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Foreword to the fourth volume (2008)

Donna R. Miller
Series Editor

This Volume 1: Translation Theory the first of a two-volume work by
Marina Manfredi, entitledlranslating Text and Context: Translation Studies a
Systemic Functional Linguistiesis the latest, and very welcome, addition to the
series of Functional Grammar Studies for Non-Nafpeakers of English, within
the Quaderni del Centro di Studi Linguistico-CulturalCeSLiC). Translation
Studies has recently become a central discipline tie Faculty of Foreign
Languages and Literature of the University of Bolggimaparticular since the
setting up, and immediate success, of the gradiegeee course ihanguage,
Society and CommunicatighSC) three years ago. The present volume is eidide
the admirable result of three years of intense mxmatation of students’ needs
and desires on the part of the teacher of the eotvarina Manfredi herself. As the

author states in her Introduction, the

[...] book has been conceived as a resource for gtadsiudents of a course in
Translation Studies, focused both on the main #tea issues of the
discipline and on the practical task of translatiimgparticular from English
into Italian. Within a wide range of different centporary approaches and
methods, the purpose d@fanslating Text and Conteid to offer a particular
perspective on the theory and practice of tramsiatihat of the framework of
Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL), which, wdidéee, can prove valuable
for the study of a phenomenon that we consider] “@.complex linguistic,
socio-cultural and ideological practice” (Hatim &uixday 2004: 330).

Nearly four years ago | wrote that in starting his Series we were showing
our concern with the language-learner, aiming giihg our EFL students develop
as learners and, more particularly, at empowerhmgmt through an increasing

awareness of the functions of the English language variety of socio-cultural



contexts, and that in so doing we obviously aimedaking on theiiintercultural
consciousnesas well. What better way to continue that aim tlkahost a project
that brings Functional Grammar and SFL into contaith the pre-eminently
intercultural interdiscipline of translation? Manfredi is not the firsanslation
studies scholar to do this of course, but she asfitlst we know of to perform a
systematic account of who has, how, and why.

Confident that the students of LSC will benefit enously from this
account, which demonstrates impeccably that onelmeéurn one’s back on a
cultural approach to translation in embracing audistics one, we await with
enthusiasm the completion ¥Plume 2: From Theory to Practicéhe outline of

which is included in this first volume.

Donna R. Miller
Bologna, 27 February, 2008



Editor's Preface to the V volume of theFunctional Grammar Studies
for Non-Native Speakers of English Series of the Quaderni del
CeSLiC

General Editor — Donna R. Miller

CeSLiC — a research center of the Department of kodenguages,
Literatures and Cultures (LILEC) oflma Mater Studiorum— University di
Bologna — has the immense pleasure to present tiwelidme of its series of
Functional Grammar Studies for Non-Native Speakér&nglish. The series was
conceived in 2003, over ten years ago now, antilisakve and well and serving
its initial purpose: providing our EFL students wittetalinguistic reflection on the
nature of the language being taught and on hoveriksv

The model of grammar we chose for the series is stased in its title: a
‘functional grammar’. We are, as presented in trefdee to the original volumes,
firm believers in the language-culture equatione af the many reasons for
choosing Halliday’s Functional model, a linguistieory which is, at the same
time, a social theory. Although the first threeuraks used in the Language and
Linguistics undergraduate courses in the Departmencurrently being redesigned
and revised in the light of changing needs and misgctions in Systemic
Functional Linguistics and Grammar, as well as matugdies in L2 acquisition
using SFL/SFG published since 2003, the series’ifizsion was our firm
conviction that explicit knowledge about language the learners part is both
desirable and useful, that foreign language legrainthe tertiary level should not
be merely a question of the further developmentsifdents’ competence in
communicative skills; it should involve learningtramly the language, but about
the language, attending to language as systemattatns of choice.

It is now my great pleasure to present this new\aidable contribution to
Functional Grammar Studies for Non-Native SpeakafrsEnglish: the second
volume of Translating Text and Context: Translation Studiesd aSystemic

Functional Linguisticsby Marina Manfredi, a fine scholar who is a reskarmf

vi



English Language and Translation in our DepartmentReskarch Center, where
she holds courses in the graduate program focusintpe theory and practice of
translation, as well as courses in Systemic Funatibinguistics and Grammar for
the undergraduate degree. Her main research itddieeth Translation Studies and
include, in particulartranslationtheory (especially linguistic-cultural approaches),
Systemic Functional Linguistics and translation, hmdblogy of translation and
translation teaching, theory and practice of pdetdal translation, and translation
practice of specialized, semi-specialized andditetexts. She has also dealt with
the translation of varieties of English, from betltheoretical and a practical point
of view, in translating novels and short-storiesasfl-known contemporary Indian
English writers for various Italian publishers. Reatthe her research has
concentrated in particular on problems related he translation of popular-
scientific texts in and for the media (in partioutaint and digital magazines), on
audiovisual translation, and also on translatingtapleor. Regarding the
methodology of translation and translation teachiveg primary focus has been on
the application of the Hallidayan linguistic appcbao the practice of translation.
Her first results were presented at internatiomeiferences, as well as at invited
talks in Italy and abroad, and were published inows articles (e.g., Manfredi
2011, 2012)

Following upon her first theoretical study on ttapic, published within this
same seriesyolume 1: Translation TheorfManfredi 2008), her intense research
and empirical experimentation led her to the redilin of this new volume,
presented now in a thoroughly revised and amplifi@gerback version, entitled:

Translating Text and Context:
Translation Studies and Systemic Functional Linguiscs.

Volume 2: From Theory to Practice. 2nd ed.

vii



Volume 1 had innovatively brought together SFL/SF@hwthe pre-
eminently interculturaiinterdiscipline of translation. Manfredi was not thesfir
translation studies scholar to do this of course,she was the first we know of to
perform a systematic account of who has done shpwf and of why. This book
follows on the theoretical premises illustratedha first volume, now proposing an
original approach to translation practice whichwlaand also elaborates on
Halliday’s model, for the specific purpose of expig it for translation education
and training.

The author proposes an analytical method that, irggarfrom the
communicative situation in which a text is groundmad then translated for,
investigates its lexico-grammatical realizatiori® tifferent meanings it realizes
(Ideational, Interpersonal and Textual), the Contéxbituation (Field, Tenor and
Mode) that activates them and the wider ContexCafture. In order to offer
students a natural situation, every translatiorigassent is set up as part of a
publisher's commission and is preceded by a tréinslabrief’. The translator is
then guided through the intricacies of languagefsteand contexts towards
potential translation solutions that aim to meet #xpectations of the target
context. Manfredi suggests that J.L. Malone’s (1983onomy of translation
strategies can be usefully employed to this purpdlse author considers it
particularly expedient because it gives due spacdoth structural and, most
importantly, ‘functional’ choices. She also expboil. House’s (1997) distinction
between ‘overt’ and ‘covert’ translation and prog®ghat, though it is a macro-
strategy of translation established from the stérthe process, it can also be re-
interpreted and re-proposed at the level of midroiees.

Thus the author aims at testing the validity of Slystemic Functional model
applied to the practice of translation, doing sootigh a selection of concrete
examples of authentic source texts from a wide eamg text-types (i.e.,
popularizing, tourist, specialized, and also litgfatranslated from English into
Italian. These texts, deliberately, are not instanof standardized or highly

specialized text-types, with predictable structutmst rather a reflection of the
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variety of texts that any non-specialized translattay encounter in his/her
professional practice, requiring different translat choices according to the
situational and cultural context. The source textter analysis and discussion, are
followed up with the target texts, all publishedtaly, none of which, however, is
offered as the only possible translation. The sstggeapproach, far from working
in a purely contrastive linguistics framework, wewbork within a ‘translational’
perspective, where translation is considered ttimatle goal rather than merely a
means for acquiring language skills. No analysimsaat being exhaustive, but
rather focuses on a selection of significant aspectd issues, leaving students
ample space for practice and discussion in an pttéonoffer them the tools for
solving linguistic and cultural problems and toestheir mindfulness of these.

As we also wrote back in 2003, with this CeSLiC eerive wanted to help
our students develop as learners and empower theough an increasing
awareness of the functions of the English language variety of more, but also
less, dominant socio-cultural contexts. We aimedffaring a socially-accountable
linguistics that sees language as a vital resowot@nly for behaving, but also for
negotiating and even modifying behaviour, helping students to be able not only
to participate actively in these processes, but &sact upon them in socially
useful ways. We also wanted an explicit criticatl@pgogy that would make the
workings of language as visible, and as attainaadepossible to our students.
Manfredi admirably carries on this tradition.

