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Abstract

We discussa framawork for teachingcon-
trastive translation-orientg linguistics to
studentf machingranslation.Theframe-
work embodiesa classificationof cross-
linguisticdifferencesndademonstrationf
how the neutralizationof suchdifferences
in abstractrepresentationsan make trans-
fer modulessimpler Weillustrateby means
of examplesfrom arangeof languagesand
thendiscussa proposalfor linguistic typol-
ogy to which our systemcan be fruitfully
related!

1 Introduction

Leaving asidecomputationabspectswhat
kind of linguistics shouldbe taughtto stu-
dentsof machinegranslatiofMT)? To some
extent, it shouldbe the kind of linguistics
taughtas part of ary introductorylinguis-

tics course,concentratingon morphology
lexis, syntaxandsemanticsthoughperhaps
with a specialemphasison ambiguity and
its types. But, in addition, there needsto

beagreatdealof attentionpaidto theways
in which languagediffer from eachother
andhow thiscreategproblemsor MT. How,

though,arethesdinguistic differencego be

approached?

One possibleanswerwould be the kind
of courseor modulealreadytaughtin mary
linguisticsdepartmentssiz. onlinguisticty-
pologyor universalgrammayconcentrating
onthe wayslanguagesio anddo not differ
and perhapson classifyinglanguagesnto
differenttypes.Thisis thekind of approach
foundin textbookssuchas Comrie (1981)
andCroft (1990). For a numberof reasons,
however, sucha courses notsuitable.

Firstly, typologicalwork sometimesleals
with relatvely superficial aspectsof lan-
guage (such as case-markingand agree-
ment)andoftenrefersto ‘exotic’ languages
with relatively few speakrswhichareof lit-
tle relevancefor MT. Secondlyit generally
failsto provide thekind of explicit bilingual
knowledgethat is needed. Let’s just take
oneexample:

If a languageusesa nonzero case
markingfor a direct objecton the an-
imagy/definitenessierarchiesthenit

usesa nonzerocasemarking for di-

rect objectshigheron the hierarchies.
(Croft 1990,p. 128)

1. Thanksto Miriam Butt, FedericoGaspariand
Piklu Guptafor commentn anearlierversion.

2. SeeBennett(to appear)for somemoregeneral
considerationsn therelevanceof linguisticsfor MT,
in a volume aimedat translatorswith a few excep-
tions,pointsmadein thatpaperarenotrepeatedhere.



(The generalideahereis that somecombi-
nationof animag anddefinitenesdriggers
overt case-markingpn anobject— cf. Span-
isha.) This simplydoesnothelpin MT: the
rules for case-markingn a particularlan-
guageneedto be statedirrespectie of how

they relateto thesehierarchiesandin ary

casesucha‘surfagy’ featureis largely irrel-

evantto translation.

Instead,contrastie work which empha-
sizesthe mainlanguagesisedin MT R&D
(and those most often spolen by the stu-
dentsthemseles) is preferable. It should
beorientedtowardsbilingualissuegthough
notconcernedvith justtwo languages)nd
shouldpayattentiomnotonly to morphosyn-
tax but to semanticeandthe links between
meaningand structure. Sometypological
work doesachieve this last point, e.g.work
on the links betweensemanticnotionslike
action and syntactic categyories like verb
(Croft 1990,pp.139-143) Indeed we shall
look atsomeotherrelevanttypologicalwork
in Section5. In addition, MT-orientedlin-
guistics must not be tied to ary particu-
lar linguistic theory thoughthat doesnot
prevent referenceto theoreticalconstructs.
Moreover, it needsto be rather wider in
scopeand depththan presentation®f lin-
guistic differencesand transfer problems
in MT textbooks(e.g. Hutchins& Somers
(1992, ch. 6), Arnold, Balkan, Humphries,
Meijer & Sadler(1994,ch. 6) and Truijillo
(1999,pp.124-128)).

