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Aspects of a primacy of frame model of
translation
Oliver Czulo
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Frame Semantics and Construction Grammar are two highly interdependent cog-
nitive linguistic theories which have been used in various ways to date to analyse
and model translation. However, a unified model on how frames and constructions
(are) operate(d on) and interact in translation, i.e. a translational perspective on and
of frames and constructions, has not yet been fully developed. Themodel proposed
in this paper is intended to narrow this gap. In drafting this model, I establish the
principle of maximum frame comparability. I furthermore analyse factors which
may lead to an override of this principle. From these analyses, I deduce research
questions the investigation of which can benefit both translation studies as well as
the theoretical frameworks Frame Semantics and Construction Grammar.

1 Introduction

Though we can contend that “transferring” “meaning” is the main objective of
a translation, the wish to “transfer” this “meaning” in a precise and adequate
fashion often collides with constraints e.g. on the forms we can use, or in other
words the grammar of a language. This can be observed in the following example
from the CroCo-corpus (Hansen-Schirra et al. 2012):

(1) Einzelheiten können Sie diesem Bericht entnehmen.
Details can you from-this report take.out

Additional details are contained in this report.

In the German original, we have a construction, a sentence initial direct ob-
ject followed by the finite verb, which cannot usually be reproduced as such
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in English. There are various ways how to deal with this in translation (Hansen-
Schirra 2008; Čulo 2016), focussing on various aspects of the original. In this case,
the translator decided to leave the details in sentence-initial position, giving it a
certain attention focus, similar to the German original. As the sentence initial el-
ement in English usually is the subject, details is shifted from the direct object to
the subject grammatical function. With a new subject in the translated sentence,
the main verb is accommodated accordingly, resulting in a different perspective
and thus a slight shift in “meaning”: While the German original speaks of an
action, somebody taking out something from a “container” (i.e. the report), the
English translation describes a state, i.e. something as being inside a “container”.
This shift leaves us with at least two questions: If meaning is central to transla-
tion, which factors can lead to shifts in “meaning”? And how can we describe
shifts in “meaning” in a systematic manner, making use not of prose but e.g. of
abstract schemata?

“Meaning” can involve various aspects. Without diving too deeply into any
philosophical discussion on what “meaning” exactly entails, we can distinguish
at least two aspects on a coarse level of abstraction: First, the information that
is contained in an expression or its semantics. This is comparable to the idea of
the propositional act (Searle 1969), which entails references to entities and pred-
ications on them. It is information expressible in abstract, schematic ways, but
not the meaning as it is construed by an individual and enhanced with personal
emotional, associative, aesthetic or other aspects. Second, the effects that we
connect with the way we present the information, or in other words the function
of an expression. This is different from the intentions of a speaker/writer, which
are not available to us unless shared with us (even though they can often be at
least partially inferred), whereas the function of an expression, e.g. guiding at-
tention focus towards a certain element within a larger construction, is collective
knowledge. In the above example, two aspects of “meaning” collide: The atten-
tion focus that is put on the sentence initial element by the German sentence
construction, the perspective on the information and the actions around it resp.
its state, and last but not least the formal grammatical make-up of the sentence
such as what the subject of the sentence is. The problem in example 1 is that not
all three aspects, form, function and semantics can be fully rendered the same
way at the same time in one message in the target language.

The translation aspects in focus in this paper are thus the operations on form
and semantics during a translation, with a certain function in mind, and the
interaction of these aspects.
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18 Aspects of a primacy of frame model of translation

In this paper, I present the draft of a model of translation which focuses on
these aspects of translation and aims at an integrated view of the three dimen-
sions form, function and semantics. It aims at describing how these dimensions
may manifest in similarities and differences between original and translation
product, with occasional reference to which role processual factors may play.

In order to model the linguistic aspects of translation along these three di-
mensions, I make use of Construction Grammar (henceforth CxG, cf. e.g. Fill-
more 1985b; Goldberg 1995)1 for more form-oriented aspects and Frame Seman-
tics (henceforth FS, Fillmore 1982; Fillmore 1985a) for semantics-oriented aspects.
Function manifests as the choice of certain formal or semantic aspects over oth-
ers. I have chosen CxG and FS because these theories do not solely rely on
studying a system of signs or constructs, but they also assume that background
knowledge, including personal and cultural backgrounds and beliefs as well as
world knowledge, is directly involved in producing or understanding linguistic
expressions. According to these theories, links between forms and meanings are
conventionalised, and these conventions can be learned, extended and changed.
In their basic assumptions, CxG and FS are thus highly compatible both with the
aim of this paper and a functional-cognitive view on translation serving as the
backdrop of the model proposed in this paper.

In this model, I assume that the semantics of an expression is what by default
makes up for the key considerations in translation. As the semantics is repre-
sented by means of frame descriptions, it is called the primacy of frame model.
By saying “primacy of frame”, I do not mean to imply that semantic information
is processed first or necessarily processed at all on a neurocognitive level; but
in a cloud of features representing functional, formal and semantic aspects, by
default semantic aspects should receive most consideration. In developing this
model in the following sections, I will also present cases in which, I believe, for-
mal or functional considerations override certain semantic ones, rounding off a
model in which, though we can assume the various dimensions to be somewhat
structured internally, no dimension is immutable and none is absolute.

The model drafted here does not only address translation settings involving
one lonely translator in their quiet chamber. The methods of analysis applied
here rest on principles laid out by CxG and FS which I assume collectives (can)
share. The model should thus just as well cover translations that were made by
a crowd or revised at a later stage.