At a time when the University, and not only in ytals increasing called
upon to meet the challenges posed by the ‘realldvand market expectations,
Marina Manfredi’s contribution offers an excellesample of how theory can
keep pace with practice, for the benefit, and as dleeady been amply attested,
with the enthusiasm, of our students.

Donna R. Miller

@Ld(//f(/ﬂ, /( R ‘V///«Jc‘iéééﬁm,/’

Bologna, 15 December, 2014
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Translators often protest that they find little ray use
for linguistics; so it is perhaps a challenge toatvh
seeks to be an ‘appliable’ kind of linguistics tat i to
work in this domain. (Halliday 2012/2013: 150)

I ntroduction

Translating Text and Contex$ intended primarily as a contribution to
translation teaching but also to Systemic Functidiraguistics (SFL). It consists
of two distinct yet complementary volumes. The fose is of a theoretical nature,
whereas the second one is concerned with the cbongdetween theory and
practice and the application of the SFL frameworkthie actual practice of
translating.

Since the publication of our first volume (Manfr&fi08), M.A.K. Halliday
has offered new insights into the theory and pcactf translation (2009/2013,
2012/2013) and confirmed that a general theonaonfliage like that embodied by
SFL offers a valuable resource for Translation Sties) (2009/2013: 120). On
the one hand, with specific reference to trangfati@ining and education, he
claimed that “[s]uch a linguistic analysis has][a. value in the teaching of
translation, and thus in the training of translgtdrecause it enables teacher and
learner to direct attention to all the relevantéss knowing exactly what it is they
are talking about” (2009/2013: 119). On the othandy from the standpoint of
linguistics, he went so far as to assert that atgho"[...] relatively few linguists
working in other functional or formal linguisticsabe paid explicit attention to
translation [...] it has been recognized as a lihdesting ground, since if your
theory cannot account for the phenomenon of tréosldt is clearly shown up as
inadequate” (Halliday 2009/2013: 105). In the efgliebook of the series of
Halliday’s collected works edited by J.J. Webstéalliday in the 21st Century
(2013), two of Halliday’s articles concern tranglat In “The Gloosy Ganoderm:



Systemic Functional Linguistics and Translation” @2013), Halliday, on the

basis of C.M.Il.M. Matthiessen’s dimensions alondalvthanguage (and translation)
are organized (2001), discusses the key issuesrasfslation equivalence’ and
‘translation shifts’ and applies them to the anialyg two Chinese/English pairs of
specialized texts. In “Pinpointing the choice: megnand the search for

equivalents in a translated text” (Halliday 2012/2)) he explores the essential
process of ‘choice’, in the use of language andramslation, focusing on the
analysis of a tourist text, translated from Chiniese English.

Recently, J. House (2014), in the updated versfdmeo well-known model
of Translation Quality Assessment (TQA), based btabidayan Register analysis,
has reaffirmed the key role that linguistics, af@BL in particular, has to play in
the theory and practice of translation.

We thus feel confident of the value of publishihgstrevised edition of the
second volume ofranslating Text and Contexdnd firmly believe that — although
the practising translator may consider his/her vasla merely practical skill or an
art — a linguistic approach to translation firmlgognded on theory can provide
him/her with a useful tool to concretely deal wihch a complex task. After
focusing, in the first volume, on the theoreticalues that link SFL and TS, in this
second volume we aim at demonstrating how theybeafnuitfully exploited in the
practice of translation.

In this book, both drawing on existing theoretiqalodels and from
experience in teaching translation at the Univgrsit Bologna in the past and
recent years (see Di Bari interviewing Manfredi 201 at
http://www.leeds.ac.uk/arts/info/125154/leeds_
working_papers_in_linguistics_and_phonetics/241€gka issue), we propose our
own SFL model of translation, arguing that it coutdfer a productive
metalinguistic toolkit in translation teaching, bdtom an analytical perspective
and in the practice of translating. The ultimate aifnthe proposed method is
making students and in general translation praogtis realize that a metalinguistic

reflection on translation in functional terms caiphthem reflect on wordings and



meanings and make better-informed translation aerdswithin a range of
more/less acceptable and effective choices.

The book is divided into two major interconnectedtgai.e., a more
theoretical one, where linguistic theory is appltedtranslation practice (“From
Theory to Practice”), and a more practical one, wheanslation practice is
informed by a linguistic approach (“Practice of Tskation”).

Chapter Nine illustrates four theoretical modelsugided on SFL, which
were offered by renowned TS scholars and linguistsan application to the
practice of translation, e.g., J. House (1977; 19914), R.T. Bell (1991), M.
Baker (1992/2011) and E. Steiner (1998; 2004).

Chapter Ten, drawing on the existing models disalgséhapter Nine, as
well as on the SFL analysis outlined by Miller (2p0aroposes our SFL approach
to translation practice, integrated with furthesigits from TS. Methodologically,
the approach is meant to be utilized in both thedpction and evaluation of
translations.

In Chapter Eleven, our model is finally applied ke tactual practice of
translating. The chapter is divided into sevenigest each presenting a selected
Source Text (ST), representative of a range of diffetext-types: Popularizing (on
the topics of science and economics), Tourist, @fieed (in the fields of
sociology and of politics), Literary (in the areafk pmstcolonial and children’s
literature). A pre-translational textual and comtek analysis focusing on the main
translation problems is offered, as well as a gliidenslation through a discussion
of possible strategies. Activities are based exatlg on authentic texts, and every
task is preceded by a short presentation of themaamtative situation and by a
translation ‘brief’, in order to grant the translat specific purpose within a given
socio-cultural environment. Finally, with the patpremises that, 1) translation is a
decision-making process and that, 2) different¢adee’ solutions can be accepted,
a possible Italian Target Text (TT) is proposed.

Originally conceived as a resource for graduatdesits of a course in TS,

focused both on the main theoretical issues ofdikeipline and on the practical



task of translating, in particular from English inftalian, Translating Text and
Context Vol. 2 hopes to engage students, researchersudteys and anyone
interested in translation, which Halliday descrilags‘a fairly specialized domain”
and “an extraordinarily complex achievement of theman brain” (2009/2013:
105).



PART Ill — From Theory to Practice

9. Exploiting SFL in the Practice of Trandlation

[...] there is no facet of human experience thainca
be transformed into meaning. In other words, laggua
provides a theory of human experience, and cedhin
the resources of the lexicogrammaresery language
are dedicated to that function. (Halliday & Mattsgen
2004/2014: 30emphasis addegd

Within the discipline of TS, the pioneer work th@vedloped out of M.A.K.
Halliday’s functional approach seems Juliane Hauge'Model for Translation
Quality Assessmeril977), published in Germany and revised, twemsry later,
asTranslation Quality Assessment: A Model Revigii&®7). This groundbreaking
model has been recently updated (2014). In thetiaB)eother linguistically-
oriented books partially adopting an SFL approacheaped in Britain, such as
Roger Bell'sTranslation and Translating: Theory and Practi¢¥91) and Mona
Baker's widely knownln Other Words: A Coursebook on Translati¢t992),
recently issued in its second edition (2011). At ¢md of the nineties, in Germany,
two articles written by the linguist Erich Stein€t997; 1998) dealt with the
application of SFL to the practice of translatidmeyt were later included in a book,
Translated Texts: Properties, Variants, Evaluati¢2804), published in Germany.
While this work is not included in J. Munday's geme survey on TS
(2001/2008/2013) it is mentioned in the booklet of the series “@xf
Introductions to Language StudyTranslation by House (2009), who inserts it
into the selected ‘Readings’ offered to the readen transition to more specialist
literature. It is on the models proposed by these TS and SFL scholars that we

now move on to concentrate.

1 At the end of his chapter on ‘Discourse and Regianalysis approaches’, Munday mentions
Steiner & Ramm (1995) in the ‘Further reading’, fdiscourse analysis based on specific
languages, i.e., German and English (Munday 2008/2012: 160).