2 Canonical Form

What | have doneis to develop a frame-
work for teachingcontrastie linguisticsthat
is speciallydesignedor MT. It embodiesa
classificatiorof cross-linguistidifferences,
illustration of them from a range of lan-
guagesandademonstratiof how theneu-
tralization of such differencesin abstract
representationsan make transfermodules

simpler | make no great claims for its
originality, and it is deliberatelyeclectic.
While not basedon ary particularMT sys-
tem or linguistic theory the framework is
indebted(inter alia) to researcton transfer
basedMT (especiallythe Eurotrasystem—
Allegranza,Bennett, Durand, Van Eynde,
Humphrgs, Schmidt& Steiner(1991)),the
classicaldeepstructureof standardtheory
transformationagrammarfChomsly 1965),
relationalgrammar(Blake 1990)andsome
work in translationtheory (Nida & Taber
1969, Malone 1988). The frameavork has
beenusedon the MSc in MachineTransla-
tion atUMIST.

The systemis basedon the notion of
a canonicalform (CF), an active declar
ative sentenceform which involves the
moststraightforvard representationf pred-
icates togetherwith their agumentsand
modifiers. Comparablereconstruction®of
predicate—glumentstructureare the foun-
dationof mary implementationsf transfer
basedVT.2 CFsaregenerallygivenin anin-
formal way asEnglishsentencessinceit is
betternot to biasanalysegowardsparticu-
lar formalisms.It is, however, alsoperfectly
possibleto representhem more abstractly
using notionssuch as predicatorand logi-
cal subject(l do notonthewholemalke use
of caselabels,asthesearehardto definein
generakndto applyin specificinstances).

Sentenceandconstructionsreclassified
asto thewaysin whichthey differ from CF,
aslanguagesaryin thekindsof divergence
from CF thatthey permit. As aninitial ex-
ample,the sentencdgla)would be assigned
the CFshavn in (1b):

(1) a. Maryis believedby Johnto
preferredwine

3. This is not the placeto compareour approach
with other more formalisedwork on MT, so a ref-
erenceto the flat semanticf Verbmobil (Dorna &
Emelel1996)will haveto suffice.



b. JohnbelievesthatMary prefers
redwine

Example (1a) differs from the CF in that
Mary hasbeenraisedinto the main clause,
which hasthen beenpassiized. Mary in

(1a)is thussomedistancefrom the verb of

whichit is a semanti@agument prefer, un-
likein (1b).

3 A Contrastive Framewor k

Divergencesfrom CF are classified into

threetypes: movement,insertionandomis-
sion. Thatis to say items can either be
moved around(e.g.from oneclauseto an-
other), be insertedor be omitted. We now

go on to illustrate thesethree types and
their varioussubtypesincludingdiscussion
of how CF helpsto simplify transferand
alsohow languagediffer from eachother
in termsof divegencefrom CF. Discussion
and exemplificationin this sectionis mas-
sively reduced,for reasonsof space. See
Bennett(1997)for moredetail.

3.1 Movement

Movementis divided into threekinds, de-
pending on how far items have moved.
Movementusually involves a concomitant
changein grammaticakelation,ratherthan
just a changein linear order (asin Scram-
bling). No commitmento transformational
grammaris implied here,just the ideathat
logical and actualpositionsof constituents
may vary. The generalideascan be cap-
tured in, for instance,Lexical-Functional
Grammasbasedaccountsthat undo some
kinds of movementvia structure-sharing
(Dorna, Frank, van Genabith & Emele
1998).

Local Movement refers to movement
within a single clause. A simple example
is the DATIVE alternation:

(2) a. Themangave abookto thegirl

b. Themangavethegirl abook

Example(2a)is the CF, with thelogical in-
direct object having its function explicitly
markedby the prepositiorto. In (2b),theto
hasdisappearedindthelogical indirectob-
jectnow appearsmmediatelyfollowing the
verh A similar alternationoccursin Dutch,
for instance,but not in French,wherethe
shiftedequivalentis ill-formed. It is notjust
thattheverbdonner‘give’ disallovs Dative
in French;thelanguagesimply hasno such
alternatioratall.