1The references cited here refer to different incarnations of Construction Grammar, but the
principles of CxG referred to herein are shared by these varieties.
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While I will mainly be using CxG and FS for the analyses in this paper, this
model does not intend to be an island theory. It is quite clear to me that CxG and
FS analyses will not suffice to explain each and every translation phenomenon.
The two cognitive linguistic theories used here are, however, compatible with a
number of other theories such as themetaphor theory by Lakoff& Johnson (1980);
Lakoff (1999) or mental spaces theory by Fauconnier & Turner (2002) which can
serve as further explanatory devices.

I am also aware that some of what will be said here may be reminiscent of
and hopefully much of it compatible with what has been said in other places in
cognitive (translation) studies, e.g. on the cognitive basis of translation phenom-
ena (Halverson 2003), linguistic theory and how it can be modelled by means of
networks, e.g. Word Grammar (Hudson 2007) and an extensive body of process-
based and neurocognitive investigations into translation (cf. Göpferich 2008;
Aitchison 2012 for an overview). The model drafted here simply represents a
FS and CxG perspective. In later stages, it should be aligned with findings from
the fields cited above. In this paper, I will focus on the aspects of a frame-and-
constructions analysis and explanation as I envision it and on highlighting which
benefits I expect from adding FS and CxG to the mix (§3). I will also lay out fur-
ther principles beyond those stated above for a primacy of framemodel, deducing
from them further research questions (§4).

In drafting this model, I will refer to empirical findings of a number of re-
searchers (including myself) and will attempt to come up with a coherent model.
These findings do not only involve findings from corpus studies, but to a lesser
extent also from translation process and neurocognitive studies. It needs to be
pointed out, though, that this model is rather a mental model of translation, as
opposed to a neurocognitive model; i.e. it deals with a higher level of abstraction
of operations, both conscious and subconscious. Some statements made here
may run counter to findings from neurocognitive studies. I will, however, leave
the resolution of potential contradictions to future research.

2 Frames, constructions and translation

In recent years, the cognitive paradigm has been on the rise in translation studies,
as witnessed by a growing number of events and publications on the topic. As
the informed reader will know, this not a completely new topic, though. It was
already in the 1980s that, for instance, Krings (1986) used Think-Aloud-Protocols
to look into what is going on “inside the translators’ minds”. Recent advances
in technology have opened new windows into the translators’ minds: By means
of key logs, eye tracking protocols, brain imaging techniques etc. we can look
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not only into conscious verbalisations, but also into unconscious operations and
strategies during the translation process.

The idea of using FS to model a product-oriented perspective on what “goes
on” inside the translators’ minds is not a new one, as we will see in the following.
More recently, CxG has also been playing a role in Translation Studies. In the
following subsections, I will first give a brief introduction into FS and CxG and
will then present some approaches which involve at least one of the two theories
and are relevant for this line of work.

2.1 Frame semantics and Construction grammar

Frame semantics and construction grammar both originate from Charles Fill-
more’s work. His valence theory-based Case Grammar (Fillmore 1968) soon
evolved into a theory of a semantics of understanding (Fillmore 1985a). While
frame semantics focuses on the semantic side of language, Construction Gram-
mar (Fillmore 1985b) deals with the grammatical side. CxG has seen adoption by
many, resulting in various incarnations of CxG. In this paper, I will not position
myself in favour of any of those incarnations, but will stick to the basic tenets
shared by most if not all theories belonging to the CxG family.

Frame semantics is a semantic theory of understanding: In his frame seman-
tic theory, Fillmore highlights the importance of background knowledge for the
interpretation of linguistic expressions and thus distances it from purely truth-
semantic theories. A frame is defined as a:

… system of concepts related in such a way that to understand any one
concept it is necessary to understand the entire system; introducing any
one concept results in all of them becoming available. — Petruck (1996)

The theory of frame semantics is closely entrenched in a linguistic paradigm.
While FS in many ways is a theory of the system of concepts prevalent in a
culture (or, more generally, a collective of speakers), it also captures the relation
between linguistic material and mental concepts. A frame is evoked by means
of linguistic expressions, and by this evocation our background knowledge is
activated and helps us interpret an expression. One of themost popular examples
to describe this is by means of the Commercial_transaction frame. In this
frame, a Buyer and a Seller are involved in a transfer of Goods in exchange for
Money. This frame can be perspectivised in various ways: In the Commerce_-
buy scenario, the focus is on the Buyer, in the Commerce_sell scenario on the
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Seller. But the fact that the frame is linked to the evoking elements such as buy,
purchase, sell, price, etc. and that the frame as a whole is activated in the process
of interpretation allows us to fully understand partial instantiations of a frame.
So when we read/hear a sentence like

(2) Jane sold her house.

we understand that it was sold to someone and for a certain amount of money,
even though this is not explicitly mentioned.

This example highlights an aspect of the theory which is central to it – and
interesting with respect to translation: the various different realisation of a Com-
mercial_transaction are instances of different perspectives on events. This no-
tion of perspective is an important one in translation: it is not rare to find shifts
in perspectives in translations, as demonstrated by the following well known
example from Vinay & Darbelnet (1995: 104):

(3) Blériot
Blériot

traversa
traversed

la
the

Manche
channel

par
by

avion.
plane

Blériot flew across the channel.