9.1 Juliane House: a model

By its very nature, translation is simultaneousbyihd

to the source text and to the presuppositions and
conditions governing its reception in the target
linguistic and cultural system. Any attempt at
evaluating translations must take this basic factaa
starting point. What is needed then is a model whic
attempts to transcend anecdotalism, reductionism,
programmatic statements and intuitively implausible
one-sided considerations of the source or targdt te
alone. Such a model would provide a linguistic
description and explanation of whether and how a
translation is equivalent to its source. (House 900
224)

As Munday remarks (2001/2008/2012: 144), House'§71®ook was
perhaps the first major TS work to employ Hallidagpproach. The German
scholar proposed her original modalModel for Translation Quality Assessment
(House 1977/second edition 1981) and revised éntyyears later, ifranslation
Quality Assessment: A Model Revisifetbuse 1997). She has recently introduced
modifications to it in a new updating (2014). Inei®er's words, House “[...]
provides an important and so far probably the numttiled attempt at using
notions from register and genre in a frameworktfanslation quality assessment”
(Steiner 2005: 487). The issue of TQA is at the adrelouses’s three books: the
1997 revisited version, at a deeper level, showsstime essential features of the
original model, despite revision and inclusion efwninsights (House 1997: vii).
The recent edition basically attests to the valiflyhe 1997 model, despite some
adjustments. Working on the language pair Englishf@e, House provides
valuable insights into both the theory and practit&anslation. We argue that her
model could be also exploited with different langes

House (1997: chapter 1) overviews different apgneacto evaluating the
quality of a translation, such as anecdotal, biplgiGal and neo-hermeneutic;
response-oriented and behavioural; text-based (ascthe one proposed by the



literary-oriented Descriptive TS, DTS), post-modstnand deconstructionist;
functionalistié and, finally, linguistically-oriented approachétarting from the
assumption that “[...] a translation is not a ptévaffair but normally carries with it
a threefold responsibilityo the author, the reader, and the text” (199&n3hasis
added, she explores many past and current approachdbetoevaluation of
translations in order to find their faults. Sheeatssthat anecdotal comments on the
quality of a translation offered by generationspobfessional translators, poets,
writers, philologists, philosophers, and more rélgeaven in the field of TS, are
often vague, intuitive and largely subjective (19974). In her view, also the
‘Response-oriented’ approaches to translation,coasghe effect that a translation
produces on the addressees, are weak, becauseerifeible (House 1997: 4-6).
The main problem of a ‘Text-based’ approach like thetalded by DTS is the
prominent focus on the relationship between the &d human agents of the
receiving audience (House 1997: 6-8). On the olfard, she argues that post-
modernist and deconstructionist approaches (Ho®&8é&: B-11) are in some respect
relevant, although they fail to distinguish betweereal translation and a ‘version’
(see below). House also finds the ‘functionalistiapproach offered by
Skopostheori®f limited use for a TQA approach, since the fefathip between
the ST and the TT, as well as the distinction betwtesmslation and other textual
operations, are not taken into account (1997: )1-#i6use firmly believes that
only approaches in the framework of linguistics coffer a ‘scientific’ method to
TQA, especially those that include pragmatic, satitieral and discoursal issues
(House 1997: 16). Such approaches, indeed, exatmgaistic and textual
structures of a ST and of a TT, at different levelsd consider them as
communicative acts deeply embedded in situatiodscattures. House puts forth a
Hallidayan, pragmatic and discourse analytic apgro@ translation, offering a
systematic model for text analysis and evaluatiénthe quality of a given

translation.

2 By ‘functionalistic’ House refers t&kopostheori¢Reip & Vermeer 1984). For an outline of
this theory, see Munday (2001/2008/2012: 122-125).



The central concepts of House's model(s) are Regatalysis and the
notion of ‘equivalence’, since translation, accogdito the scholar, is definitely
bound to both the ST and the Target Language (TL)agdi The translator’s task
is to preserve meaning across two different “lingutares”.

Let us now move on to concretely examine House’s Ti#del. We will
sketch the first model (1977/1981) and commenthennbodifications of the latest
version (2014) only briefly, to concentrate on werond pivotal version more
thoroughly.

In her first presentation of the model, House aslaptystal and Davy’'s
(1969). She distinguishes between two dimensioiis,Language User' and
‘Language Use’, comprising eight sub-categoriegsitited in Table 1 below:

A. DIMENSIONS OF L ANGUAGE USER B. DIMENSIONS OF L ANGUAGE USE
1. Geographical Origin 1. Medium (simple/ complex)
2. Social Class 2. Participation (simple/ complex)
3. Time 3. Social Role Relationship
4. Social Attitude
5. Province

Table 1: House's first TQA model (Based on Housgé719981: 42)

The ‘Language User', i.e., the author of the textngeexamined, is
characterized by three dimensions: geographicalasand temporal origin. The
five dimensions of ‘Language Use’ concern MediumstiBigation, Social Role
Relationship, Social Attitude and Province.

We will turn back to many of these categories simotuded in her revised
model (1997), but we will say a few words on twgexds. As far as Social
Attitude is concerned — which House considers las tiegrees of social distance or
proximity resulting in relative formality or inforality” (1997: 41) — in her first
model, she adopts a cline that encompasses fiveelegf styles, from [++formal]
to [++informal]: ‘frozen’, ‘formal’, ‘consultative’ ‘casual’ and ‘intimate’, where
‘consultative’ is the most neutral, providing ftvetpossibility of transitional cases,



such as ‘consultative-casual’. By ‘Province’ shéerg to both the text producer’s
activity and the topic of the text.

The first task entailed by the model is a detailegjiRer analysis of the ST
using the set of situational dimensions outlinedvab For each parameter, House
differentiates between syntactic, lexical and takmeans (House 1997: 43). The
steps consist of (1) an analysis of ST and a S&ieof Function; (2) a comparison
between ST and TT, followed by an analysis of ‘misimas$t and a final Statement
of Quality. This kind of examination allows herdstablish whether the translation
is ‘overt’ or ‘covert’. Indeed, as we saw in thesfivolume (see chapter 8), House
distinguishes between two different types of tratish, ‘overt’ and ‘covert’ and,
related to the latter, even in her first model, Biteoduces the notion of ‘cultural
filter.

House tries out her model with a corpus of eigtglish and German textual
pairs: a scientific text, an economic text, a jalistic article, a tourist information
brochure, an excerpt from a sermon, a politicaleshpe a moral anecdote and a
dialogue from a comedy. She excludes, on purpassigtexts.

Her original model was criticized for different sesms, among which its too
rigid categorization and complexity. In her rewgsitmodel (House 1997: 101ff),
she takes into account comments on the first and/glon new views within and
outside TS, e.g., from cross-cultural studies. Tisirdtion between ‘overt’ and
‘covert’ translation is reconsidered in the lighitsnich new insights as well as the
notion of ‘cultural filter’.

House, in her revised model, retains a number ofhdier categories, but
incorporates them into a Hallidayan Register anslgtField, Tenor and Mode, as

can be seen in Figure 1 below:



[ INDIVIDUAL TEXTUAL FUNCTION
T

f i
REGISTER GENRE
Generic Purpose
FIELD TENOR MODE
Subject matter Participant relationship | |- medium
and social action | | - author’s prov: e (simple/complex)
and stance - participation
- social role relationship || (simple/complex)
- social attitude
LANGUAGE /TEXT

Figure 1: House’s scheme for analysing and comgaifs and TTs (House 1997: 108)

House builds her model on the assumption of a dekionship between
Text and Context, i.e., between the linguistic apgtual realization and the
Context of Situation, determined by Field, Tenor Mutle.

Under the dimension of Field (House 1997: 108),cdures ‘what is going
on’, i.e., what the text is about — its topic, abfect matter — and the nature of the
Social action that is taking place. She also inetudegrees of differentation in
lexical items (‘generality’, ‘specificity’ and ‘graularity’) according to the kind of
activity (‘specialized’, ‘general’ and ‘popular’).

Tenor (House 1997: 108-109) refers to ‘who is takpagt’, and thus to the
nature of Addresser and Addressee, their relatipnshterms of social power
(Social role relationship) and social distance {8aattitude), as well as the degree
of emotional, intellectual or affective charge,-@iwis the participants and the topic
they are dealing with. She simplifies the categofySocial attitude’ from her
original model and adopts a division into three gilde styles, i.e., ‘formal’,
‘consultative’ and ‘informal’. Into the Hallidayacategory of Tenor, House also
includes the Author’s geographical, social and terapprovenance.
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Finally, under the last Hallidayan dimension of MofHouse 1997: 109-
110), House considers how the text is made manifegtarticular which Medium
of communication is used, and which degree of Eipdiion between Addresser
and Addressee is involved. For both categories,sHotonsiders ‘simple’ and
‘complex’ options, as she had already done in higiral model (1977/1981).