The classicexampleof local movement,
however, is the PAsSIVE. Besidesstraight-
forward examplessuchasThedog wasres-
cuedby Jim, English also allows preposi-
tionalpassies(Thisbedhasbeensleptin by
someongand recipientpassies wherethe
logical indirect objectis subject(The girl
wasgivena bookby themar). Passve can
be seenas normally involving promotion
of a direct objectto subject;we have just
seerthatFrenchiacksDative, soit naturally
lacks recipientpassies too. Prepositional
passies are fairly rare cross-linguisticdy,
while some languagesallon an adwersa-
tive passie not foundin English,asin this
Japanesexample:

(3) Tarooga senseini musulo
TarooNOM teachetby son
0 sikarareta
AcCC scoldPASS-PAST

‘Taroowasad\erselyaffectedby the
teachers scoldinghis son’

| usethe opportunityto discussthe imper
sonalpassiesof DutchandGerman.
Bi-Clausal Movement involves move-
ment from one clauseto the next higher
clauseijt is notusuallydistinguishedn the-
oretical linguistics as a separatecateyory,
but it doesseemusefulfor our purposes.
SUBJECT-TO-SUBJECT RAISING in-
volvesthe subjectof the subordinateclause
beingmoved up to be subjectof the matrix



clause, as in Peter seemsto like coffee
SUBJECT-TO-OBJECT RAISING is wherea
subjectmoves up to object position (I be-
lieve Peterto beill) —thisis a controversial
constructionput | adopttheraisinganalysis
becausef its interactionwith Passve (see
(1a)). It doesnot occurin Frenchor Ger
man, andis cross-linguisticayl ratherrare.
Thenthereis OBJECT-TO-SUBJECT RAIS-
ING (also known as Tough-Moement),
where the embeddedobject is madeinto
the matrix subject, as in John is easyto
corvince A different kind of bi-clausal
movementis NEG-RAISING, asin | dont
think United will ever win the title again,
where the negative belongs semantically
in the subordinate clause and licenses
the negative polarity item ever. CLITIC
CLIMBING, asin ltalian and Spanish,is
anotherexampleof bi-clausalmovement.

Long-Distance Movement (or, un-
boundedmovement) seesa phrasebeing
moved potentially ary distance. The
classic example is WH-MOVEMENT, as
in wh-questions:in Who did Bill say that
Jim believesthat Fred claimedthat Martha
loves? whois logically the objectof loves
In contrast,somelanguagesegularly have
thequestionedtemoccurringin its ordinary
position (wh-in-sity, as in this Chinese
example:

(4) Ni he shenmo?
youdrink what

‘what areyou drinking?’

And Englishallows adpositionstrandingin
wh-questions(Who did you lend it to?),
which mostlanguagesio not. Thesedis-
tinctions, and discussiornof them, relateto
bothdirectandindirectwh-questions.
Other than questions, Long-Distance
Movement also occurs in TOPICALIZA-
TION; andsincean unboundediependenc
isinvolved, | usethis opportunityto discuss
various stratgies for RELATIVE CLAUSE
FORMATION, suchasleaving a gapor use

of aresumptie pronoun.

3.2 Insertion

Insertion describes constructions where
someempty or dummy elementwhich has
no placein canonicaform occurs,asit and
therin thefollowing:

(5) a. ltisunlikely thathewill win
b. It is easyto corvincehim
c. Thereis amanwaiting outside

The CF for (5a), for instance,is That he
will win is unlikely. In the caseof insertion
structuresthereis a discussionof the cir-

cumstances which the differentdummies
canbeusedandalsoof cross-linguisticon-
trasts.For instanceEnglishit in (5a,b) is a

subject,asit canberaised(l considerit to

be unlikely that he will win), whereasGer

manesis a mereplace-holderratherthan
anactualsubject.