While in the French version it is the direction of motion that is encoded in the
verb, the English version realises the manner of motion in this place. The two
different frames instantiated here can easily be related to each other, coming
from the same domain. Also, this difference in how motion events are usually
encoded in Romance and Germanic languages is well documented (cf. e.g. Talmy
2000; Slobin 2004). One question of course is to which extent such shifts in
perspective can be described and explained by means of frame semantic analysis.
This question will be addressed in §2.2.

FrameNet (Fillmore et al. 2003) contains a list of frames together with the lin-
guistic expressions they are connected to based on corpus data. Each frame entry
gives a definition as well as a list of core and peripheral frame elements. For lexi-
calised frames, a list of lexical units which evoke the frame is given, and for many
lexical units, corpus examples and the annotation scheme can be viewed. Frames
do not stand just for themselves, but are also connected to each other via frame-
to-frame relations. The frames Filling and Fullness, for instance, are connected
via the inchoative of-relation, where Filling is inchoative of Fullness. Other re-
lations currently defined include such relations as inheritance, precedence or cau-
sation. FrameNets exist in various other languages, with differences in coverage,
e.g. for German (named SALSA, Burchardt et al. 2006), for Japanese (Ohara et al.
2004) or Spanish (Subirats Rüggeberg & Petruck 2003).
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Construction grammar has a variety of incarnations (e.g. Fillmore 1985b; Fill-
more et al. 2012; Goldberg 1995; 2006), but all of them based on a set of compatible
definitions and assumptions (cf. Stefanowitsch & Fischer 2007 for an overview).
Most notably, CxG does not assume a strict division between lexicon and gram-
mar, but rather a continuum. A construction is defined as a pairing of form and
meaning; the concept of form comprises the whole range from morphemes to
lexemes to phrasemes to grammatical patterns and even textual patterns. For in-
stance, the Caused Motion construction (Goldberg 1995: 3, 9f.) is realised by the
pattern Subject-Verb-Object1-Oblique, as in the following example:

(4) Pat sneezed the napkin off the table.

Though sneeze is not usually thought of as a transitive verb, we understand the
caused motion aspect when it is used in within the grammatical pattern associ-
ated with the construction. The form-meaning pairing is conventionalised and
the frequency of occurrence is crucial both for acquiring as well as entrenching
a construction as such.

The Berkeley Constructicon (Fillmore et al. 2012), an extension of FrameNet,
contains a list of constructions with the definition of their grammatical pattern,
the list of the construction elements and an informal description of their semantic
and pragmatic properties. This Constructicon, which lists English constructions,
is used as blueprint and as source for contrastive studies for Constructicons in
other languages such as Swedish (Sköldberg et al. 2013) or German (Boas 2013).

2.2 Applying frames and construction to translation or the analysis of
translation

There have been a number of studies and approaches to studying translation by
means of FS and/or CxG; the list of those presented in the following is certainly
more than incomplete. What they lack, however, is a unified, consistent model
not of how FS and CxG may serve as linguistic theories for the study of transla-
tion, but of how they may serve as translational theories (though, of course, with
a linguistic perspective). An underlying, common model should connect these
studies, which sometimes give a very broad idea of how to apply FS and CxG in a
translational perspective, and sometimes focus on very specific phenomena, not
taking the great big whole into account. Based on the following coarse overview
of relevant studies and approaches, I will identify some of the benefits I expect
from taking a translation perspective on frames and constructions in §3, where I
will also identify the research questions which are connected to a unifyingmodel,
the primacy of frame model, presented in §4.
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Vannerem & Snell-Hornby’s (1986) approach already contains some of the in-
gredients of a primacy of frame-model. According to them, there can be three
ways of translating: By means of a scene-to-scene, scene-to-frame or a frame-to-
frame transfer. Their theory is based on earlier versions of frame semantics, then
still named scenes-and-frames semantics, where the scene roughly corresponds
to a frame and the frame roughly to a (phrasal or sentential) construction. Van-
nerem and Snell Hornby’s model is based, in current terminology, on the follow-
ing key observation: If the frame in source and target language are equivalent
for the given context, the transfer is simply a matter of finding the right con-
struction(s) in the target language, resulting in a construction-to-construction
transfer. Sometimes, however, adaptions need to be made in terms of the seman-
tics (the frame, in our current terminology), but the authors give a few examples
of adaptions that can be made.

Kußmaul (2000) discusses a number of kinds of adaptions on the semantic
level that may occur in translation. He cites various cognitive theories such as
script theory, lateral thinking and frame semantics, and integrates them into a
four-phase approach to translating. He demonstrates how, by means of using
our knowledge of frames, we can find translation solutions that go beyond an
exact reproduction of the original. He discusses the translation of a line from
the Musical Cats (ibid.: 158f.), where, given the constraints of metrics, an exact
translation is not always possible:

(5) Als
When

man
one

täglich
daily

von
of

ihm
him

in
in

der
the

Zeitung
newspapers

gelesen
read.

Though his name was very famous, he says, in his time

Being famous activates frames in which it is defined that fame comes with
regularly being on TV or in the newspapers. This is thus a case of activating
parts of a larger frame within a domain. Kußmaul’s approach offers a number of
insights into how different frames may be connected and how their connections
can be exploited.