By ‘Simple Medium’ she refers to the ‘default’ casfea written text which
is ‘written to be read’. But, drawing on Gregon®€l), House includes different
combinations, e.g., of a text ‘written to be spokenif not written’, ‘written to be
spoken’, ‘written not necessarily to be spoken’,waritten to be read as if heard’
(1997: 40). In such cases, realized by linguistiacsures like incompleteness of
sentences, etc., the Medium can be considered eaimp

By Participation, she refers to the degree of ceadotential involvement of
the participants in text construction. If only thddresser takes part in it, we face a
monologue and participation will be ‘simple’. Wheaddressee-involving
mechanisms are featured in the text, it become pdexh Typical linguistic
resources used for this purpose are, according dosé| a particular use of
pronouns, switches between different kinds of M¢delclarative, imperative and
interrogative), the presence of contact parenthesetamations, etc. (1997: 40).

In the original model, the framework for text arsdyis Register analysis,
which is also at the core of the revisited modedwidver, as we saw in the first
volume, a new category is introduced into the diwlyscheme, i.e., Genre. While
House still considers ‘Register’ indispensable ranslation to dealing with the
microcontext, i.e. the Context of Situation, shguas that the category of ‘Genre’
is necessary to analyse the macrocontext, ie.,Qbetext of Culture. Since
translation entails two different Contexts of Cudis, the translator will need to be
aware that Genre conventions may vary across egltur

Also in her revised model, House illustrates thability of her TQA model
by offering practical examples (1997, Chapter 5prkihg on the language pair

English/German, she presents text analysis and ai@iuof four sample texts,

% House applies her TQA model to written texts only.
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from different text-types: a children’s picture IBooan extract from an
autobiography by a scientist, a passage from adeadia history book — all from
English into German, and an excerpt from a philogmgressay — from German
into English. She deliberately avoids “texts fomiediate practical use and fast
consumption, such as instructions for use, adesnisnts, signs, day-to-day
journalism etc.” (House 1997: 121)

For each sample text, a Register analysis of thés $&rried out. The main
dimensions of the Context of Situation — Field, Treand Mode — and their sub-
categories are analysed, each in terms of lexsgakactic and textual means. Then
a description of ‘Genre’ is offered, thus of thattgype and its goal(s) within its
Context of Culture. Such a detailed text analyesigl to a ‘Statement of Function’,
where meanings realized in the ST are discussed.

A comparison between ST and TT follows, in order &nidy any lexical/
syntactic/ textual ‘mismatches’ (i. e., non-equérale) foreachof the categories
and sub-categories and any differences regardingeGé&inally, a ‘Statement of
Quality’ is offered and the type of translationyeast’ or ‘covert’, is identified.

After her own research, especially in the fieldcohtrastive pragmatics and
discourse studies, House re-interprets ‘covertiagson the basis of differences in
communicative preferences in the two “linguacukliréHouse 1997: 115-116).
House’s ‘Cultural filter’, which is a typical dedcof ‘covert’ translation (see
volume 1, chapter 8), is employed not only whenlidgawith a Culture-Specific
Item (CSI) — as one may erroneously think — bub &t the grammatical level.
Moreover, the choice of ‘overt’/ ‘covert’ translati depends not only on the text
itself, but also on the reasons for its translatmm the intended readership and on
external factors, such as publishing and markgioigies.

In House’s revised model (1997), possible ‘mismasthcan thus be
explained in terms of socio-cultural preferencethantwo Contexts of Culture. For
example, after her own cross-cultural work on Apglone and German
communicative differences, she found out that Gegrimacertain text-types, seems

to prefer directness, explicitness, etc. (cf. 1994ff). The negative evaluation of
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the translation of an English commercial text tied been presented in her original
model is now re-considered in the light of the rfgwlings. If the German TT had
been seen as drastically different, especially galthve dimensions Social Role
Relationship and Participation, being more dirdegs polite and without an
attempt at involving the addressees, it could be ttuGerman communicative
preference for directness. However, House pointstioat this second kind of
analysis cannot be totally objective, since it asréflection of a social, political,
ethical, moral or personal stance” (1997: 116).0kding to the scholar, a proper
and scientific analysis and remaindinguistic.

In her revised work, the analysis of the first sttpxt, a children’s picture
book, reveals a number of ‘mismatches’ along timeedisions of Field and Tenor,
and consequently a change in the interpersonaldeadional components (House
1997: 122ff). For example, at the level of Fieltg TT shows a greater explicitness
than the ST (through the loss of referential idgrditd of repetitions). In terms of
Tenor, the Author's Stance has changed from a subtiynorous to a
sentimentalized and infantilized one; the Soci# melationship is also different,
because the characters’ individuality is lost andi& attitude shows a style which
is sometimes less informal. House tries to offer explanation for these
‘mismatches’ by considering socio-culturally detered differences at the level of
Genre in the two ‘linguacultures’ and the conseduagplication of a ‘cultural
filter’ — although she questions its validity.

House also makes an important distinction betwegmoger ‘translation’
and a ‘version’ (House 1997: 71ff). In a ‘covertsien’, unmotivated changes in
the ST have been undertaken, through an unjust#gaication of the ‘cultural
filter'. In an ‘overt version’, a special functiohas been added to a TT (for
example, when the purpose of a translation hasggthand a particular audience is
aimed at).

House has recently proposed a newly updated verdidrer TQA model
(House 2014). She still maintains that “[...] adheof translation is not possible

without a reflection on the role of one of its ca@ncepts: equivalence” and that
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TQA is “at the heart of any theory of translatiorfouse 2014: 1). However, in the
light of the most recent strands of research wilffhand of her own work, she has
introduced some modifications. For example, comiiigen studies prove relevant
to reinforce the vague notion of Genre of the mpdéering the possibility to
examine large quantities of texts and provide ewideof norms and conventions of
the target culture. She has thus added the catégorpus Study’ to the scheme,
strictly linked with that of ‘Genre’ (House 201423-127). Furthermore, results
from her own application of the model within theo\@rt Translation’ project
(carried out at the University of Hamburg) have ket to a simplification of the
analysis along the three dimensions of Field, Temat Mode, after realizing that
some aspects sometimes tend to overlap (House 226). Thus, along the
dimension of Field, in her newly revised model sidy concentrates on lexis, its
granularity, lexical fields and Processes. Along thariable of Tenor, she only
considers lexical and syntactic choices at the |ledfe Stance, Social Role
Relationship, Social Attitude and Participatione(thtter a sub-category that in her
previous model was investigated under Mode). Aldmode, her analysis only
focuses on Medium, Theme-Rheme and Connectivityyeav" sub-category that
comprises Coherence and Cohesion.

We concur with Steiner that House’'s work “providas insightful and
creative exploration of the concept [of register]tianslation quality assessment”
(Steiner 2004: 45). We argue that her TQA modellccalso prove useful for
producing a translation and it will be a valualerse of insights for our approach
(see chapter 10). In particular, we consider softeocategories perfectly suitable
to be included into a model that aims at trangjpéirvariety of text-types. We will
finally attempt at applying some of her valuablsumsptions to the analysis and
translation of our sample texts. Yet we will nolidav her distinction into lexical,
syntactical and textual means and rather try téoviolthe lexico-grammatical

categories of our Hallidayan approach.

14



9.2 Roger T. Bell: a model

It may appear to be stating the obvious to sayatltakt
cannot be translated until it has been ‘understdog’

We have to ask ourselves just what it means to
understand a text; what is it in a text which hadé
understood, i.e. what the text ‘means’ and how the
reader gains access to it. (Bell 1991: 123)

At the beginning of the nineties, the British lingfuBell (1991) proposed a
model for translation set within the widdomain of human communication and
which drew on linguistics and psychology. In Stemevords, Bell provided “[...]
one of the more comprehensive attempts at modeliiagslation and related
phenomena in an overall SFL-based framework” (8te2005: 486).

