs such ashixrer (sh.x.r.r-pi'el) and xilec (x.l.c-pi‘el) - 'to set
free or liberate', as well as force-dynamics "speech act” verbs (Talmy 1985) gyeriesis
(g.r.sh-pi'e) - 'to expel’, 'to deport’. Thmot of the "speech-act'verbs designates a
linguistic (communicative) aavhich causegvia epistemological or social foraynamics,
rather than physicalorce, cf. Sweetser 1990jhe motion of an affectegatient. The
caused-motiorpi‘el verbsare commonlyused with aprepositionalphrase ihe- ‘from’)
identifying thesourceof motion (as in 'toexpel/deport/liberatesomeondrom somewhere
or someongelj.

In contrast to English, we duot find thatthe syntactic patterfNP V NP dir-PP] has
gained independent existence in Modern Hebrefnety designate noveypes of caused-
motion eventgas suggested by Goldberg 1995 thwe equivalenEnglish pattern}s. For

example, sentences 11-12 are definitely ungrammatical in Hebrew:
(11) * hakahal caxak et hasaxkan mehabama.
the-audience laughed ACC the-actor off-the-stage.
(12) * hi azra lo letox hamexonit.

she helped him into the-car.

15 Stern (1994), in a note on tiebrewverb giresh- 'expel’, comments that therb mayalso beused
with a specification of the locativgoal (i.e., 'to expel ordeportsomeondo...)), though hecould not find
this usage pattern in his corpfi€., thispattern isnot frequent).Sterndefinesthis usage a<lliptic (i.e.,
the origin of motion has been omitted).

16 Some evidenceexists howeverfor independent occurrence Gaused-Motiorand Transferconstructions
in Biblical Hebrew, adound in a paper byrubinstein(1976) (seesome discussion irthapter 5,and in
Mandelblit, 1996).
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To communicate caused-motion events in Hebrew (whichatriexicalized in asingle
root in the Hebrew lexcon) as an integrated single evéne., using a singlesyntactic
construction and a singfgredicate) Hebrew speakers woultiakeuse of amore generic
causative syntacticonstruction the Basic Transitiv&€€onstruction([NP V et NP]). This
construction(which was discussed iohapters4-5) isassociated witla genericcausative
semantic schema of an ageuting onand affecting gatient(seedefinition in section
4.1.1.). Toexpresscausednotionevents,the Basic Transive constructiormay beused
in Hebrewwith one ofthe manyhif'il verbs available inthe currentHebrew lexicon,
whoseroot designates aimtransitive motion event(e.g., heric - ‘cause to run‘hepil -
‘cause to fall' hoci- 'cause taomeout, bring out’, etc.). Asanalyzed in chapter 4, the
hif'il verbal morphology in Hebrew marks that the event indicated by its rooteieated
event in a causal sequence. This wawhale causal sequence elents (with areffected
event of motion)can be integrated into angie predicate, as iexample 13(discussed in
section 4.1.1, Figure 4-2):

(13) hamefaked heric (r.u.c-hif’il) et haxayal (misaviv labasis).
the-commander run-hif’il past ACC the-soldier (around the-camp)

'The commander made the soldier run (around the camp)'

Another option for the Hebrew spealk@mmunicating a conceivarhusal sequence of
events is to specifyhe causingevent via the verbadlot of the integratingconstruction
(using one othe manypa'alroot verbal combinationavailable inthe formallexicon). In
this case the effected motiorevent is left implicitunless it isspecified in an independent
(satellite) construction. As discussed ahapter 5, thga'al pattern construesthe event
indicated byits root as amautonomousjndependenevent. Hence, t@ommunicate the

occurrence of @ausalsequence, arxplicit indication of the effected event rsecessary.
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The latter translation strategy results iess "elegant” (i.elpnger andmore cumbersome,
though informativetarget sentence compared to tree of anhif'il verb (compare, for
example, translation examples 14a-15a vs. 14b-18teimext section). In generaince a
particular root-verbal pattern combination is choseth@snain verb in thé&ranslation, any
other predicategspects) othe eventwhich are consideredmportantfor the purpose of
communication(or for the correct reawstruction ofthe event by théwearer) have to be
expressedvia additional clauses or adjunct adverbialphrases. Wewill discuss such
instances irthe translation examples &hnglish CM sentences intétlebrew inthe next

section.
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8.4 The core analysis: "strategies" employed in the translation of

English Caused-Motion sentences into Hebrew

After identifying the possible waysto expressCaused-Motionevent sequences in
English and Hebrew via a single clause construction (sections 8.3.2-3), | will now go on to
analyze in detaitranslations examples of English caused-motion sentencesiaticew,
and identify the translation "strategiesathvere employed.fie example discussedh this
section are thetranslationsprovided by the eightisraeli subjects inmy translation
experimentFor eachEnglish sourcesentence | willdiscussonly two orthree different
translations whichare representative @l eight translations producenh the experiment
(the other translations beiniifferent fromthe ons discussed ithe chapteonly in choice
of synonymoudexical items, or inthe order of wordswhen wordorder inthe Hebrew
integrating construction is variable).

The translation exaptes analyzed irthis chaptersuggest thathe translators (in the
experiment) were guided by (at least) three generic principles of translation:

(1) Stay as closas possible tothe form of the source text (andhe particular

aspects of the communicated evieighlighted in the source text).

(2) Keepthe communicativdunction (or goal) of the source texf(i.e., both its

semantics and its pragmatic-rhetorical effect).
(3) Create a sentence which sounds natural in the target ladguage

17 Compare these three principles to Larson's (1984:6) statement that:

the best translation is one which (a) uses the normal |anguage
forme of the receptor |anguage, (b) comunicates, as nuch as
possi ble, to the receptor |anguage speakers the same neaning that was
under st ood by the speakers of the source |anguage, and (c) naintains
the dynamics of the original source |anguage text. Mintaining the
"dynam cs' of the original source text nmeans that the translation is
presented in such a way that it wll, hopefully, evoke the sane
response as the source text attenpted to evoke.
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As will be evidentin the translation examplediscussed inthis chapter,the eight
translatorswho generated theHebrew translations inthe experimentmust havehad
different priorities assigned to each of the general translation prin€ip@s Forexample,
some translators provided a lot of expligiguistic information in thearget text (probably
to assure priciple #2), but this resultedn non-natural sentencas Hebrew (conflicting
with principle #3). Other translators generatbdrt elegant sentencesHebrew (principle
#3) which explicitly provided only minimahformation, and wersometimes verylifferent

in form from the source sentence (conflicting with principle #1).

The analysis oftranslation examplesn this chapter identifiesvarious translation
strategiesdefined in terms ofhe particulablending operation employed the generation
of the target sentence (thanslation), as &unction ofthe blending operations underlying
the source sentence. The blending configuratioh@$ourcesentence déafesthe specific
aspects of the communicatedcaused-motionevent that are explicitly expressed (or
"highlighted") inthe language. Thélending and "highlightingpattern of thesourcetext
guides the translator in the generation of the target sentence (translation principle #1).