The foci of the twomodels by Vannerem/Snell-Hornby and Kußmaul are some-
what different: Vannerem and Snell-Hornby present a more general approach on
how frames and constructions serve as points of orientation in translation, with
various types of replacement operations (e.g., in their terminology, frames for
scenes, frames for frames). Kußmaul shows how the background knowledge con-
nected to a frame can be exploited to choose different perspectives in translation.
Neither of the two approaches is spelled out in such a way, though, that types
of permissible links are investigated and they are somewhat underspecified as to
which factors (generally) lead to which sort of shift.
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Padó & Erk (2005) report on a finding with regard to systematic differences
between English and German in framing causation for events like changing a
position on a scale. They survey a small English-German sample from Europarl
(Koehn 2005) with the translation pair increase – höher ‘higher’. When a Cause
or Agent is present with increase, the lexeme is associated with the Cause_-
change_of_position_on_scale frame (CCPOS), else with the Change_of_po-
sition_on_scale frame (CPOS). The German adjective höher can only instan-
tiate the CPOS frame (in this particular meaning); the causation aspect is then
expressed by a second frame in the sentence, such as in the following sentence
pair (cf. Padó & Erk 2005 frame evoking elements in caps, frame elements in
brackets):

(6) wenngleich [der Welthandel]Cause [einen HÖHERENCPOS

[Wohlstand]Item]Effect ZUR FOLGE HATCAUSATION

though [world trade]Cause can of course INCREASECCPOS [prosperity]Item
‘[…] even if world trade has higher prosperity as result’

The lexical units increase, höher ‘higher’ and zur Folge hat ‘have as a result’
evoke the CCPOS, the CPOS and the Causation frame respectively (marked by
underlining in the example). In the German version, the inchoative CPOS frame
is embedded in the Causation frame, and together they convey the meaning
which is conflated in the Ccpos frame in the English version.2 The authors note
that in their data, the adjective höher is only used in the inchoative meaning,
which results in the consistently observed pattern of two-to-one frame matches
between German and English versions.

Serbina (2013) studies constructional shifts when translating the basic Subject-
Verb-Object construction in English into German. She finds that there is a ten-
dency for shifts (though not a strictly significant one) when the subject is filled
with an inanimate entity, something that has been described in the contrastive
linguistic literature before (cf. e.g. Hawkins 1986; König & Gast 2005), as illus-
trated by examples such as the following König & Gast 2005: 108):

(7) Mit
With

dieser
this

Werbung
advert

werden
will

wir
we

viel
much

Hundefutter
dog-food

verkaufen.
sell

‘This advert will sell us a lot of dog food.’

2I speak of “versions” here because it is not clear from Padó & Erk (2005), whether the examples
were checked for the status “original” or “translation”; nevertheless, the relation described here
seems to hold irrespective of the original vs. translation status in their sample.
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Serbina finds a tendency for shifts in cases in which the English original has an
unagentive subject. According to her evaluation scheme – in which she does not
only distinguish between agentive and unagentive, but between human, animate
and inanimate – the effect is only weakly significant, though.

The studies by Padó and Erk and by Serbina investigate specific factors for
frame or construction shifts in translation. Their studies can serve as blueprints
for further studies, and their findings can be well integrated into a model study-
ing factors for such shifts.

Rojo & Valenzuela (2013) look at constructions from a process-based perspec-
tive. They focus on a case of constructional mismatch: The English resultative
construction has no counterpart in Spanish, unlike the English predicative con-
struction. In their experiment, they asked their subjects to translate sentences
of which some were given in the predicative variant such as She hammered the
metal until it was flat and the resultative variant She hammered the metal flat. The
authors find that translating the resultative variant into Spanish took longer and
resulted in more fixations than for the predicative variant, underlining the rel-
evance of the concept of a construction in the translation process and building
a bridge from product-oriented linguistic theory to process-oriented cognitive
studies.

In Čulo (2013), I combine construction analysis and frame analysis to study
shifts in form and meaning of a translation which I hypothesise to be induced by
a constructional mismatch, such as the sentence initial direct object followed by
a verb in German. An example of this is the following sentence pair:

(8) Handlungsbedarf
Need-for-action

wird
will

ES
it

auch
also

weiterhin
furthermore

GEBENEXISTENCE

give
.

More changes will TAKE PLACEEVENT in the future .

As I report in Čulo (2016), there are various strategies to deal with this. The sim-
plest would be to just switch the order of subject and object, losing the focus on
the direct object. In (8), the translator decided, it seems, to mimic the information
structure of the original sentence, but by shifting the element which was a direct
object in German into the subject in English, the main verb of the sentence needs
to be accommodated. This results in a frame shift between the sentences: While
the German original speaks of the Existence of a need for change, the English
version describes the Event of a change happening in the future. Despite this
shift in semantics3, we can still relate the two sentences to each other in terms

3And leaving out the question of whether the context licenses this shift.
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of “semantic similarity” and model this relation by means of exploiting frame-
to-frame relations as proposed by Ellsworth et al. (2006) and demonstrated in
Figure 1.

event

coming_to_be existence

inheritance

precedes

Figure 1: Frame-to-frame relations connecting the frames Existence
and Event

The Existence frame is preceded by the Coming_to_be frame which, in turn,
inherits from the Event frame. The frames Existence and Event are thus closely
related and we can state that the two sentences in (8) are semantically similar,
something that we would expect of an original and a translation.

The cross-lingual application of such frame-to-frame relations opens up more
questions than it answers. The English frame hierarchy can be well exploited
where regions of the frame hierarchy are structured in the same way. It is not
clear yet, though, how to proceed in cases where regions of the frame hierarchies
for two languages are divergent, such as for the legal domain between Brazilian
Portuguese and American English (Bertoldi & Chishman 2012). Also, it is not yet
clear howmany steps through the frame hierarchy we can take and still plausibly
claim “semantic similarity”. Nevertheless, this study exemplifies how to take an
integrated perspective on both form and semantics, with function playing a key
role in the choice of formal and semantic aspects.