Bell uses the SFL model within a cognitive theofyt@nslation, in an
attempt to describe the process of tramgatie aims at providing an outline of the
kind of knowledge and skills that should underlieranslator’s practical abilities
(Bell 1991: xvi).In other words, he offedsim/her the tecniques of linguistics that
can be helpful to analyse a ST that s/he has tsla&i@nand a TT that s/he produces.
As Candlin comments in his Preface to Bell's bdbls what translators do in their
professional work, but “[...] what is significarst the need to have a model in terms
of which to describe, justify and explain to otherdsat they have done” (Candlin
1991: xiii).

Bell, within the field of linguistics, chooses ti&&L model in particular for
two main reasons. First, because of its major aoneith meaning, which is also
“the kingpin of translation studies” (Bell 1991:)79rom both a theoretical and
practical point of view (Bell 1991: xvii)Second,because of the importance
accorded by SFL to the social aspects of languadpéch is also central to
translation, dealing with STs and TTs embedded iir thdtural contexts (Bell
1991: 13).

‘Meaning’, in his view, is nosimply aquestion of denotation, but it is a
much wider concept closer to ‘understandir@bing back to the epigraph at the
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beginning of this section, and trying to give arswer to it, how can a translator
understandthe meaning of a text? Bell answers by saying #8iae needs a

multilayered approach that considers the text aptbduct of three types of choice
which convey different kinds of meaning iiustrated by Halliday’s model.

Bell identifies three major kinds of meanings (‘ndgye’, ‘interactional’ and
‘discoursal’), which are organized by three ‘maaraftions’ (what Halliday calls
‘metafunctions’, i.e., ideational, interpersonaldatextual) and are realized in
language by three systems (‘logical’, ‘grammaticatid ‘rhetorical’), as Table 2

shows:

MEANING MACROFUNCTION SYSTEM

cognitive ideational logical
interactional interpersonal grammatical

discoursal textual rhetorical

Table 2: Bell's linguistic tripartite model (Based Bell 1991)

Bell observes that these categories seem to tibagk to the medieval
Trivium of logic, grammar and rhetoric and organizes book following this
assumption (Bell 1991: 119). It is in chapter four particular,that he outlines
Halliday’s model, based on the division of languagely into three main levels of
meaning, and it is on this section that we maimguk. The other chapters deal
with meaning from the perspectives of semantics gniagmatics, as well as with
the psychological aspects of the translation pdasluding memory.

Bell argues for a process of transigt that involves ‘analysis’ and
‘synthesis’, each containing three major ‘stagesyntactic, semantic and
pragmatic. In his model, an analysis of a ST clagséirst “converted” into a
“language-free semantic representation” (1991: Bp-which will be used as the

basis for its translation into another languageshesvn in Figure 2:
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Source
Language
Text

Memory

Analysis

Target
Language
Text

Synthesis

L 4

Figure 2: Bell's Translation process (Bell 1991) 21

Analysis is carried out through the functional grdgmatic categories of

clause structure, propositional content, thematizicture, register features,

illocutionary force and speech acts. Synthesisttmnother hand, encompasses

purpose, thematic structure, style and illocutignéorce before obtaining the
syntactic synthesis (Bell 1991: 58-60).

Let us now concentrate on the SFL aspects of Belbglah The scholar

starts with the following claim:

[t]he translator [...] may begin by believing thihé major problem is the word;
it may be that there are words in the text whidgh mew to the translator and
whose meanings he or she does not know. Howevaroit becomes clear that,
although the meanings of words are problematibémiselves (there is no one-
to-one correspondence between the items of oneudmeg and those of
another), the greater problem is meaning whichvdsrfrom the relationship of
word to word rather than that which relates tovloed in isolation. (Bell 1991:

83)

The bulk and central part of the book (part two)indeed concerned with

the key issue of meaning. After focusing on whatl Biefines “the naive

translator's view of meaning” (Bell 1991: 79), iisolated words and sentences
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from the perspective of traditional semantics,rdita shifts to a wider concept of
meaning, in the framework of SFL.

As we saw in Table 2, Bell states that “[...] thegliistic resources of the
language [are] regulated by three distinct macrctfons of language, each of
which organizes a particular type of meaning” (BE91: 158).Any stretch of
language, if it aims at being communicative, mushtain all three kinds of
meaningwhich are expressed through grammar, i.e., a systaptions available
to the user (Bell 1991: 120).

In Bell’'s model, the first type of meaning, i.ecognitive’, or what the text is
about, is expressed by the ‘ideational macrofunttiby drawing on the systems
and networks offRANSITIVITY “to create propositions which convey the user’s
experience of the external world of the sensesthadnner world of the mind”
(Bell 1991: 121).

‘Interactional’ (or ‘speech functional’) meaning &arried out by the
‘interpersonal macrofunctionhy drawing on the systems and networksvaiob
“to create sentences which carry the cognitive lagétal content of propositions
and display the speaker’s relationship with otlierahom the messages are being
addressed” (Bell 1991: 121)

Finally, ‘discoursal’ meaning is expressed by ttextual macrofunction’, by
drawing on the systems and networkseEME “to create and realize ‘utterances’
(or texts) in actual communicative events”. Notyomlo utterances carry the
propositional content, but they are also orderduesively (linguistically ‘linked’
text) and coherently (appropriate to the contextusé€) (Bell 1991: 121). The
textual macrofunction organizes discoursal meabinglacing both cognitive and
interactional meaning in context and making “th&edénce between language
[that] is suspended in vacuo and language thapésational” (Halliday 1978, cit.
in Bell 1991: 148). Without this macrofunction, tepeaker would only produce a

random collection of sentences.
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Bell points out that the three macrofunctions, @ltih presented in
sequence, are not to be thought of as in any aidenportance and are activated
simultaneously.

How can this model be of any use to the translatatranslator first needs to
understand these layers of meaning, through anysieabf their linguistic
realization.

Bell, according to the kinds of meaning they reslidistinguishes between
proposition, sentence and utterance, where proposis universal, sentence is
language specific and utterance is linked to can{Bell 1991: 106-108). More
specifically, the proposition is the most abstraicts language-free and context-
free; the sentence is abstract, context-free amsédan ‘rules’ of the linguistic
code, whereas the utterance is more concrete andeé&n in terms of
appropriateness according to social convention.sBates that, among the three,
the proposition is of great significance for thanslator: being not tied to any
specific language, it has a central role in commation and offers a fundamental
clue to the process of translation. The translatfirst task is thus “to decompose
the language-specific clauses” of the ST “into tluiiversal propositional content”
(Bell 1991: 109)By inferring the propositional structure that urderthe text, the
translator ‘makes sense’ of the ST — “the primeegayeisite for translating it” (Bell
1991: 130). While clauses are “explicitly presemtgpositions are only implicitly
(Bell 1991: 129) It is in his chapter four that Bell mainly focusas the semantic
sense of the clause.

In SFL, the grammar of a language is a system abptin a ST, choices
have already been made and have been realizedythtba linguistic systems of
the Source Language (SL).

Focusing on th@rRANSITIVITY system — which Bell describes‘dsat part of
the grammar which provides options for the expoessif cognitive content as
required by the ideational macrofunction” (Bell 199.33) — a translator need

examine the logical relations which link Participmathat he also calls ‘Participant
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Roles’), Processes and Circumstances to create imgéanpropositions (Bell
1991: 123-124).

Bell claims for an overall universality of the Pesses proposed by
Halliday’s model. The major problem for the trangtas that “languages differ in
the extent to which Participant and Process relaligps are actually realized” (Bell
1991: 130). The scholar offers some examples testithte how, for example,
relational Processes (of the ‘intensive’, ‘circuamial’ and ‘possessive’ kind) can
be rendered in Russian, Hindi/Urdu and Spédnish

Bell remarks that, while theRANSITIVITY system is universaljooD system
is language specific, since different languagesamizg the clause structure
differently (Bell 1991: 134ff). It is thus essentifor the translator to know
contrastingMmooD systems. Also Modality is language specific. Feareple,
English uses modal verbs or adjuncts to expresgimioa. It is fundamental “[...]
for the translator to be able to recognize thengtle with which the writer of the
[ST] holds an opinion and to be able to render ia@n appropriate manner in the
[TL]" (Bell 1991: 146). To illustrate this aspect, Beffeos some examples of
translation between English and German. AIBeEME systems differ across
languages; in particular, languages have diffevesgs of marking theme. Bells
shows some examples from English and French. He #uat THEME systems
operate through two systems, iBHEMATIZATION andINFORMATION, but the latter
concerns speech (for this issue, see § 9.3).