3.3 Omission

Omission covers a variety of examples
where someitem presentin CF is absent
from the surfaceform. Oneclearinstance
is the PRO-DROP phenomenonyherebyan
argumentof theverbis omitted,sometimes
still codedin verbal agreementbut some-
timesnot, asin thesdtalianandChineseex-
amples:

(6) a. parlo
speak-$G

‘| speak’

b. kan shu
readbook

‘() is readinga book*

4. Parloin (6a)alsocodesenseandmood(present
indicative). The translationof (6b) is intendedto
shaw thatthe subjectis completelyundeterminedit
couldbel, They, etc. Sotranslatinghis examplemay
be comparedo thetaskof identifying theantecedent
of apronoun.asin It is notworking



Translatingheséanto English,andmary an-
otherlanguagerequiresrestoringthe sub-
jectat CF (ohbviously this is easierin Italian
thanin Chinese).

SHORT PAssIVES, with noby-phraseare
anotherexample of omission,and provide
an opportunityto discussthe linguistic and
translationaldifferencesbetweenthemand
ergatives (e.g. The ship was sunkvs. The
ship sank, and also betweeneventive and
statve pass¥es. SMALL CLAUSES arecon-
sideredas omissionof a form of to be as
in | considerAndrew a fool. GAPPING is
found whenanidentical verb is omittedin
a coordination,asin Johnlikescoffeg and
Bill tea Gappingis simply not possiblein
Chinesewhile in Japanesdé is the second
of two identicalverbsthatis omitted:

(7) Taroowa enpituo to Ziroo
TarooToP pencil Acc andZiroo
wa kami o katta
TOP paperAcc bought
‘TarooboughtpencilsandZiroo
paper’

Restoringheomitteditemwill helptransfer

from Englishto both ChineseandJapanese.

Turningnow to CONTROL, wWe encounter
a compl« linguistic phenomenonwith a
numberof translationaimplications.ARBI-
TRARY CONTROL concerngxamplesvhere
a ‘missing’ subjectis interpretedin a non-
specific way, as in To corvince him is
easy(who doesthe corvincing?). In con-
trast, NON-ARBITRARY CONTROL relates
to casesvherethereis a clearly-identifiable
controllerin thesentence:

(8) a. Jackintendsto write anovel
b. Fredwishesto leave early
c. | persuadedohnto leave
d. Heurgedmeto think again
It is importantto explain the propertiesof

these control constructionsand how they
differ from examplesof raising(cf. remarks

on bi-clausalmovementin §3.1). Froma
translationapointof view, anumberof con-
siderationsarise. For instance Englishbe-
lieveis notasubjectcontrolverb (* Peterbe-
lievesto beintelligeny), butits Frenchequiv-
alentis:

(9) Pierrecroit &tre intelligent
Pierrebelievesto-beintelligent

‘Pierre believeshimselfto be
intelligent’

Additionally, languageswhich lack infini-

tives naturally lack control-typestructures.
In Greek, for instance,all verb forms are
obligatorilymarkedfor thepersorandnum-
ber of the subject,so translationof an En-

glish control structurewill requireidentify-

ing thecontroller:

(10) O janisprosp@&isena fiji
theJohntried NA he-go

‘Johntriedto leave (lit. ‘Johntried
thatheleave’)’

The exactrepresentationf the omitted el-
ementin control structuresvariesfrom one
theoryto anothersol amdeliberatelynon-
committalon this point.

4 Simplifying Transfer

| have alreadymadethe pointthatthekinds
of neutralizeccanonicaformswe adoptare
usefulin simplifying transferin MT, and|
now discusghis pointatgreateldength.Be-
low, andin teaching) generallyrely on En-
glish aseithersourceor taget languageas
it is theonly languagehatevery studenwill
know, but in mary casessimilar comments
could be madefor a numberof other lan-
guages.