3 Frames and Constructions within a cognitive
translation paradigm

In the following I list the expected positive outcomes of using FS and CxG as
basis for the primacy of frame-model, and I will also address cases in which FS
and CxG benefit from testing and application within the primacy of frame model.

3.1 FrameNet and the Constructicon as resources

One thing that both FS and CxG have to offer is that, through projects such as
Frame Net and the Berkeley Constructicon, there is already an existing inventory

475



Oliver Czulo

of categories for frame semantic and constructional units. Moreover, the English
versions of these inventories have served as blueprints for similar projects in
several other languages, among them SALSA as German version of FrameNet
(Burchardt et al. 2006), Spanish FrameNet (Subirats Rüggeberg & Petruck 2003),
or the Berkeley Constructicon (Fillmore et al. 2012). These kinds of “dictionaries”
are a treasure, certainly not only, but also for the study of various areas in Trans-
lation Studies such as semantic similarity, interaction of conceptual systems or
grammatical conventions. Their inventories would need extension in coverage
especially their non-English versions, to make them useful for a broad range of
research questions, but this is, of course, a matter in which FS and CxG could go
hand in hand with Translation Studies.

As shown in the above-cited studies for translational purposes as well as for
other, e.g. contrastive purposes (cf. Boas 2010), FS and CxG annotation and anal-
ysis can serve well as a starting point for comparisons. At the same time, trans-
lational and contrastive studies may help uncover semantic and functional as-
pects that remain somewhat obscure in purely monolingual study settings. Con-
sider, for instance, the following sentence pair and its frame-semantic annotation
(CroCo-Corpus, Hansen-Schirra et al. 2012, text pair G2E_POPSCI_007):

(9) [Besondere
Special

Probleme]Effect
problems

HATCAUSATION

has
man
one

[MIT
with

sadistischen
sadistic

und
and

masochistischen
masochistic

Patienten]
patients

[Sadism and masochism]Cause RAISECAUSATION [special problems]Effect .

There are (at least) two notable observations to be made in this sentence pair.
The first is on the grammatical level: The direct object Besondere Probleme re-
mains a direct object in the English version, whereas Sadism andmasochism shifts
from a prepositional object to a subject in the English version (let us disregard
the deletion of Patienten for the time being). This may be due to a constructional
mismatch: While German easily allows the direct object in sentence initial posi-
tion, it is rather unusual for English (cf. e.g. Hawkins 1986; König & Gast 2005).
The other interesting observation to be made is the decision the translator made
by translating the German haben ‘have’ into the causative raise. But does the
German haben indeed have the standard reading of possession here? I would ar-
gue against it. A second look reveals that the translator might actually have had
the construction X haben mit Y in mind. In German, there are a few expressions
like Probleme haben mit Y, Ärger haben mit Y etc. in which Y is an entity causing
Probleme or Ärger ‘trouble’. However, this causative reading at the same time de-
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pends very much on the filler of X: In a phrase like Erfahrung haben mit Y ‘have
experience with Y’, it seems somewhat debatable whether one would think of Y
“causing” the experience. The construction certainly begs a deeper investigation,
but this shall suffice for the purpose of illustration: the causative reading of the
German sentence in (9) is only strengthened by the opposition of original and
translation and by what one might call an expert decision. If we think of transla-
tors as expert communicators in context (both in a specifically linguistic and in
general in a cultural context), then translation decisions like the one in (9) are an
excellent source for extending FrameNet and the Constructicon. This example
proves that developing the primacy of frame model may benefit practical as well
as theoretical aspects of FS and CxG.

3.2 Frames and Constructions as multi-level description devices

FS and CxGwork onmultiple levels of language. In fact, CxG does not assume the
strict division between lexicon and grammar, defining a continuum of construc-
tions through all levels of grammatical analyses, including morphemes, words
and phrasal patterns (cf. e.g. Goldberg 2006: 5). Also, grammatical patterns can
carry “meaning” just as lexical units do; this “meaning” may be of the functional
or the semantic type. The two theories are thus interconnected beyond matters
of representation (Petruck 1996: 7). It is this interconnectedness which facilitates
an integrated analysis of the interplay of form, function and semantics in trans-
lation.

This interconnectedness and the principles established by the primacy of frame
model may also help push the boundaries of theory in other translation-related
research, such as neuro-cognitive and process-based research. As Oster (2017
[this volume]) notes, many of the models for word processing in psycholinguis-
tics are defined on the basis of word level. Assuming that words are construc-
tions on equal footing with lower- and higher-level constructions, her network
model of the lexicon can be easily extended to model e.g. how phrase patterns
are connected and accessed in translation.

3.3 Frames and Constructions as collective organisational schemata

As Busse (2012) notes, the question of whether frames relate to conceptual struc-
tures of an individual or a group, has been mostly left undiscussed. I argue that
frames as they are defined in FrameNet are generalised abstract schemata of con-
cepts shared by a collective. The definitions in FrameNet describe frames in a
way in which they can be understood by most, if not all, members of the respec-
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tive (sub)culture. This, however, does not exclude the fact that each frame will
receive a very individual “instantiation” in a speaker’s mind.