It should be clear from what we have briefly owdtinthat Bell has moved
away from a formal approach to language to embaaftectional one. Within an
SFL perspective, he essentially works from a cotit@snd comparative point of
view.

Munday (2001/2008: 63-64, 2001/2012: 97) includedl B the framework
of ‘cognitive’ theorists, on account of the factathhe outlined the SFL model

within a cognitive theory of translation. Mundaycéses in particular on the

4 We will see how relational Processes can be tddklétalian in our Part IV, when we deal with
our practice of translation.
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pshychological issues of Bell's model, which, heseves, must remain

hypothetical, since not supported with empiricdatlence. In the third edition of his
widely acclaimed TS overview, he omits this part. &lve indeed more interested in
the semantic stage of Bell's model, which, we heljecan provide fruitful insights

into the practice of translation.

In his model designed as a tool for ‘understandihg meanings of a text
before translating it into another language, Béiérs an outline of the grammar
systems and explains why they are relevant to latns’ problems. In our
approach to translation, this will be our pointdeparture. We will start from the
grammatical realizations in a given ST, then wiblere the meanings they realize
within a Context of Situation and of Culture, catesing both ST and TT in a

communicative situation.

9.3 Mona Baker: a model

[...] Like doctors and engineers, [translators] édo
prove to themselves as well as others that theynare
control of what they do; that they do not just tlate

[...] well because they have a ‘flair’ for it, brather
because, like other professionals, they have made a
conscious effort to understand various aspecthaif t
work. (Baker 2011: 4)

As Munday (2001/2008/2012: 144) acknowledges, antbagey works on
translation that have adopted — partially or mosttglusively — an SFL approach,
one that exercised considerable influence on t#ipsl training was Baker'tn
Other Words(1992). As evidence of its key role, after almbogéenty years, a
second extended edition appeared in 2011, whicliwenainly refer to.

From the point of view of a TS scholar, Baker claithat, being language
the “raw material” a translator has to work withpdern linguistics has “[...] a
great deal to offer to TS; it can certainly offartslators [...] valuable insights into

the nature and function of language” (Baker 201)1: A sound theoretical
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component, she argues, “[...] encourages studentsflect onwhat they do,how
they do it andvhy they do it” (Baker 2011: lemphasis addédIn her textbook,
which offers students and practising translatosystematic theoretical model to
apply to their practice of translation, she combimemore traditional linguistic
approach with SFL and pragmatics.

While illustrating her approach to translation, Bakffers a large number of
examples of authentic STs and their published Tkgntdrom a great variety of
languagesand from a wide range of text-types, e.g., adsentients, product or
museum leaflets, tourist brochures, articles fromdiam or specialized journals,
scientific prose, literary texts. While non-liteyaranslation was the main concern
of the first edition (Baker 1992), both literarydanon literary-texts are dealt with
in the second edition (Baker 2011). The procedsamfslation is examined through
theoretical issues and also through the strategidsally used by professional
translators and a set of exercises is proposéetarid of each chapter.

Although recognizing that a tepdown approach, starting with a text
embedded in its context (of situation and cultureduld be theoretically more
valid, Baker presents her model within a bottenp perspective, starting with
single words. The scholar (Baker 2011: 5) claimat,tron the one hand, a
top—down approach may be difficult to follow for tramé&anslators; on the other
hand, an excessive emphasis on ‘text’ and ‘contesty induce them to ignore the
fact that “meanings are realized through wordinglliday 1985/1994: xvii).

As we saw in our first volume (see § 3.1), Bakevposes a theoretical
model based on a taxonomy of different kinds olifeglence’ a translator should
aim at: word level, above word, grammatical, tektrad pragmatic. Of particular
interest to us is her view of ‘textual equivalenaghich, in her own words, should
be “the ultimate aim of a translator” (Baker 20122). Indeed, in exploring this
kind of equivalence, she adopts an SFL approacbtdar to offer translators the

tools for analysing and producing a proper ‘messaffgough the lexico-

5 The SL of most examples is English, while the Bre extremely varied and include Arabic,
Chinese, French, Greek, German, Japanese, PoréygRassian, Spanish, and also (although
rarely) Italian.
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grammatical resources of thematic structure ancsioh. If chapters two, three
and four of Baker’s well-known coursebook are nsdemtially based on an SFL
approach (with the exceptions discussed below), ratiter on more traditional
linguistics, the two central ones, five and sixfireely exploit the Hallidayan
approach, in particular the notions of Theme-Rheamel Cohesion (as for
Information structure, we will briefly see Bake#ferent view). She concludes
her taxonomy of equivalence in chapter seven, wishe moves to issues of
pragmatic& After a brief sketch of her full model, our mdicus will be on its
systemic functional aspects.

Baker starts the illustration of her approach vtita following assumption:
the first element that the translator would expectake into consideration is the
‘word’, which she defines as “any sequence of tetteith an ortographic space on
either side”, referring to the ‘written word’ (Bak@011: 9). However, as she
immediately points out, ‘word’ does not necessaripresent the main unit of
meaning, which can be even carried out by a smahlér the ‘morpheme’, i.e.,
“the smallest unit in the grammatical constituerrdérchy” (Halliday 1994: 23).
This typically occurs, for example, when dealinghmiteologisms (Baker 2011:
11). It is on translation problems arising from e@lence at word level that she
concentrates in her chapter two, by analysing titem of ‘lexical meaning’, and,
mainly following Cruse (1986), the different kind$é ‘meaning’ that a word can
convey: ‘propositional’, ‘expressive’, ‘presupposedvoked’.

After dealing with the simplest level, i.e lexid@ms in isolation, Baker, in
chapter three, looks at words when they combinfertm stretches of language. In
particular, she focuses on the issues of collosatiioms and fixed expressions.

Baker’s fourth chapter is not Hallidayan and iheatbased on the traditional
view of grammar as a set of rules, organized atbiegdimensions of morphology
and syntax. In particular, she examines the grainalatategories of number,

5 The second edition also comprises a new chagBeydnd equivalence: ethics and morality”,
which we will not comment on since it goes beyadmel $cope of the present book.
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gender, person, tensel/aspect and voice, theirelifées across languages and how
they can be tackled in translation.
The scholar concludes this first part of the boolkcbynmenting that

[iIn order to make some headway in describing analysing language, we
have had to treat linguistic units and structusaporarily as if they had an
independent status and possessed ‘meaning’ in dlagirright. We now need
to take a broader look at language and to consiidepossibility that, as part of
a language system, lexical items and grammaticattsires have a ‘meaning
potential’, only realizedn communicative eventthat isin text (Baker 2011:
121,emphasis addegd

The core of Baker's book is indeed centred on theammng potential’,
realized by language in use and iext situated ircontext In Chapters five and six
she definitely adopts a Hallidayan approach, bitisgithe focus to the role played
by word order in structuring messages at text lewel to the surface relationships
between parts of a text. That is to say, she exasnimord order as a textual
strategy rather than a grammatical aspect.

She finally moves beyond the level of text and aesgpragmatics to analyse
language in use and texts embedded in a culturaéxt focusing in particular on
the notions of ‘coherence’ and ‘implicature’ (seekBr 2011, chapter 7).

Let us now look at the SFL aspects of her modeltisgafrom some issues
included in the first part of her taxonomy.

When dealing with equivalence at word level, andparticular when
discussing the notion of ‘evoked’ meaning, Bakdd1(2 13) states that it results
from dialect and register variation, which is comesl, as we saw in the first
volume (see chapter 7), with language variety atingrto user and to use. The
choice of certain words can be influenced by ther'ssgeographical/ temporal/
social provenance, as well as the option for certmiguistic items in specific
situations arise from the Field, Tenor and Mode istalrse (Baker 2011: 13). In
other words, linguistic items will vary, for examsplaccording to whether the
speaker is making a political speech or discuspmigics (Field), as well as the

level of formality will be different depending omterpersonal relationships
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between interactants. With respect to translat®eker notes that rendering the
Tenor in particular can be quite difficult, since ttnanslator has to decide whether
the level of (in)formality in the ST is acceptabte the target culture. Linguistic
choices in STs and TTs will also differ accordinghe role of language and the
medium (Mode). In all cases, translators need to edfher for matching the
expectations of the target audience or for challepghem by conveying a
‘flavour’ of the source culture (Baker 2011: 14).