It is important to note that o not suggesthat the translators in this informal
experimentproceeded according f@annedtranslationstrategies. Theranslationprocess
looks more like a trial-and-errorprocess, until a satisfactory solution (translation) is

found8, However, in an 'ad-hoc' analysis of i@l translationsolution, wecan identify

Note that in Larson's terms there idigision between the "meaningf a text,andthe response it evokes.
In the blending analysis followed this manuscript, ircontrast, the "meaningdf a linguistic expression
is the response itevokes. The "meaning" ofn expression is theonceptual representatiaiat the
linguistic expression evokesThis conceptual representation includest only the "truth-condition"
semantics of the sentence but also its communicative effect, the emotion it evokes, and so on.
18 Mildred Larson (1984:476) describes a typical translation procedure as follows:
"In actual practice, the translator noves back and forth
fromthe source text to the receptor text. Sonetines he wll
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general "transition strategiestvhich were followed unintgionally and non-sequentially
by the translator. Defining such ad-hoc translasimategies helps tsort outthe confusing
range of translation divergencésund inthe translationdata, and indicate the type of
conceptuabnd linguisticprocessevolved inthe translatiorprocessand their cognitive
complexity. The strategies that will be defined for translation of English CM senietees
Hebrew (andtheir extension tothe translationof additional constructions)can also be
useful (atleast as"rules of thumb")for constructingautomatedMachine Translation
systems (see discussion in chapter 9).

All translation examples itinis section will be presented the following format: the
English sourcesentencdnumbered byArabic numerals) willbe followed bytwo or three
Hebrew translations numbed by alphabetical letirs (A, B, C,...). Each Hebrew
translation consists of: (i) the Hebrew sentendtlics; (ii) a word-to-word transfer of the
Hebrew sentence into English (including bieyanand tensef the main vert); and (iii)

an optional free translation, indicated by single quotes.

8.4.1 When the verb in the English CM source sentence"highlights”

the causing predicate

be analyzing the source text in order to find the neaning,
then restructuring this nmeaning in the receptor |anguage,
and movi ng back once again to | ook at the source text or the
semanti c anal ysis whi ch he has done."

Sager (1993:214) similarly notelsat "translatorssystematically move formource to targetlocument
and vice versa in order to both confiandaddnew semanti@nd linguistic information and sobuild up a
new text, which is provisional until a larger pragmatic unit is completed . . . [the process itastraged]
as a series of circular movements of smaller and larger extension".

19 However, to simplify the coding, no other inflectional properties (e.g., the nuandgerson inflection
of the main verb) are marked.
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The CM English sentences 14-(16) below all "highlight" (via the main verbal slot of the
construction) theausingpredicate within the conceived caused-motion sequence of events.
(14) The audience laughed the poor guy off the stage.

(15) The wind blew the ship off course.
(16) Bill kicked the dog into the house.

Figure (8-3-A) describethe blending operation involved ithe generation oEnglish

sentence 14.
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I NPUT 2 | NPUT 1
Caused- Moti on Const. (Eng.)

(Syntax: NP V NP’ PP)

» Ag:1 (audi ence)

o (e e
* Act ( |augh)

ACTS ON (V)
& CAUSE- MOTI ON

» Ago (actor)

PATIENT (NP") ™™ . Move (?2?)

» Dr (off-stage)

\_ DIRECTION (PP) i

NP (audi ence)
V  (laugh)
NP’ (actor)

PP (of f-stage)

BLEND

(Syntax: NP V NP’ PP)

Figure 8-3-A: The blending operation underlying the generation of the English Caused
Motion sentenc&@he audience laughed the poor guy off the stage.

Note hat theEnglish lexicondoes not conta any singlelexical item todescribe the
whole caused-motion sequence of evecwsnmunicated irsentenced 4-16. Thatis, the
lexicondoes ot contain a single rpdicatewhich meanslaugh and cause tenove', or

'blow and cause to move'. This is probably the case because these causal saientes
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common or prominent enoughhie linguisticallyrepresented by single verbaktem. Not

surprisingly, wefind that theHebrew lexicon doesot contain a single root tmdicate

these causatequences eitheBince an independe@M constructiondoes notexist in

Hebrew (sedliscussion insection 83.3), the translator is forced tanake use of the
Hebrew Basic TransitiveConstruction which isassociated with morgeneric causative
semantics (section 4.1.1), and nua@sub-event fronthe causatequence intthe verbal

slot of the construction. Othesgects of the evit have tdbe expressedia satellite adjunct
or coordinated syntactic structures, as can be seen in the translation data below:

(14) The audience laughed the actor off the stage.

A:  hakahal hivriax (b.r.x-hif’il) et hasaxkan mehabama becxoko.
the-audience run-away-hif’ilpast ACC the-actor from-the-stage by-laughter.
'The audience chased the actor off of the stage by laughter'

B: hakahal caxak (c.x.k-pa’al) vehivriax(b.r.x-hif’il) et hasaxkan mehabama.
the-audience Iaughpast and-run-away-hif'ilpast ACC the-actor from-the-stage.

'The audience laughed and chased the actor off of the stage'

(15) The wind blew the ship off course.

A:  haruax hesita(s.u.t-hif’'il) et hasfina mimaslula.
the-wind  shift-hif'il past ACC the-boat from-its-course.
'The wind shifted the boat from its course'

B:  haruax nashfa(n.sh.f-pa’al) al hasfina vehesita(s.u.t-hif’il) ota mimaslula.
the-wind blowpast and shift-hif'il past ACC the-boat from-its-course.

'The wind blew and shifted the boat from its course'
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(16) Bill kicked the dog into the house.

A:  bill hixnis(k.n.s-hif’il) et hakelev habayta bebeitot.
Bill enter-hif'ilpast ACC the-dog into-the-house by-kicking .

B:  bill ba’at(b.’.t-pa’al) bakelev vehixrixo (k.r.x-hif’il) lehikanes habyta.
Bill kickpast the-dog and-forcepast-it to-enter the-house

C:  bill geresh(g.r.sh-pi’el) et hakelev el tox habait.
Bill "drive-away"past ACC the-dog to inside the-house.

'Bill "herded" the dog into the house.
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Two prominent translation strategies are revealed in translation examples 14-16:

The first strategy is to map tleéfectedmotion predicate into the verlslbt of the Basic
Transitive construction,and mark it by thehif'il stem (for discussion ofthe blending
schema ohif'il, see chapted). Note hat the effectednotion predicatés not explicitly
mentioned in thesource textThis means ltat thetranslatormustindependentlyinfer the
type (or manner) of motioninvolved, and choose @&onsonantal rootn Hebrew that
expresseshis type of motion andhat is used incombinationwith the hif'il stem in the
standard lexicon. The direction of motisrexpressed via prepositionalphraseadjunct to
the main integrating construction.