We canbegin with a simpleexamplein-
volving Dative (see(2)). The Frenchtrans-
lation of (2b)is:



(11) L'hommea donréunlivre a la
the-man hasgiven a bookto the
fille
girl
‘The mangave abookto thegirl’

It is straightforvard to undo Dative during
the Englishanalysisphaseandmapit to the
CF (2a). Transferthen becomesa purely
lexical matter with noneedfor it to perform
ary changeof structure. This is the gen-
eralline of agumentwe shalltake here:that
neutralizingsuriacedifferencedy meanof
CF simplifiestransfer at leastin the cases
where sourceand target languagediffer in
thatonepermitsa ‘deviation’ from CF that
the otherdoesnot (e.g.Englishhasthe Da-
tive alternationwhile Frenchlacksit). Lan-
guagedliffer lessat CF thanatthesurface.

Similarly in the caseof wh-questions.
With the Chineseexample(4) asthe source
sentencefranslatingit into What are you
drinking? is far easierif the CF of the
latter is (ignoring aspect)You drink what?
Similar remarkshold for the variousraising
constructiongseeunderBi-ClausalMove-
mentabove). Undoingtheraisingmaymale
transfersimpler e.g.| believe Peterto beill
shouldberenderedas| believethat Peteris
ill, to facilitate transferinto (say) German
Ich glaube dassPeterkrankist (cf. (12) be-
low).

The examplesof omissionthat we have
alreadydiscussedn §3.3 offer a furtheril-
lustration of the generalpoint. Translat-
ing an Englishexampleinvolving Gapping
into Chineseor Japaneses far easierf the
gappedtem is restored.Equally the trans-
lation of Johntried to leaveinto Greek(10)
is easierif the ‘missing’ subjectof leaveis
restoredn someway.

Some particularly corvincing illustra-
tionscanbefoundin theinteractionof phe-
nomena,so let us look at one instanceof
this. | mentionedthat Subject-to-Object
Raising does not occur in, among other

languages,German. To translatean En-
glish sentencénvolving Raisingplus Pas-
sive, suchas Peter is believed by everyone
to be rich, one hasto undotwo processes
andproducethe CF Everyonebelievesthat
Peter is rich, which canthenbe translated
word-forword:

(12) Jedemlaubt, dassPeterreichist
each believesthat Peterich is

‘EveryonebelievesthatPeteris
rich’

The benefitsderved from CF asa form
of abstractrepresentationlo not just relate
to the eliminationor reductionof structural
transfer They alsorelateto issuessuchas
selectionakestrictionsand word-senselis-
ambiguationIn theexamplejustdiscussed,
for instancejt maywell be helpfulin trans-
ferto know thatrich is beingpredicatedf a
personyatherthan(say)acale. Or take the
caseof Germartragen ‘wear’ whentheob-
ject is materialor fabric, otherwise'carry’
(Niven1997).Thecorrecttranslatiorof tra-
gen, then,requiresidentifying its canonical
object,howvever andwherever it is actually
realisedn thesentence.

The notion of CF naturallydoesnot en-
able all cross-linguisticdifferencesto be
neutralized, but its limitations are them-
seles instructve as to other elementsof
transfer It needsto be supplementedy
discussing,inter alia, supportverbs (Dan-
los 1992), morphology—syntaxnteractions
(Bennett1993), and the generalcasesof
translatiordivergence(Vandooreri993),as
in this Frenchexample:

(13) Elleatraver€la Mancheen
Shecrossed theChanneby
avion
plane
‘Sheflew acrosghe Channel’

And Germanidanguagesllow resultaties,

as in John beat the metal flat, while Ro-
manceand Slavic languagesand Greekdo



notpermitthis (having to expresghismean-
ing by somethinglike ‘John flattenedthe
metalby beatingit’). Beyondthisareall the
problemgelatingto tenseaspectanaphora,
and mary other areas, about which my
framewvork hasnothingto say