When examining Collocation, i.e., “the tendencyceftain words to co-
occur regularly in a given language” (Baker 2012) 5 although she does not
include it among cohesive lexical devices, as Haili (1994: 333) does — after
analysing it in relation to the language systenkeBaouches upon some register
considerations. Collocational patterns can alsoeddpon a particular Field of
dicourse, and often go beyond the terms that alator would normally find in a
dictionary (Baker 2011: 56-57). She gives some gtasnof collocational patterns
that are highly typical of specific Fields, such @sotography, meteorology or
computer literature.

However, as we have said, it is when Baker movéke@nalysis of ‘textual
equivalence’ that her approach becomes definitelljidhyan. We cannot but agree
with Munday who states that Baker's analysis propesticularly useful for
analysing the thematic structure and cohesion tekke(Munday 2001/2008/2012:
159).

She begins with warning translators about the eisgroducing a ‘non-text’
by quoting Halliday and Hasan:

[tihe nearest we get to non-text in actual lifgvieg aside the works of those
poets and prose writers who deliberately set ouréate non-text, is probably
in the speech of young children aimdbad translations (Halliday & Hasan
1976,emphasis addegd

That is to say, although a translator has constdatlgandle lexical items
and grammatical structures, this is not the whabeys ultimately, rather than a
mere collection of effective sentences, s/he hasdduce a ‘text’ that is viewed as
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such by the target reader. A translator thus “fiegéds to think of the clause as a
messageather than as a string of grammatical and lexéteinents” (Baker 2011
132,emphasis addéd

How is a text organized? (see Baker 2011: 123)tlfzirdhrough the
arrangement of information within each clause, aming other clauses, i.e., in the
preceding and in the following ones, which contrésuto the topic development.
Secondly, through surface connections that estahiiks between participants and
events. The first kind of connections is realized Thyematic and Information
structure, the second type by Cohesion. Finallgpating to Baker, connections
are realized semantically though ‘coherence’ amdpticature’. Here we will
concentrate on structural and non-structural caiones; clearly Hallidayan.

The clause as message, Baker explains (2011: 1&@88pecanalysed in terms
of two structures: thematic and information. Halldtreats them separately,
whereas in Baker's view they overlap. Let us focaghe thematic structure. Each
clause consists of two segments, a Theme and a RiBaker points out that a
Theme-Rheme analysis needs to be text-based, beitausmal value is not in
single clauses (2011: 135). When faced with a gileeme-Rheme structure, the
translator’s task is basically twofold: (1) to takecount of it; (2) to realize whether
it could be acceptable in the TL (2011: 139-140)isTih a key point that Baker
raises: Halliday’s model of thematic structure &spto English language and the
same model could fail to apply to other languagéhout a similar fixed SVO
(Subject-Verb-Object) structure. The translator tvas choices: if the pattern can
be reproduced in another language, without distptine TT, s/he can transfer it. If
it is not, s/he could either eliminate it — butlwén inevitable loss — or try to render
it through thematization of another related aspedeed, what is really important,
Baker notes, is not that the identical patterregraduced at any cost, but that the
translator should not understimate the cumulatifeceof thematic choices (2011:
140).

A second important point raised by Baker is heusoon ‘marked’ structures

in particular, which are of special relevance tansiation (2011: 141ff). For
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example, in English, the Subject of a declarativeusé in thematic position is
always unmarked, whereas a place or time adverbfaksents a marked choice,
and a complement is even more marked. Although dlienchoices are always
meaningful — since they indicate the writer's pahdeparture — some choices are
more meaningful than others because they are madete ‘meaning’, ‘choice’
and ‘markedness’ are interrelated. Consequentisgreslator should pay particular
attention to marked structures, most probably thseult of a writer's choice.
However, Baker also adds that placing a certaimete in thematic position does
not necessarily represent a marked choice, bectnesalegree of markedness
depends on frequency. Again, the translator's foglusuld be on the text as a
message rather than on isolated sentences.

Once that a translator has identified a marked #tienstructure, s/he needs
to realize if it can be reproduced in the TL, esghbcia the case of language with a
more ‘free’ order. As Baker says for thematic dinoe in general, she suggests that
the marked element does not necessarily have thebeame in the TT. In other
words, the scholar recommends that the ‘functiofi’ ttbkematic structure is
preserved, to the extent to which the TL structatksv it. She also acknowledges
that, in practice, the most common trend seemsetdobabandon the thematic
organizazion of the ST to adhere to the TL conventidng she insists on
awareness of this aspect of textual organization.

While the Theme-Rheme structure is Speaker-orieatedhat the speaker
wants to announce is his/her point of departuie further distinction is offered by
the segments Given-New, related to Information cstme, which are Hearer-
oriented. Halliday and Hasan (1976) consider infitiam structure as typical of
spoken language. Baker prefers to adopt the Pr@ghieol’s position of Functional
Sentence Perspective (FSP) (cf. Firbas 1992), whichher view, also helps
translators of languages without a free SVO stmgctBut this is not an aspect that
we include in our survey.

In her chapter six, Baker explores the aspects afeSion relevant to a

translator. The chapter draws heavily on Hallidagt Blasan’<Cohesion in English
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(1976), which, in Baker's words, is “the best knoamd most detailed model of
cohesion available” (2011: 190). She considerdHalliday and Hasan did, five
main cohesive devices: Reference, Substitutionp&tdli Conjunction and Lexical
cohesion.

Reference — which concerns the relationship of tilerbetween two
linguistic expressions in a text or context — iglimed by pronouns in English and
many other languages. Translators need to bear i rthat languages can
generally prefer certain patterns of reference, tml can also vary according to
the text-type. This is also true for other cohesligeices, like Substitution, Ellipsis,
Conjunction. The latter, which refers to a relatmmiween clause-complexes rather
than clauses, typically vary across genres. Fomel& in English, fiction is said to
use more conjunctions than science and journaBamthis is not necessarily the
same for every language. Baker also points outwhather a translation conforms
to the source pattern of cohesion or to the targetention depends on its purpose.

Also Lexical cohesion needs to be taken into actdwetause lexical
relations throughout the text establish importagitworks in terms of meanings.
Thus Collocation, Hyponymy, Synonymy, Lexical chaganot be ignored by a
translator. As far as Repetition is concerned, raftes that languages differ in the
degree of tolerance towards such a cohesive device.

While admitting that languages vary in their prefeses for cohesive
devices, Baker also makes clear that “unmotivakditissin style, a common pitfall
in translation, can seriously disrupt the cohegiohof a text.” (Baker 2011; 222)

We will go back to various issues raised by Balathough considering
them in an SFL framework, hence at the level of &axt context. For example, we
will briefly discuss the translation of morphemeben dealing with Ranks (see §
10.1) and we will focus on what she considers ‘egpive meaning’ — i.e.,
linguistic choices conveying feelings and attitudasnder the systematic model of
APPRAISAL. We will also deal with Collocation, bus a cohesive device. In our
own proposal to tackle a translation task and prefivaluate a TT, however, we

will especially draw on her two ‘functional’ chapteand, without denying the
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value of pragmatics in an approach to TS, we atbaé also SFL can serve a
similar purpose, if we move outside the text asdspecific Context of Situation
and consider the outer Context of Culture.

9.4 Erich Steiner: a model

In several different contexts, such as text prddaogt
text interpretation, representation of multilingual
knowledge, anaspecially in translationtexts have to
be analysed before being processé@tiese analyses,
while not constituting the goal of text processitsglf,
are in such contexts important tools for makingt tex
structure explicit and for preparing thmeaning
encoded in the text for representation in a differe
form. One special case [...] isanslation i.e. the
encoding in a different natural language. (Stel®897:
235,emphasis addéd

Erich Steiner is a member of the German SFL schodtasislation. In the
nineties, in particular in two of his articles (199.998) — later revised and inserted
in his book, Translated Texts: Properties, Variants, Evaluati¢g804) — he put
forth an overall model of language, context andt fiex translation purposes.
Working on the language pair English/German, he gsegd a model for Register
analysis based on SFL, with some additional isspesific to translation, which
could be used by translation students and pragtisanslators as a tool for the
analysis, production and evaluation of texts.