Following such atranslation strategymeans thatinformation aboutthe causing
predicate (explicitly specified in th@urcetext) is not part of the basic transitive clause in
the target text. Several solutions are adopted by the translators in examples 14-16:

In translation examples 14-A and 16-A tbausingevent isindicated by an adjunct
means bephrase lfyphrase in English).The causing event is thus conceived and
expressed athe meansfor inducingthe effected ever(indeed in language after language
we find that causal agents andtruments or mearare marked byhe same prepositié®h
a fact which suggest they are categorized together conceptually).

In translation example$4-B, 15-B,and16-B the causing pedicate is indicated by a
coordinatedverb phced (temporallyand spatially)oefore the linguistic indication of the

effectedpredicate. This translation strategy achigtescommunicativeffect of thesource

20 For example, the same prepositjuar in French, oby in English, is used to ark both the'means" for
achieving some state or effect (apmendrepar la main- holdby the hand), and tmark acausal agent (as
in Goliath fut tuépar David - Goliath was killedoy David). In Hebrew, the prepositidre-is used tomark
both the means or edium (as inhalax baregel - ‘walkby foot) andthe tool (as inkatavbe'et - 'write
with a pen’).
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CM construction bydrawing on afundamental cognitivgperceptualphenomenavhereby
events occurring in close temporal sequence are perceived toghesairelation: the earlier
event is perceived as causing the later event (this cognitive phenomena has been noticed and
discussed by philosopteesuch asdume andKant). Thetranslatorcan thereforeassume
that a sequential coordination of the causing and effgrtaticates in the taeg textwould
evoke in the mind of the target language reader a conception ¥dlevents as aausal
sequenceNote alsothat thevery placing ofthe two predicates (theausing ancdeffected
predicates) in asingle syntacic constructionas coordinatedverbs (rather than in two
coordinated clause constructions) further construesvihevents adirectly linked to each
other and part of asingle tightly-integrated macro-event.Moreover, the linguistic
integration of the non-causglon-transitive)causative &rb (e.g., the verbcaxak- ‘'laugh’
in example 14-B) within @ransitive construction together with dmif'il transitive verb (by
means of what igraditionally referred to aggrammatical'ellipsis') rhetorically gives a
causative/manipulativeflavor" to the predicate ‘laugh'itself, pointing to its
manipulative/causative role in the macro-event.

As a third strategy, the translatormay omit the exjit indication of the causing
predicate in theranslation,even though thisinformation is highlighted inthe source
sentence. This ithe case irranslationexamplel5-A. The causingpredicate ijlowing) is
completely omitted from the translation. The decision not to indicate the causing predicate is
(probably) based on the assumption that this informai@mnbe retrievethdependently by
the targ@t readerbased oninformation explicitly provided inthe translationand general
world knowledge (aboutvinds and theirtypical 'actions’). Note thattranslation15-A
contradicts translation principle #1 (definedta beginning of sectio.4) stating that all

information explicitly expressed ithe source text shoul@lso be expressed ihe target
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text. Onthe otherhand, byomitting information which can be retrievedy the target
reader, the translator gains a translation which sounds more elegant and néter#énget

language (translation principle #3).
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A completelydifferent translation strategg exemplified intranslationexample16-C.
The translator in16-C preferred touse amore generigi‘el verb geresh This verb is
primarily used with human patients, meaninggo deport’, 'to expel’, or 'taivorce’,
referring mostly to speedict events which causghysical ormetaphoricamotion, but it
can also beaised torefer to physical actions intended'tisive away' gpatient(usually an
animal). Sincethe verbgereshalready denotes arevent of caused-motion, itcan be
followed by aprepositionalphraseindicating the direction ofmotion, which is then
understood byhe reader as the affected direction of motion ofpghtent. Thisgeneric
caused-motion verbowever is not aspecificwith regard tothe actualcausing physical
force being used (e.g., 'kicking' in 16). In translation example 16-Gnfibrenation about
the causing activity (kicking) is omitted from the translation.

Figure 8-3-B compares side by sithe blending operations involveid the generation
of onetranslationexample: theEnglish sourcesentence 14 and itdebrewtranslation 14-
A. The generation of the source English sentence is descriltbd teft side ofthe figure,
and the generation difie targetHebrewsentence islescribed orthe rightside of figure.
Both blending operations start from te@meconceptuaktructure representatigimput 1),
but differ in the integrating syntacticonstructions andheir associatedsemantic schema
(Input 2), aswell as in the particular linguistiblending configuration employed each
language. The twdblending processedherefore result incompleely different surface
linguistic forms (i.e., the two "blends", or the two bottom circles in Figure 8-3b). tNaite
without a detaile@nalysis ofthe grammaticablendingoptionsavailable in eacttanguage,
it would have been extremely difficult to account for the widely diverging forms 14 and 14-

A considered to be the "translation equivalents” of each other.



217

ENGLISH HEBREW
CM Const. Basic Trans. Const.
(Syntax: NP V NP PP) EVENT SEQ. (Syntax: NP Vet N)
4 INPUT 2 ) INPUT 1 4 INPUT 2 )
AGENT (NP )| flone Lo Agy (audi Nce) g AGENT (NP

ACTS ON (V)
& CAUSE- MOTI ON

,,,,,,, ppPATIENT  (NP")
PATIENT  (NP”) | Jjeseeee e Ag, (actor)
[ DI RECTI ON PP}
DI RECTI ON ( PP) _ |
“lll-doge Dir (of f-stage) i PP}
- Y, N MEANS

NP (audi ence)

NP (audi ence) V  (run-away -hif'il)
VvV (laugh) NP’ (actor)

NP’ (actor) PP, (off-stage)

PP (of f-stage)

PP, (by-Ilaughter)

transl ation

BLEND (ENG i BLEND ( HEB)
The audi ence | aughed the ‘ The audi ence chased-awnay t he
actor off the stage’ actor {off the stage by laughter}'

Figure 8-3-B: The blending operations underlying the translation of the English
sentenc& he audience laughed the poor guy off the staigeHebrew.
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8.4.2 When the verb in the English CM source sentence"highlights”
the effected predicate
A very different picture of the translation @&nglish CMsentences intddebrew is
revealed in the translation of sentences 17-18:

(17) She trotted the horse into the stable .

A:  hi hidhira (d.h.r-hif’il) et hasus letox ha?urva.
She trot-hif'i Ipast ACC the-horse into the-stable.

'She trotted the horse into the stable'.

(18) The company flew her to Chicago for an interview

A:  haxevra hetisa(t.u.s-hif'il) ota lechicago lere?ayon
the-company fly-hif’il past ACC-she to-Chicago for-interview.