It mightalsobeamuedthattheuseof CFs
is illegitimate, as neutralizationsometimes
leadsto lossof information. The Dative al-
ternationis acasein point:

(14) a. Johntaughtthe studentg-rench

b. JohntaughtFrenchto the stu-
dents

For mary speakrs at least, (14a) entails
thatthestudentdearnedsomerFrenchwhile
(14b) carriesno suchimplication. But even
if one acceptsthat this distinctionis valid
andtranslationally-rebeant it is very much
a specialcase. Goldbeg (1995), while ar
guing that distinct constructionsannotbe
both semanticallyand pragmatically syn-
onymous,acceptdhatthe two Dative alter
nantsarein generasemanticallyequivalent,
whatevertheirpragmaticor discoursaliffer-
encegnightbe.

The study of alternationsand their se-
manticbasishasrecentlyreceved muchat-
tention (Dixon 1991, Levin 1993), includ-
ing somework on cross-linguisticaspects
(Frense& Bennett1996). The usefulness
of this researctHor MT (Baldwin, Bond &
Hutchinson1999) and the teachingof MT
seemdairly clear thoughmuchremainsto
bedone.

5 Typology Revisited

A possiblecommenton the approacthdealt
with abore is that,while it providesa useful
perspectie on cross-linguisticdifferences,
it doessoin alargely arbitrarymannersim-
ply recordinglinguistic contrastsut notre-
ally doingarything more. However, | shall
nowv amue that this method can be inter

pretedin a moregeneralandtypologically-
orientedway, in termsof atypology of lan-
guagethat looks at syntax—semanticsap-
pings.

Hawkins (1986) examinescontrastsbe-
tween English and German. Among his
findings are the resultssummarisedn Ta-
ble 1: raisingis far morewidespreadn En-
glishthanin German.More generally En-
glish permitsfar morealgument-trespasgin
structures(where agumentsoccurin syn-
tacticpositionswherethey donotbelongse-
mantically)thanGermardoes.In ourterms,
Englishtoleratesmore deviationsfrom CF
Equally grammaticarelationsarefar more
diversesemanticallyn Englishthanin Ger
man. Subjectsfor instance,can cover far
more semanticcasesin English; e.g. Ger
man hasno literal translationof This tent
sleepdour, andinsteadonehasto say:

(15) IndiesemZzelt kdnnenvier
inthis tentcan four
Personerschlafen
people sleep

‘Four peoplecansleepin thistent’

There would thereforebe fewer ‘oblique’
subjectalternationgLevin 1993,pp.79-83)
in GermarthanEnglish.

Hawkins goesonto propose:

a typological continuumwherebylan-
guagesvary accordingto the degreeto
which surfaceformsandsemantiaep-
resentationgorrespondwith English
beingnearethenegative end,andGer
mannearethepositve endof thiscon-
tinuum. (Hawkins 1986,p. 123)

In a comparablevein, Kakouriotis (1995)
amguesthat the relationsbhetweenargument
structureandsyntaxaremoretransparenin
Greekthanin English, thus placing Greek
towardsthe positive end of Hawkins’ con-
tinuum.

Muller-Gotama (1992) takes Hawkins'
work considerablyfurther with the ideal



Tablel: Raisingin GermanandEnglish(Hawkins 1986,p. 97)

Raisings

German

English

Subject-to-Subject BasicallyNo Yes

Subject-to-Object No

Yes

Object-to-Subject Limited Yes

typeson the continuumlabelled as gram-
maticizingandtransparentMovementpro-
cessesreseenasaffecting transparencto
differentdegrees:

(16) Scrambling> AcrossVP > Extrac-
tion (Wh-Movement)> Raising>
Preposition-stranding