Let us imagine a Being_at_war-frame and a situation in which two parties
are at war: The roles and relations described in a FrameNet lexicon will be recog-
nizable by both parties, that there is a War_cause, that there are Warriors and
Fight_events, as well as Civilians involved/affected. Also, there will probably
be a causer of the war, potentially called the Attacker. However, members from
the different sides of the party will not necessarily agree on whom or what to
map onto which role, especially with respect to the Attacker role.

Thus, the frame definitions serve as landmark in cognition. But while every-
one (or again, most) will be able to see and recognise the landmark, like a hill,
depending on the perspective this “hill” may look somewhat or very different to
different observers.

Similarly, for constructions, different (sub)collectives may have different per-
spectives on these. For instance, a polite form may be seen as respectful in one
collective, but distant in another and may lead to the rejection of the polite form
(e.g. certain political groupings not using the polite form Sie for addressing some-
one in German as it might create too much of a distance between speakers).

With the help of FS and CxG annotations we can thus study phenomena that
are describable on a collective level. By fact of this, we can also study shifts that
appear not only in a singular-translator setting, but also translations that were
created by collectives.

4 The choice of a Frame or a Construction in translation

In Čulo (2013), I formulate the primacy of frame hypothesis having as the basic
assumption that

[…] preserving the conceptual information connected with a frame in the
source language by picking an adequate frame in the target language is a
core procedure in translation. (Čulo 2013: 144)

In the simplest case, this would mean that for an expression in language A
there will be an expression in language B evoking the maximally comparable
frame, i.e. following Čulo (2013: 145):

• the two frames refer to equivalent scenarios,

• share core properties
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and – in addition to what is said in Čulo (2013) –

• there is no other frame which would suit better in the given context in
language B.4

The expression maximally comparable takes into account that frames, though
we might even give them the same names or call them by the closest matching
translation equivalent in the given context, may have slightly differing conceptu-
alisations in various cultures. Take, for instance, the Marriage frame which in
many cultures designates a life-long partnership between aman and awoman ex-
plicitly, whereas in some cultures this notion has shifted recently to also include
partnerships between people of the same sex.

The assumption described here follows the general assumption in Translation
Studies that meaning is the guiding factor in translation. The primacy of frame
model is, however, by no means intended to be a prescriptive approach to trans-
lation, but takes this assumption as point of departure for investigating in which
cases this direct frame-to-frame mapping is overridden. Technically, this is de-
pendent on the principle that for each structure the ideal match in the target
language would be something maximally comparable on as many levels as pos-
sible, but when this is not given e.g. due to a constructional mismatch, then the
primacy of frame principle may be overridden. As “meaning” is the central com-
ponent in translation, I define the maximum frame comparability of the source
and target product as primary goal, hence the name primacy of frame-model.
Several reasons have been established in literature as to why an override of the
primacy of frame principle may occur. The ones listed here are motivated by
typological, contrastive or cultural differences.

A typological explanation for frame shifts in the motion domain is offered
by Talmy (2000) and Slobin (1996; 2004). They show that languages differ in the
perspective of a motion event they realise in the verb. For instance, so-called
satellite-framed languages like English and German tend to put the manner of
motion into the verb and the direction of motion into an adverbial expression,
whereas verb-framed languages like Spanish and French tend to do it the other
way round (cf. example 3). Slobin (1996) also notes that due to these differences,
the manner of motion aspect is frequently dropped in translations from English
to Spanish.

4While this may be implicitly clear, a list of criteria would be incomplete without making this
explicit. Of course, the question of whether there is one single most suitable frame is debatable
in many cases, but this criterion shall remain as “default ideal case” in which the most suitable
frame can be identified in language B.
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For the case of causation, Padó and Erk’s (2005) notes on different framing of
causation and the change of position on a scale apply (cf. example 6). The differ-
ence in lexicalization strategies, where Causation and changes of position on
a scale are combined in one lexeme in English and are expressed by two lexemes
in German, holds for a number of examples they observe and is thus a candidate
as a type of contrastive difference.

The case of cultural differences is exemplified by a contrastive study of
Brazilian Portuguese and American English legal language (Bertoldi & Chishman
2012). The authors reveal that not only the frames will differ between languages,
but that due to the differences in the legal systems, the sections of the respective
frame hierarchies may have a very different structure. Another case is that of
translation asymmetry, as in the aforementioned example of the Marriage frame:
When two cultures have a somewhat comparable frame, we can translate (almost)
all instances of Marriage from the culture with a narrower definition to the other
culture as Marriage, where in a number of cases (i.e. same-sex marriage) this may
not be possible vice versa. In these cases, a frame like Marriage would be the
maximally comparable frame inmost cases, according not to formal or functional,
but by culturally motivated semantic criteria; in some of the cases some other
type of partnership frame might apply.

Probably to be classified as another specific type of contrastive differences
is the case of constructional mismatches as investigated e.g. in Čulo (2013),
Rojo & Valenzuela (2013), Serbina (2013) (cf. §2.2). Due to the unavailability
of a certain construction in a target language, various effects may occur, from
constructional shifts to frame shifts and prolonged cognitive processing.