The company flew her to Chicago for an interview

The CM English sentence$7-18 "highlight” (via the main verbaslot) the effected
predicate withinthe conceivedtaused-motion sequence efents.Figure 8-4-A describes

the blending operation involved in the generation of English sentences 17:
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I NPUT 2

I NPUT 1

Caused- Moti on Const. (Eng. )

(Syntax: NP V NP PP)

______ s Agi1 (she)
(A(HENT (NP ) Yatlli="""/

- Act (?7?7)

ACTS-ON (V)
& CAUSE- MOT1 ON

- Ag> (horse)

PATI ENT (NP”) - Move (trot)

- Dr

(i nt o- st abl e)

(trot)
(hor se)

(i nt o- st abl e)

BLEND

She trotted the horse into the stable

Figure 8-4-A: The blending operation underlying the generation of the English Caused
Motion sentenc&he trotted the horse into the stable .
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In contrast to the varied targietrms praluced aghe Hebrewtranslationsof English
sentences 146, the translation ofEnglish CM sentencesl17-18 into Hebrew is
straightforward (almost a word for word translation). Moreosa#righttranslators in the
experiment provided exactly the satranslation (target fornfpr eachsourcesentence (17
or 18). Note thathe onlydifference betweethe English sourcesentence anthe Hebrew
target sentence ithat in Hebrew the mainverb's morphblogical form hif'il explicitly
indicates that the event denoted by the verbat is aneffectedevent within a causal
sequence oévents.This information is notlinguistically marked in theEnglish source
sentence (i.e., nothing in the grammar of the sentence marks whether the main verb denotes
the causing or the effected predicate in the caused-motion macro-event).

The direct translation of the CM English sentences 17-18Hetorew, which contrasts
so sharply withthe range oftranslation "mismatches"” encountered before (examples 14-
16), is naturally accounted for when considering the blending configuratiahe English
CM sentencesl4-18 and those liensed by the integratingonstructions ofthe target
language (Hebrew). As discussed in section 8tBehest strategy taommunicate a CM
event in a single verbal predicate in Hebrew (assuming ndewicalizedroot exists in the
lexicon which denoteghe whole sequencejould be tomap the event into the Basic
Transitive syntactic construction (since no indepen@tconstructionexists) and to use
anhif'il verbal form (which marks an effected predicate in a causal sequence).

The translation "mismatch" between the soame target form# translation examples
14-16 results from the fact that the English sentences highlight (or maghentminverb)
the causing predicate, whilethe Hebrew sentencesmap the effected predicate. The
difference in the "highlighting" patterms each languagm®rces thetranslators of sentences

14-16 tocome upwith creativesolutions which would be owne hand faithful to the
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highlighting pattern of thesourcesentence and othe otherhand responsive to the
grammatical "blending tendencies" of the target language. The searctréatigesolution
results inthe large varietyf translationforms produced byhe differenttranslators to the
samesource sentence.

Translating theEnglish CM sentences 17-18 contrast, is straightforward. The
source sentendeghlightsthe effectedpredicatein the caused-motiorevent,andtherefore
matches the "blendinggndencies” othe targé languaggHebrew). Nocreative solutions
are required as evidenttime fact thatall eighttranslators produceexactly thesametarget
form (a word-for-word translation).

It is important to note that nothing in the grammaticalesical properties ofthe source
sentence itself can predict tfm of the translationwWhethe direct ordivergentfrom the
source text). It is only througthe analysis ofthe particulatblending operations prompted
by each sourceentencehat theform of the translatiorcan be motivated (and predicted to
some extent).

Figure 8-4-Bdemonstrateshe (almost)identical blending operation involved in the
generation of thesource andargetsentences itranslationexamplel?7. The two identical

blending processes result in very similar surface linguistic forms.
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ENGLISH HEBREW
CM Const. EVENT SEQ. Trans. Const.

(Syntax: NP V NP’ PP) INPUT 1 (Syntax: NP V et NP)
et (I\P’)\"" .................................... <|u( AENT (W)
« Act (??7?

ACTS ON (V) (22%) ACTS N (V)

& CAUSE- MOTI ON & AFFECTS
PATIENT (NP') |\ M * Ag2 (horse) ol (Ih-PATI ENT (NP")
DI RECTI N (PP) o S qui D RECTI QN PP}

‘ v Di r(into-stabl ey k
\ J

\

NP (she)
V. (trot-hif'il )
NP’ (horse)

PP (into-stable)

transl ation

BLEND (ENG — BLEND (HEB
‘She trotted the horse ‘She trotted the horse
intothe stabl e into the stabl e’

Figure 8-4-B: The blending operation underlying the translation of the English sentence
She trotted the horse into the staiol® Hebrew.
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8.4.3 When the verb in the English CM source sentencesemantically
"integrates” the whole causal sequence

The translationof the English CM sentencesl9-20 into Hebrew is even more
straightforward than any of the examples discussed before. The source tngetierms
are completely identical iword order,grammaticaimarking,and cloice of lexicalitems.
The mainverb inthe CM English sentence$9-20 integrates ints semantics avhole
caused-motion sequence of eves., the \erb itselfdenoteshe agent'scausing action,
the effectedmotion, andthe causaforce-dynamics)The root of the parallel main verb in
Hebrew similarly integrates in itssemanticsa whole caused-motiorsequenceand the
verbal morphologyga‘al) construeghe event asutonomousgi.e., not agart of a larger

causal sequence, see discussion in chapter 5).

(19) He put the phone on the desk .

A:  hu sam (s.i.m-pa’al) et hatelefon al hashulxan.
He putpast ACC the-phone on the-desk.

(20) She threw the ball into the basket.

A:  hi zarka(z.r.k-pa’al) et hakadur letox hasal.
She threwpast ACC the-ball into the-basket.

Note that thdexical caused-motiowverbs(‘put’, 'throw') inthe English examples 19-
20 indicate causal sequenedsch arecommon ancelementary tdhuman experience, and
that is probablywhy they evolved to beepresentedinguistically by asingle symbol in
English. Since these caused-motion eve(ifaut’, 'throw') are universal, rather than
culture-specific, it is not surprising that they are also represented by alskicgéroot in
the Hebrew lexcon (s.i.m, z.r.k) a fact which allows a glect word-to-word traslation

from English into Hebrew of examples 19-20.
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Figure 8-5 demonstrates the identical mapping configuration invailvdee generation
of the source andargetsentences irtranslationexample20. The twoidentical blending

processesesult in a one-to-onkexical and syntadt equivalencebetween thesource and

the target sentences.