Scramblinghas least effect, as items stay
within the samemaximalprojectionandre-
tain their coding properties,whereasrais-
ing (say)is moredisruptive, asconstituents
crossa clauseboundary In my terms,local
movementhas less impact than bi-clausal
movement, which in turn is less disrup-
tive thanlong-distancenovement. Muller-
GotameclaimsthatKorearnis ahighly trans-
parentlanguagefar moresothanGerman:
promotionof non-agentgo subjecthoods
very restricted for instance andthereis no
Subject-to-SubjedRaising.Bahasdndone-
sia, in contrast,is highly grammaticizing
(far closerto theidealtypethanEnglishis),
exceptthat only subjectscan be moved or
extracted,which malesit of the transparent
typein somerespects.

In subsequentwork, Miuller-Gotama
(1994) extendsthis researchand proposes
the ideal types seenin Table 2; he also
relatesthe typology to right- versusleft-
branchingstructures,which | ignore here.
Of course,mostlanguagesre someavhere
in betweenthe extremetypes,with Dutch,
for instance,falling betweenEnglish and
Germanwhich latterlanguagss itself less
transparenthanRussian.Not all logically-
possible types occur though: languages
with overtnominalcase-markingrealways

highly semanticallyiransparensoverall.

My point hereis not so muchthe typo-
logicalvalidity of sucha classificatiorasits
pedagogipotentialfromanMT angle.Dif-
ferencesdetweenanguagedn the semantic
rangeof theirgrammaticafelationswill of-
ten give rise to translationalproblems(see
(15) abore). Equally the statusof relation-
changingrulessuchasPassve andRaising
(which may vary from absentthroughre-
strictedto common)cancreatesizeabledif-
ferencesetweensuriaceforms, which the
notion of CF helpsto explicate,aswitness
(12) earlier

| would like to suggestthat — other
thingsbeingequal- stronglygrammaticiz-
ing languagesnaybeharderfor MT (analy-
sis componentsn particular)to copewith
than the strongly transparentype. This
is becausethe former require more pro-
cessingandmanipulationto reconstructhe
predicate-ggumentstructureof CF (undo-
ing passie andextraction,for instance)On
theotherhand scramblingmayraiseits own
problemsfor a parser and strandingof an
adpositionmay be helpful asit providesan
indication of the extraction site. It would
thusnot be relevantthat strandingan adpo-
sition ‘removesthe only elementwhich in-
dicatesthe role of the noun phraseit gov-
erns’' (Mulle-Gotamal994,p. 27). Rathey
guidesto wherea displaceditem hasbeen
‘movedfrom’ canbe very useful. Ambigu-
ousexamplessuchasWhee did yousayyou
metMary? illustratethis point. Thefactthat
most languagedall betweenthe extremes
may reducethe impactof theseconsidera-



Table2: Idealtypesin the SemanticTypology(Muller-Gotamal994,p. 28) — GRs= grammat-

ical relations

Stronglytransparent

Little semantidiversityof GRs
GRsovertly marked
Freescrambling

No GR-changingules

No extraction

Stronglygrammaticizing

Much semantidiversity of GRs
GRsnotovertly marked
Fixedorderin clause

Many GR-changingules
Frequenextraction

tions, but doesnot eliminateit altogetheP

6 Conclusion

| have presentedh frameawvork for teaching
contrastre linguistics to studentsof MT.
My experiencehas beenthat this frame-
work is useful in teachingstudentsabout
(a) monolingual issuesrelevant to NLP
in general,(b) contrastre problemswhich
may createdifficulties for MT, (c) possi-
ble solutionsin terms of a CF-like inter
facerepresentation(d) phenomenaequir
ing more abstractinterface representations
or changeof structuren transferand(e) the
role of linguisticsin contrikutingto theiden-
tification and resolutionof MT problems.
Finally, | explored sometypological work
from the linguistics literature which may
provide a broaderfoundationfor the con-
trastive frameavork. This hasnot beenex-
ploited in teaching,but | think it may turn
outto behelpful.
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