The constructional factor is also studied by Oster (2017 [this volume]), in terms
of form priming. She investigates translations of cognates, i.e. cases in which
there is a formally and semantically close correspondent in the target language
which in some cases may, but in others may not be the best equivalent. As an
example, the English systemmay well be translated by the German System e.g. in
the computer science domain, but would probably better be rendered as Anlage
when it comes to certain domains of engineering. In translation experiments
with less and more experienced students, Oster finds that students with less ex-
perience will over-produce cognate translations. Taking into account that ac-
cording to CxG words are constructions as much as are morphemes or phrase
structure patterns, we can say that in the case of Oster’s findings, it is not only
that this form imitation overrides the primacy of frame principle, but in some
sense violates it: By producing a cognate, students were using the wrong form
in the given context, stipulating a form-meaning pairing (e.g. the word System
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and the frame Mechanical Engineering) which does not (fully) conform with
the conventions in the target language. In cases where the rendered cognate is
an acceptable, but marginal rendering, the primacy of frame principle is adhered
to, but the form factor of the construction apparently had a major impact and
produced a non-typical rendering.

The cases of overrides of the primacy of frame principle presented here may
convey a view on translation solely as a close reproduction of the original guided
by linguistic principles. This is, however, not intended and is only indicative
of the early development stage of the model. Incorporating methods and find-
ings from works by Rojo López (2002) for comparing cultural elements (e.g. so-
cial frames) between English and Spanish, or by Bertoldi & Chishman (2012) for
comparing divergencies in the systematicity of legal frames between American
English and Brazilian Portuguese, will allow the model to extend beyond the
analysis of semantically very “close” originals and translations. In other cases,
we may witness that form(-aesthetic) factors clearly dominate functional or se-
mantic factors: I am thinking of types of poetry where metrics and sound quality
are the actual matters at hand, not the meanings of the words (or non-words!)
used. This is, however, not a contradiction to the primacy of frame-principle.

A primacy of frame model as drafted here has theoretical implications for FS
and CxG, currently the most prevalent ones being questions of co-activation, as
described in the following two sub-sections.

4.1 Frame co-activation hypothesis

Frame semantics is based on a co-activation hypothesis: When a “system of con-
cepts” is evoked, this results in all concepts becoming available (cf. Petruck 1996).
This is certainly not all the co-activation that happens: Fillmore himself points
out that “scenes” and “frames” (as in the early version of the frame semantics ter-
minology) co-activate each other (Fillmore 1975: 124). When a frame is evoked,
it will activate other frames. So when asked to reproduce something we just
read, we have a range of frames to choose from for conceptualisation due to the
co-activation of frames.

When speaking about linking, there are two ends of a scale of consciousness
which we need to distinguish:

• First, there are the unconscious links, e.g. certain metaphors which are
so entrenched that we may not even notice them as metaphorical ways of
speaking anymore, such as the Grasping is Understanding metaphor in “I
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don’t get what you’re saying” (see Lakoff 1999: 124ff. for a discussion of
(seemingly) ‘dead’ metaphors).

• Second, there is the heavily conscious linking, such as that proposed by
Kußmaul (2000), a procedure in which techniques like lateral thinking
and associative chains are exploited. Kußmaul’s method begs the question
whether such conscious linking may result in “search paths” for a solution
which are hard to describe in terms of frame-to-frame relations as they
may be – and this is exactly the goal of the method proposed by Kußmaul
– creative.

Irrespective of the type of co-activation, the question is how far the co-activa-
tion spreads through our conceptual system and by what this co-activation is
bound. There are at least two candidates for delimiting the potential range of
co-activation:

• Certainly, domain plays a crucial role in identifying potential candidate
frames for a translation. Domain can be said to be delimited within Frame-
Net by higher order frames, potentially non-lexical frames, such as the
Motion frame with its many different child frames. These domains can be
quite complex structures, as demonstrated e.g. by Kußmaul’s example 5 of
how to translate within the domain of stardom: Being a star, and thus being
famous, involves regularly appearing in newspapers, which is a specific
perspective on stardom.

• Also, metaphorical links (or mappings from frame to frame between do-
mains) are a candidate for frame co-activation. This would explain how
metaphors can be de-metaphorised in translation or new metaphors intro-
duced where there is no source metaphor (cf. e.g. Toury 1995; Samaniego
Fernández 2013).

In the frame co-activation hypothesis I formulate here, the decision path lead-
ing to the replacement of one frame by another (or by a frame group) can be lo-
cated somewhere on the two-dimensional scale between conscious/unconscious
and conventional/unconventional. It remains to be assessed in how far this can
be modelled bymeans of the existing inventory of frame-to-frame relations, such
as those exploited in the analysis of example (8) and other links such asmetaphor-
ical links.
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4.2 Construction co-activation hypothesis

Just as with frames, a network of constructions is also posited (Goldberg 1995:
67ff.). The paths through the network may, however, look very different accord-
ing to what feature we are looking at. In Čulo (2016), I analyse the sentence initial
direct object followed by the finite verb construction in German and its transla-
tion into English. The analysis of a sample of 51 sentence pairs from the parallel
German-English subcorpus of the CroCo corpus (Hansen-Schirra et al. 2012) re-
veals a number of strategies in dealing with this German construction which
cannot be easily reproduced as such in English. The sentence initial direct object
is typically associated with a (degree of) attention focus on the sentence initial
element (Helbig & Buscha 2001: 578). In the analysed sample, there is a small
number of sentences in which the direct object is indeed also fronted in English
or stressed bymeans of clefting. In about half of the cases, the subject-verb-object
order of English is restored, either by simply switching the elements around, as
in the following example:

(10) Gewerkschaften
Trade-unions

gibt
are

es
there

in
in

vielen
many

Ländern
countries

.