-

BLEND (ENG

‘She threwthe bal |
into the basket’

transl ation

— >

ENGLISH HEBREW
(Syntax: NP V NP’ PP) EVENT SEQ. (Syntax: NP V et NP')
/ CM Const. INPUT 1 /Trans. Const. \
AGENT  (NP')  hfonds Agy (ShE) N IWAGENT — (NP')

ACTS ON (V) 4 CTISON (V)
& CAUSE- MOTI ON & AFFECTS
PATIENT (NP") _fin N + Agy (ball) o w |[PATIENT  (NP")
N Move
DI RECTICN (PP) | N A it B RECTI ON(PP)
"""""" » Dir(into-basket )pmy™" k

/

NP (she) I\\/P’((tsrltli) pa' al )
V  (throw W
NP’ gball)) NP" (bal ')
PP (into-basket) PP (i nto-basket)

BLEND (HEB)
‘“She threw the ball
into the basket’
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Figure 8-5: The blending operation underlying the translation of the English sentence
She threw the ball into the baskeatib Hebrew.
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8.4.4 When the verb in the English CM source sentence "highlights”
the causal predicate
The CM English sentences 21-23 "highligfwia the mainverbal slot)the causalforce-
dynamics linkbetween thecausing sub-everdnd theeffectedsub-event inthe caused-
motion macro-event. Note thdhe form of the Hebrewtranslation of these CM English
sentences is different from the Hebrew translations discussed so far (examples 14-20).

(21) Rachel helped Sam into the car.

A:  raxel azra(’.z.r-pa’al) lesam lehikanes(nif’al) letox hamexonit.

Rachel helppast Sam enterjnfinitive to-inside-of the-car.

'Rachel helped Sam get into the car'.

(22) Sam allowed Bob out of the room.

A:  sam hirsha(r.sh.h-hif’il) lebob lacet(y.c.?-pa’al) mehaxeder.
Sam allowpast DAT-Bob go-outinfinitive from-the-room
'Sam allowed Bob to leave the room'.

B:  sam shixrer(sh.x.r.r-pi’el) et bob mehaxeder.

Sam released ACC Bob from-the-room.

(23) Suelet the water out of the bathtub

A:  sue natna(n.t.n-pa’al) lamaim lizrom(z.r.m-pa’al) el mixuc la?ambatya

Sue letpast the-water-DAT flowinfinitive to the-outside of-the-bathtub.

'Sue let the water flow out of the bathtub'.

B:  Sue hoci?a(y.c.?-hif’il) et hamaim min ha?ambtaya.
Sue go-out-hif'il past ACC water from-the-bathtub.

C:  Sue rokna(r.k.n-pi‘el) et ha?ambtaya mimaim.

Sue emptied ACC the-bathtub of-water.

So far (sections 8.4.1-3) | discusdbdee major "stiegies" toexpresscaused-motion

events in Hebrew via a single clause construction: the integrating constructiowas dte
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Hebrew Basic Transitiveconstruction with different predicatesrom the caused-motion
macro-event mappeohto the main erb (andaccordingly marked by particularbinyan:
thefirst strategy involvesghe use ofhif'il verbs whoseaoot denotes aeffectedmotion
predicate (as in translation examples 14-18A)steond strategy involveke use ofpa‘al
verbs whoseoot denoteshe causingpredicate, but sincthe binyandefinesthe predicate
as autonomous, mnust be followed by aoordinated verbwhose root specifies the
resulting(effected) prediate(as intranslation example$4-15B). Thelinear coordination
triggers a reconstruction of the two predicates as causally related; the third strategy involves
the use oflexicalized caused-motiorverbs whichintegrate awhole causal sequence of
events in their root semantics (as in translation examples 19-20A)..

The use ofthese three translatiostrategies isexemplified oncemore in translation
examples22B, 23B, and 23Cbelow?l, but we also find a newtranslation strategy
exemplified in21A, 22A and 23A, in which the translator makesise of adifferent
integrating syntactic construction: tA@alytic Causativeconstructionin Hebrew [NP Vie
NP V-infinitive]. The HebrewAnalytic Catsative constructioifjust like analytic causative
constructions in mangther languageshas two verbal slots: into thdirst verbal slot
speakers convaohally map aroot denotingthe causal relation (verbs like make, let,
allow, commonly in the basipa'al stem in Hérew), marked with tensegendea, and
number; into the second verbal slot speakers map the root denoteftetttedevent in the
causal sequence (markea the infinitive form). Figure 8-6a describethe blending
operation involved irthe generation of aanalyticcausative sentence ktebrew (such as

example 21A).

21 Example 23C involves a different mappingpafticpantsthan the ones discussed before.
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| NPUT 2 I NPUT 1
Hebrew Anal yti ¢ Causati ve Con.
(Syntax: NP Vi le- NP Vo )
e (i - A

ACGERT ( NP ) <|||| | -uulllll"""""""' ' . .
CAUSE (V) <
PATIENT  (NP") ],
[ ] w 2
ACT (Vo)
* Mve
N~ J
NP (Agl)
V;  ( CAUSE)
NP (Ag2)
V2 (act?2)
BLEND

Figure 8-6a: The blending operation underlying the generation of an analytic causative
sentence in Hebrew.

Hebrew (unlike manyeuropean languages) makedatively little use ofthe Analytic
Causative construction. As Berman (1982:175) notésidavork by Baron,1977), while
the use ofthe analyticcausativeconstruction withgeneric causaverbs like'make' and
‘cause’ in Hebrew is natrictly ungrammaticalsuchutterances areonsidered childish in
style and older spdkers prefeto uselexicalizedintegrated causativierms (e.qg., hif'il or

pa‘al "lexical-causative"verbs). This usagefact explains why the Analytic Causative
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construction has not been usedha CM translatioexamplesdiscussedefore(14-20). It

is only when the source tesxplicitly denotes the causal (force-dynamics) predicate that the
translator isled to usethe analyticconstruction inHebrew whichallows the linguistic
expression ofthe causal predicate as wéthis translation strategyollows translation
principle #1, defined in theintroduction to sectior8.4, which suggests that a goal of a
translator is tdkeep theform of the source textand "highlight”the same aspés in the
communicated event).

In addition, pragmatic faars (associatedwith the Analytic Causativeconstruction)
seem to play a role in theanslator's leoice ofthis construction (ovethe Basic Trasitive
construction) aghe integrating syntact constructionin the Hebrew translation. The
analytic causativeconstruction is associated witbss direct causal relatiorbetween the
causing andhe effectedevents thanthe Transitiveconstruction (sincehe Transitive
constructionis usedwith lexicalizedintegrated causativeorms thatare associated with
maximal conceptual causahtegration, assuggested, for exnple, by Lakoff 1987).
Hence, it isonly whenthe English sourcesentenceexplicitly specifies a causaklation
predicatewhich is understood byhe translator adess physically drect (as in'help’ or
‘allow) that a construction in Hebreagsociated withessdirect causal relation as well is
employed (i.e., the analytic causative construction).