There are trade unions in many countries .

In this case, the function of the inversion, attention focus on the element in
sentence-initial position, is lost for the most part. In some other cases, the func-
tion is kept by retaining the word order and adapting the main verb of the sen-
tence, in order to accommodate for the changed mapping of lexical units to gram-
matical functions (cf. example 1).

In the latter case, there still is a certain focus in the English translation as the
element has been retained in sentence initial position, though clearly not asmuch
stress as in the German version. The translators thus chose to go with a version
in which the function of the construction, i.e. guiding the reader’s attention, was
either enhanced, weakened or in some cases even dropped.

One might envision, then, that there is a co-activation path amongst construc-
tions which

• either are capable of expressing similar functions, e.g. the attention focus
put on an element when realised as sentence initial direct object in German
and when embedded in an it-cleft in English;

• or share the basic formal factors such as word order, but do not necessarily
share the function in question, e.g. in cases like (1), where word order
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as a factor seems to be prioritised, potentially to mimic the information
structure of the original, or maybe through some sort of formal priming.

These (and potentially other) competing search paths are then being weighted
according to co- and contextual factors. Conscious (e.g. learned) decision steps
can interfere at any given moment in the process.

5 Discussion

The model proposed here exploits the FrameNet and Constructicon resources
(cf. sentence pair analyses in 8 and 9) and integrates the underlying theoreti-
cal frameworks, Frame Semantics and Construction Grammar, to arrive at an
integrated analysis of translation shifts in which grammatical, functional and
semantic factors interplay and can be weighted differently.

Based on product-based analysis, the basic co-activation hypothesis of FS is
extended to a co-activation hypothesis for both frames and constructions. Cur-
rently, the model falls short of integrating a wealth of process-based and neu-
rocognitive findings, and while I am aware of some of the work done in the field,
alignment with these theories remains a desideratum at this point.

Besides this shortcoming, there are a number of questions which are raised by
applying FS and CxG as sketched out above, among them the following:

• Are the various frame-to-frame relations and metaphorical links weighted
differently?

• How are connections strengthened/weakened through (half-)conscious
learning?

• What are the neurocognitive “correspondences” to that?

• How can frame-to-frame relations be exploited cross-lingually?

The model thus raises some more questions, not only in relation to transla-
tion, but also with respect to FS and CxG. For instance, a shift in perspectives is
not uncommon for translation. This might even remain the fact within a frame:
While we all may recognise the basic roles and relations of a family frame, the
power and nurture relations may be viewed quite differently between and even
within cultures. As noted above, these individual perspectives on frames have not
been a central question in the frame semantic literature, but may well become
central in the context of translation. As this and other research questions listed
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here show, work on this model can result in new perspectives not only for Trans-
lation Studies, but also for the resources and theoretical frameworks used for the
purpose of a frames-and-constructions analysis of translation.

As for the last question listed above, the frame-to-frame relations between En-
glish and German could be exploited for the purposes of this paper on the level
of very general frames, as it is assumed that relations will be the same in these
cases for English and German. A different solution would be to “translate” the
starting frame from English to German first, i.e. choosing the maximally compa-
rable frame in the target language and checking whether the frame arrived at in
the translation product can be connected to the “translated” starting frame. In
any case, further investigation into the methodology of cross-lingual application
of frames-and-construction analysis is necessary.

6 Conclusions and future research

The model drafted here is aimed at providing a unified basis for studies in trans-
lation using FS and CxG, by providing a translational perspective on frames and
constructions. It is also intended to be compatible with other (cognitive) theories
of translation and shall be further aligned with neurocognitive and/or process-
based findings. The model is based on one basic assumption, namely maximum
frame-to-frame comparability between original and translation, with various fac-
tors which can override this principle. This in return does not mean that individ-
ual levels, e.g. solely formal aspects of constructions in translation, cannot be
of interest by themselves, but the model provides a framework for an integrated
view of form, function and semantics in translation.

There are some limitations of the preliminary model and the analyses pre-
sented here.

First, the examples referred to in this paper come from exploiting resources of
limited size. Part of the problem of creating larger databases of parallel frames-
and-constructions analysis is, to my knowledge, the current unavailability of a
tool which can combine both kinds of annotation and the alignment.

Second, the different Frame databases do not describe equally sized propor-
tions of the cultural concepts, and also not always in equal depth. For instance,
in the SALSA workflow, whole texts were annotated and missing frames were
defined ad hoc, whereas FrameNet aims at annotating a certain amount of in-
stances of a frame before a new frame is addressed. A project annotating larger
proportions of parallel texts will need to ensure that many or at least most of
the central frames found in the text are defined in both languages; filling poten-
tial gaps would be part of a project. The situation is even worse with respect to
Constructions.
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Third, the methodology for full-text annotation of frames and constructions
needs to be well worked out. Recall Padó and Erk’s analysis of frame groups:
These can only be captured if all meaning-bearing elements of a sentence are
annotated.

As has been pointed out in the paper, though, there is much to be gained by
further developing the model. It presents an opportunity to contrast conceptual-
isations both on the grammatical and the semantic level for two languages (and
the cultures they are embedded in). This will certainly result in further research
questions to be dealt withwithin the context of FS and CxG (and potentially other
cognitive linguistic theories). Alignment with process-based and neurocognitive
findings are facilitated by the fact that both FS and CxG are cognitively oriented
theories, and at the same time FS and CxG can provide a framework to order and
contextualise process-based and neurocognitive findings.
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