Note also aradditional consideration irthe choice of thentegrating target syntactic
construction, asexemplified in thetranslation of sentence 2&. 21. While in 23, a
translation using a transitive constructi@md a causativehif'il or pi‘el verb) isacceptable
(as in 23B-C), this same translation strategy is questionable in 21 (and indeed all translators
in my experimeniprovided ananalytic-causéve translationfor 21). The explanation |

suggest isthat in 23, a prototypical causal scenario igutomaticallyimposed on the
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interpretation of the senten@ee., hatSuelet thewater outoff the bathtub byremoving
the bathtub plug). This (almost inevitabi@position is amoutcome of the daily experience
readers have with this particular event, #ng the translator cassume thisnterpretation
would be evoked for whatevergrammaticalconstruction isused. Insentence2l, in
contrastthere is no one protghical causakcenario associated withe event(causing a
person to move out of @ar may be achieved ljifferent meanse.g., by exertinglirect
physical force on the patient, by offering direction, by opetivegcardoor, etc.).The use
of atransitivehif'il form in Hebrew(such ashoci - ‘cause to move out\ill impose a
direct physical force interpretation, which is different fdira interpretatin evoked by the
verb'help' inthe EnglishsentenceThe translator is therefore driven tese the analytic
construction ljelp+V) (which is associated withless direct causalforce-dynamics in
Hebrew) to evoke in the translation teme non-direct causal inter@t&n evoked by the
source text.

To summarizean important pointlemonstrated in translation examp,s23 isthat
knowing the grammaticaform of the sourcesentence istill not enough todefine the
grammaticalform of the translation to be geraded. The particularconstructionsavailable
in eachlanguagethe semaitics associateavith each,and the blending operationgach
construction licenses only providee starting pointfor analyzing and predicting the
translation strategieemployed. Toaccountfor actual translationexamples, adetailed
analysis of praitypical semanticstructures thamay beimposed by readers dhe text is
required. As discussed this section, wherseveral interpretations may bgoked by the
samelingustic form (asin examge 21), thetrandator mud practice extra care ifollowing
the form and blending configuration dhe source text, bytaking into account saddle

semanticand pragmaticproperties associated widachconstructionand trying to find a
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targetform whichwould evoke the same terpretation in the mind of the target language
reader as the source text does inntied of the sourcanguagereader. Suckextra caution

is not necessarwhen asingle protogpical interpretationis expected to beevoked by
minimal explicit information.

Figure 8-6-B demonstrateghe different blending operations associatedth the
generation of the English soursentence 21 aritb Hebrewtranslation21A. Thedifferent
blending configurationsn the source andargetlanguages result inlifferent linguistic
forms (i.e., intranslation"mismatch™). Note thathe translatiorprocess requires that the
translator infer informatiomat explicitly provided inthe sourcetext: the effected motion
event (‘enter') is only implicit in the source sentence, but its &@dich isrequired in the

target Analytic Causative construction.
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ENGLISH HEBREW

CM Con§t. , EVENT SEQ. Anal. Caus. Const.
(Syntax: NP V NP PP) INPUT 1 (Syntax: NPV le-N V')

e Agy (Rachel) ¥ llnﬁ\(fNT (W) )

(ar  (ow) )

. Act (???)

ACTS ON (V)
& CAUSE- MOTI ON

CAUSE (HELP)

Wl PATIENT  (NP)

PATIENT (NP <ffffjeneees :
ACT (V)

DlRECTIO\l(PP))", ,,,,,,, { DI RECTI ON PPy}
h Y In 1
C J

\-

NP (Rachel)
V  (help)
NP’ (Sam)

PP (into-car)

(into-car)

transl ati on

BLEND (EN§ ..o @'om > BLEND (HEB
‘Rachel hel ped Sam | ‘Rachel hel ped Samenter
into the car’ into the car’

Figure 8-6-B: The blending operations underlying the translation of the English sentence
Rachel helped Sam into the ¢aro Hebrew.
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8.4.5 When the verb in the English CM source sentence isderived

from a noun

English CM sentencesan map anoun into the verbalslot of the integrating
construction. Such is the case in example 24, wthereoun hammer identifying thetool
used to cay on thecausingsub-event, isnapped ontdhe verbalslot of the integrating
constructiongenerating a "denominative’erb to hammer In example25, the innovative
denominative verb Houdini communicates awhole causal sequence of events by
metonymic reference to a person culturally associated with this causal sequence.

(24) David hammered the nail into the door.
(25) He Houdinied himself out of the barrel.

The translation of EnglisBM sentenceg4-25 intoHebrew isespeciallydifficult. The
Hebrew morphology does natllow as free derivation oferbs fromnouns as English
does. Toderive a veridrom anoun in Hebrewthree orfour consonants fronthe noun
must be extractechd combined with one dhe verbal patternginyanin) in the Hebrew
verbal system. This process is especially problematic when the noun itself is not based on a
tri-consonantal Hebrew root, as in the case of the rémneini (example 25%.

To translatesentences 24-28he translatormust infer onemajor pedicatefrom the
intendedcommunicatedequence of evend map ionto (i.e., express iin) the verbal
slot of the integratingcausativeconstruction(e.g., the predicateshlt’ or 'set free' in
examples24B and25B below). Inaddition, in order toprovide inthe target text the

information expressed ke denominal erb inthe source text, amadjunct(prepositional)

22 Deriving denominative verbs from loan nouns is a productive process in Modern Hebrestrieted by
phonological factors). For examplieom the nounfax the Hebrewverb fixses (pi‘el) - 'to fax' is derived,
and fromsympathythe verlbsimpet (pi'el} 'to sympathize' is derived.
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phrase must badded, spefying the nominalsource ofthe verb inEnglish, and its
(inferred) link to the caused-motion event (e.g., as a tool in 24, or as a soarepymy
in 25%3). These translation strategiase exemplified inthe translationsprovided by the
translators in my experiment (24A-B aB8A-B below). Figure8-7 describeshe blending
operation underlying the generation of sentence 24 and its Hebrew translation 24A.

(24) David hammered the nail into the door.

A: david daxaf(d.x.f-pa’al) et hamasmer letox hadelet im patish.
David pushpast ACC the-nail into the-door with hammer.

B: david dafak(d.f.k-pa’al) al hamasmer bepatish ad shehamasmer mnixnas letox hadelet

David hitpast on the-nail with hammer until the-nail enterpast into the-door.

(25) He Houdinied himself out of the barrel.

A: hu xilec(pi'el) et acmo min haxavit kmo hudini

He set-freepast ACC himself from the-barrel like Houdini.

B: hu hoci(hif'il) et acmo min haxavit kehudini bishe ato
He come-out—hit'ilpast ACC himself from the-barrel like-Houdini at-his-time.

23 |n translations25A-B, Houdini is introduced by grepositionalphrase'like Houdini'. Thetranslation
makes explicit the metonymic connection between Houdini and the (caused-motion) activigsheciated
with (setting himself free), a metonymic link which is only implicit in the source text.
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ENGLISH EVENT SEQ. HEBREW
CM Const. INPUT 1 Trans. Const.
(Syntax: NP V NP PP) (Syntax: NP V et NP’)
e )
(GENT ( |\p\) - e AL (Davi d) e N\eeeeesonn InfACENT (NP )

e Act

ACTS-ON (V)
& CAUSE- MOTI

ACTS-ON (V)
& AFFECTS

PATI ENT (NP”) Ry JPATI ENT (NP”)

f DI RECTI ON PP}

i A Toa
Dr(into-door).f il U PPz

DI RECTI ON ( PP)
g _/

(Davi d)
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transl ati on

BLEND ( ENG) N BLEND ( HEB)
‘David haamered the nai l ‘David pushed the nail
into the door’ into the door wth hanmer’

Figure 8-7: The blending operations underlying the translation of the English sentence
David hammered the nail into the danto Hebrew.
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8.4.6 When the English CM source sentence conveys ametaphorical

caused-motion event.

Some English CM sentences communicaétaphoricalcaused-motion eventse., the
intended effected eveimvolves metaphoricalather than physicahotion. These instances
of the CM constructionare usually basedon more general entrenchedetaphorical
mapping systems such as MENTAL STATES ARE PHYSICALLOCATIONS metaphor.This
metaphor is evidenh Englishexpressions sucas:| amin a bad moododayor He was
depressed, but she got hout of it. The metaphorconsists ofthe following conceptual
mapping: mental states are mapped onto physical locations, and changes in mental states are
mapped onto physical motion from one location to another. A caused changetal state
can therefore be mappedto the CM syntacticconstruction, wheré¢he resulting mental
state is the goal of (the directiaf) motion. This metaphoricaimapping isexemplified in

sentences 26-27:
(26) Rachel intimidated her into a panic.

(27) Her father drove her to a nervous breakdown.

Example 28 isbased onanother conventionaimetaphorical mapping whereby a
temporal event is wterstood as @ourney throughspace (seehe LIFE IS A JOURNEY
metaphor in Lakoff &lohnson,1980):the temporal stretch of the event is conceived as a
physical stretch o$pacethrough whichthe participants ithe event (andometimes the
"ghost essence" of the event itself) physically move from a starting point to an end point. In
example 28, the causing event (the laugltauses the conversation'toove” towards the

end point.

(28) We laughed our conversation to an end.
When translatingnetaphoricabentence$rom onelanguage tcanother,the translator

must first determine whetheithe taget languagepossesses a&imilar conventional
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metaphorical syem. If not,the translatormay want togenerate théteral meaning of the
source sentence in the target language, or substitidedheelanguage metaphavith one
of the conventional metaphorical mappsygtems in theargetlanguageEven if the target
language seem tpossesshe same general metaphoricaapping as in theource text,
careful attentiormust be given tdhe particularexical items conventionallyused in the
targetlanguage'smetaphoricalexpressions. It ioften impossible taranslatea "dead”
(entrenched)metaphoricalexpression fronone language to another if tloes notexist
already in the target language.

Various idiomatic expressions in Hebrew suggdbat Hebrew possessee same
metaphoricalmapping system used irthe English sentence26-28 (i.e., the MENTAL
STATES ARE PHYSICAL LOCATIONSNnetaphor, and theVENTS ARE JOURNEYSMetaphor),
as exemplified in 29-31.:

(29) hu nixnas(k.n.s-nif’al) lelaxac
he enterpast into-panic
'he panicked’
(30) hi yac?a(y.c.”-pa’al) mehadika?on
she move-outpast from-the-depression
(31) hapgisha higi'a(n.g.”-hif’il ) lesiyuma

the-meeting reachp ast to-its-end.

A change inmental state (or the "journey" of an event)may beconstrued as the
outcome of another causing event (ane:xéernal causing forcen this casehe verb will
be inhif'll , as in 32-34:

(32) hu hixnis(k.n.s-hif’il) ota lelaxac
he enter-hif’il past. ACC-she into-panic
'he got her panicked’
(33) hi hoci?a(y.c.?-hif’il) oto mehadika?on
she move-out-hif'ilpast ACC-he from-the-depression
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'She got him out of it (the depression)’

(34) dvarav hevi?u (b.u.?-hif’il) et hapgisha lesiyuma
his-words come-hif’'il past ACC the-meeting to-its-end.
'His words brought the meeting to an end'
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Since Hebrew seems to possiessamenetaphoricalmappingsystems ag&nglish (at

leastwith regard tothe English metaphorsliscussed in26-28), it is expected that the

translation of esntence26-28 intoHebrew wouldproceed just likehe translation ohon-

metaphoricalCM sentences (witlthe metaphorical contesitractedindependently by the

source and tget textreaders). Indeedye find that thetranslation strategiesbserved in

the translation of non-megbhorical CMsentences intblebrew(sections8.4.1-5) are also

used intranslating thenetaphoricabentences 26-28yith additionalconstructs employed

to overcome differences in idiomatic expressions between the two languages:

(26)
A:

(27)

Danny intimidated Ruth into a panic.

dani hifxid(p.x.d-hif’il) et rut vehixnis(hif'il) ota lepanika.

Danny afraid-hif’il past ACC Ruth and enter-hif'il past her into-panic.
'Danny intimidated Ruth, and sent her into a panic

dani hifxid(p.x.d-hif"il) et rut ad-kedei panika.

Danny afraid-hif’il past ACC Ruth up-to (or as far as) a state of panic

'Danny intimidated Ruth so much that she was in (utter) panic'

Her father drove her to a nervous breakdown.

aviha hevi ota liydei hitmotetut-acabim.
her-father come-hif’il past ACC-she to (the-hands-of) nervous-breakdown.

'Her father brought her to a nervous breakdown'
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(28) We laughed our conversation to an end.

A:  hevenu et sixatenu lesiyuma becxokenu haram
we-come-hif’il past ACC the-conversation to-its-end with-our-laughter loud".

'We brought the conversation to its end with our loud laughter'
B:  cxokenu hevi (hif'il) et hasixa lesiyuma.

our-laughter come-hif'il past. ACC the-conversation to-its-end

'Our laughter brought the conversation to an end'

C:  caxaknu (pa’al) ad kedei kax shesixatenu nifseka(nif’al).

we-laughpast so-much that-our-conversation ended.
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In the English CM example 26, theain verb denotethe causing sub-event incausal
sequence: Daynintimidating Ruth(with the resultingevent ofRuth becomig afraid, i.e.
"moving" into a state of fear). The translation strategyloyed in 26 is similar tthe one
discussed before with regardttee translation of non-metaptical CM sentencesmaking
use of anhif'il verb whoseroot denoteghe effected predicate (thef'il form hifxid -
‘cause to be afraid’, i26A-B). However, the form hifxid does notincorporate a
metaphoricalmotion sense (andherefore the @b cannot bdollowed by adirectional
prepositional-phrase)lhe solution of the translator in26A was to append tothe verb
hifxid anotherhif'il verb whoseroot denotesnotion fixnis - ‘cause to movén'), and
then directly trarlate thedirectional prepositionalphrase from Englislf'into panic’). In
26B, another translation strategy is employed: ti@ethe mentadtate to whichthe patient
"is moving" in 26 (i.e. 'panic’) is in fact an extreme fornthed expected effedf the verb
'intimidate’ (i.e., the effect of'fear’). Since theHebrew hif'il form hifxid already
incorporates the resulting predicate in its root semargigsi(fear'), the translator in 26B
specified the resulting state itself (‘panic’) using a scale preposition (‘up-tahdivasing
that the resulting state of '‘panic’ is an extreme case of the general effected predicate.

In the English CMexample27, the main erb drive is an entrenched caused-motion
lexical verbin English(i.e., a verb that caentionally integrées awhole causal sequence
of events, liképush' or 'throw').The translation ishus expected to be @aord-to-word
translation, using parallel lexicalcaused-motion verb iRlebrew (as in examples 19-20,
section 8.4.3). However, while in English the vdrive is conventionally used to express
causation ometaphoricaimotion (i.e., motion of apatient into anew state, as iexample
27), in Hebrewthe parallel verthisi‘a is not used inthe metaphoricatense. Thus, the

translator hado useanother generdiif'ii motionverb evi- 'bring’ or ‘cause-to-come’,
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in example 27A) which is conventionallised in suchmetaphoricatontexts(seeexample
34 above).

In sentence 28, the main verb denotes againatsingpredicate ('laugh’). Thgeneral
translation strategy employed in 28A-B is again to specifyeffectedmotion predicate
using arhif'il verb. In 28A, the causingredicate('laughing’) isexpressed metonymically
as the causal agent ('laughter’). In 28, causing predicate &ided in aradjunctphrase
(marked as the means or tdot the effectecevent,just as inthe translation ofiteral CM
sentences, examples 14A or 16A). Finally, in 28C, a mamslation strategis employed:
the translator anmunicates theausal sequence &80 distinct sub-eventg'we lawghed’,
'the conversationended’). Thepredicates in theéwo sub-clausesare represented as
autonomous(using the pa'al and nif'al stems), butthe two sub-clausesare causally
connected by the conjunction 'so-much-that'.

In summarythe analysis in thissectionsuggestshat thetranslation ofmetaphorical
English CMsentences intdHebrew is not verydifferent from the translation ofmon-
metaphorical (literal)instantiations ofthe construction: the same general translation
strategies are employed. This is made possibtadprevalence ilebrewand English of
similar metaphorical mapping systems, which are extended to expetsshoricataused-
motion events. Thalifference inform betweerthe source andargettexts (the translation
mismatch) in example®6-28 ismainly due tothe differentgrammaticalconstructions and
blending operations conventionally employedeschlanguage, as weks differences in
entrenchednetaphorical senseax particularlexical items, rather than due to deepiltural
differences inthe metaphorical conceptuadtion of events(which are oftendiscussed in
literature on metaphor translation, e.g., Newmark, 1985).

Figure 8-8illustrates theblending operations uedying the generation of the
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metaphorical English Caused-Motiorsentence 28 and itslebrew translation 28A.
Compare Figuré-8 to Figure8-3-B whichrepresentshe blending operations underlying
the generation of a non-metaphorical English CM sentence aHébtewtranslation. The

blending configurations in Figure 8-8 and 8-3-B are exactly the same.

ENGLISH HEBREW
CM Const . EVENT SEQ. Trans. Const.
(Syntax: NP V NP’ PP) INPUT 1 (Syntax: NP V et NP)
) (< )
AGENT (NP ) Lttt e A1 (W8)  mmmnfunhgin JImtAGENT (NP )

e Act (I augh)

ACTS-ON (V)

\ll
\
& CAUSE- MOTI ON ‘

PATI ENT  (NP") [affjueef™ A2 (CONVETsati one PATI ENT (NP")

e Move (cone
( ) { DI RECTI ON PP}

DI RECTI ON ( PP) |, A
(PP) UMb Dir  (to-end) e l!!"k
VEANS PP2}

- /

\

NP (we)
NP (we) P
V  (laugh) V,(Coma'h'f_'l )
NP’ (conversati on) NP’ (conversati on)
PP (to-end) PP (to-end)
PP2 (w th-1aughter)

transl ati on
BLEND ( ENG e BLEND ( HEB)
‘Vé | aughed our conversation ‘W& brought our conversation
to an end to an end wth [aughter ’

Figure 8-8: The blending operations underlying the translation of the English sentence
We laughed our conversation to an et Hebrew.

8.5. Conclusions

In this chapter, | analyzed translatiexamples of Englishaused-motion sentencieso

Hebrew. Alarge variety of targdiorms isrevealed in thédebrewtranslation of thesame
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generic grammaticalstructure in English(i.e., the Caused-Motionconstruction). The
analysis suggests that the large varietyafslation forms irHebrew is aroutcome of the
interactionbetween different blending configurations employed in the source sentences and
the grammaticablending conventions ofhe targé language(Hebrew). While English
allows integration of novelcaused-motiorsequencesnto the caused-motionsyntactic
construction (NP V NP PP), in Hebrew the use of this syntactic pattern is limited to a set of
lexical caused-motiorverbs inthe standardHebrew lexicon.Thus, a word-for-word
translation ispossible onlywhen the blending configuration empjed in the source
sentence fits one of the conventional blending configuration associateHetitbwlexical

items. Most often, the translation of Englsdused-motion sentences idebrew regires

a creative solution from the trslator, in an effdrto provide aranslationwhich highlights

the same geds of an event as theource sentencedoes, but withinthe blending
conventions of the Hebrew syntax, morphology and lexicon.

The translationprocess, | suggesinvolves infact two independentonceptual and
linguistic processes of blendingp the source and tget languagesWhat we see (in
translation datajs only the surfaceforms of complexcognitive operatiositaking place in
each language. The interaction between the various blending configurations licezessgd in
languagegives rise tahe wide variety of translatiorforms and translation "mismatches"
observed irntranslationdata. Different forms inthe source and tget textthereforeshould
not be viewed agxceptional'mismatches”, butather as theénatural' outcome of two
separate conceptual and linguistic processing.

The analysis in thischapteralso suggests hat attempts to define ‘atatic’ list of
translation divergenceacrosslanguagesis impossible. Ratherthe particularblending

operation involved in each iace of a constation in the source text must banalyzed to
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identify the particular "translation strategp'be employed.Parametersuch asntrenched
lexical items, morphological restrictionssimilarity of metaphoricalsystems,and the
blending configurations and pragmatics conventionally associateeagticonstruction in
the source and tagy languages play role in the translatiorprocess.The analysis also
suggests that very often additional informatmuast be inferredby thetranslatorduring the
translation process, information which is not made exjti¢hie source text but is required
by the constructions anilending conventions dhe targetanguage.mplications of the

analysis in this chapter for research on Machine Translation will be discussed in chapter 9.