Steiner moves from the assumption that all “[tjeatse situated language,
and ‘situated’ means being instantiations of a leug system under contextual
constraints” (Steiner 2004: 11). That is to sayf{deae not strings of sentences
from some idealized language system, but are rattstantiations of language
varieties determined by the Context of SituatioefdBe processing any kind of

" The book collects several articles, mostly froravimusly published work, put in a revised and
updated fashion. For our purposes, we will maidgus on chapters 1-4, and in particular on
chapters 3 and 4, which are a modified versioniB97 and 1998 articles, respectively.
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text, in order to identify the meanings that it edes and the contextual variables
which realized it, it is thus necessary to analys€ranslation is not an exception
to this respect. On the contrary, it even posestadr set of constraints, i.e, the ST
(Steiner 2004: 11).

The scholar observes that language and textualtioeriare not an exception
but rather “the rule” for any text and that any iof variation is meaningful.
‘Register theory’, as “a theory of the context ifiation and of linguistic variation
within such contexts” (Steiner 2004: 44), can réypeaaticularly useful in offering a
theoretically motivated model to the practical gee of a ST and the evaluation of
a TT, being able to connect language, text and contex

First of all, Steiner proposes Register analysisaapre-translation tool
(Steiner 1997; 2004: chapter 3). He acknowledghlsroattempts at providing a
pre-translational text analysis over the yearsatieas such as literary studies,
semiotics, artificial intelligence and TS. Howevie, claims, a text analysis in the
perspective of linguistics, in particular of SFL utab offer the tool for processing
texts while learning about functions of languaged ahe nature of human
communication (Steiner 1997: 235). Steiner offedetailed model for discussing
translationally relevant features of a text, thioudpe practical example of a
German ST, namely a Rolex advertisement, to belataasinto English.

Then the scholar uses the framework of Registerysisato examine the
translation of the same advertising text previousialysed, to offer an evaluation
of it (Steiner 1998; 2004: chapter 4).

As we said, Steiner analyses an advertisement,hwid first appeared in
Newsweek- a widely-read, high quality, non-specialisd magazine — and which
was later translated for the German similar magaFire Spiegel

Let us now look at Steiner's model in some detailthdut giving an
account of his analysis and evaluation of the Ehdii$ and German TT, which is
not our present purpose, by drawing on issues t@different writings (1997;
1998; 2004), we will present a general overvievhisfmodel, to be used for both

analysis and evaluation of translation.
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Steiner offers a highly systematic tripartite modehere each of register
variables — i.e., Field, Tenor and Mode — is divided three sub-variables (for the

fourth dimension of Affect, see comment below)Fagire 3 clearly shows:

- experiantial
dofmain instruction
é 1d -oriental persuasion
e
goal E— argurx_lcr}tauon
— description
- social exposition
activity narration
. in i i
- agentive roles —» formation giver
vs. seeker - authority
: - social roles Lo :
Register < tenor P expertise
—> \— . low ~
- social distance —» [ level Of
high education
-affect
constitutive
- language role —> [
ancillary
mode /. channel > graphic
\ i phonic
written
- medium ¥ I:
spoken

Figure 3: Steiner's model for Register analysioffrSteiner 2004: 14)

In discussing Field of discourse, Steiner distishas three “internal

dimensions” (Steiner 2004: 15), i.e.:

» Experiential domain(s)
» Goal orientation

 Social activity.

31



As far as the domain of experience and Social iagtive concerned, there is
a general agreement in SFL to investigate them uteparameter of Field (see
Matthiesseret al.2010: 95).

Experiential domain corresponds to what in SFL isegally referred to as
‘Subject matter’, i.e., roughly speaking, the togior the purpose of translation, it
is even more useful to consider experientiainaing since all texts usually have
several ones that the translator needs to idenfifyditional problems for
translation have always been in terms of differenice their structuring across
different cultures and degrees of terminologicakcdiicity. The most typical

linguistic — i.e., lexico-grammatical — realizat®im texts are:

transitivity of clauses
types of participants
lexical fields

terminologies

v

v

v

v

v cohesive lexical chains

v' time/tense / aspect features
v’ aspects of reference

v" headings/ titles

v

paragraphing.

As we can clearly see, Steiner avoids the mored righe-to-one
correspondence between Field and its typical legieanmatical realizations that
we usually find in the SFL literature. For exampkeference, a resource which is
typically said to realize Textual meanings, is uluanalysed under ‘Mode’,
although it can influence other aspects of theadnts Steiner highlights. He also
considers aspects linked with the ‘Physical pregent’ of text, such as Headings/
Titles and Paragraphing, typical of the structuréhef clause as Message, but also

linked to the Experiential domains, etc.
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When Steiner inquires into the nature of Socialvigtrealized in/by the
text, he is interested in the function that the teas in its Context of Culture, in
other words with the general types of activity thaithin a given society, are
recognized as meaningful, such as: production, ax@h, communication,
reproduction, consumption, etc. (Steiner 2004: Fg). example, a text about a
given topic will be different, depending on whetliers an advertisement or an
instruction for production of the same object. S¢eioffers the practical example
of a production manual which is translated into atmat advertises the product.
Since his model is outlined for translation pur@ydee points out that the role of
the TT also needs to be considered: e.g., whethdesth@ims at a real translation
or at a re-production (1997: 238).

Steiner includes Goal orientation under Field, eatthan under Mode,
differently from many Hallidayan models (see, eMliller 2005). With Goal
orientation, he is interested in participants’ gobbth the author's and the
translator’s, and thus on the function of both S@ &@. The Goal of a text as a
whole, following Martin (1992), could be of: intér@nge, exposition, persuasion,
argumentation, description, narration, etc. Stetistinguishes between a ‘Short
term’ and a ‘Long term’ Goal. The latter could letated to the global Rhetorical
aim of the whole text, while the former to the ainén descending ranks (text —
paragraph — clause-complex). For example, a teithwias persuasion as its final
Goal, may make use of description or narrationetach the purpose. Going even
further in delicacy, Steiner considers still mor&ranularity’, and different
Rhetorical relations within each paragraph, wheee could find, for example,
functions of summary, exemplification, backgrounmdtivation (see Steiner 2004:
32). Goal orientation is fundamental for translatibecause it could change from
the ST to the TT, either because the intended reddeistdifferent (e.g., of a
different age) or because of intercultural differes in the function of genres
(Steiner 2004: 16).

In Steiner's modelthe most prominent lexico-grammatical realizatiarfis

Goal include:
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mood

ellipsis / non-ellipsis

tense

transitivity (in particular, agency patterns)
conjunctive relations

patterns of thematic progression

patterns of topic construction

paragraphing

LSRN N N N N NN

rhetorical relations

Obviously, ‘paragraphing’ concerns written textdyorRhetorical relations
are included to the extent they represent the &oatture of the text.
Under the second main dimension of the Contextitofa8on, i.e., Tenor of

discourse — which is concerned with the relatignshibetween participants

Steiner distinguishes three main sub-variables:

« Agentive roles
* Social roles

» Social distance

He also acknowledges that many SFL linguists consad®urth variable,
i.e., Affect, concerning ‘emotions’ towards thefsttie other and the subject matter
(Steiner 2004: 18), but he prefers to deal witlfag dispersed throughout the
register” rather than separately (Steiner 1998).294

Translation problems often arise when dealing withoFefor differences in
languages, texts and contexts, not only becausdiffefent lexico-grammatical
structures, but also of different cultural pracice
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The first sub-variable, i.e., Agentive roles, refersemiotic roles defined by
the type of action taking place and by the Goad(s)l assigned to Author and
Reader/ Hearer, such as:

vendorvs customer
givervsreceiver

sayervslistener

o O o o

teachewslearner, etc.
Its most common lexico-grammatical realizations are
Mood

Ellipsis
Modality

SRR NERN

use of specialist language, etc.

Again, we can see how some linguistic featuresscommtextual variables
(e.g., Ellipsis). To offer a practical example, Ségirobserves that, in a sales
interaction, vendors and customers may use a diftdevel of directness (realized
by Mood) in the SL and TL: the translator has to Wwara of such differences and
be able to tackle with them linguistically in até®teiner 2004: 17).

The second type of sub-variable, i.e. Social raecancerned witlsocial
power relationships between participants that amaed in a textRoles can be
defined on the basis of hierarchies, or accordmdht degree of certainty. As
regards hierarchies, most human societethey are linked to:

social class
gender

age

o O o o

ethnicity
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o] religious affiliation.

The degree of certainty can depend on:

o] level of expertise

0 level of education.

Here the basic option seems to be between ‘eqsdlinequal’, or ‘high
authority’ vs ‘low authority’. Steiner detects its common lingtic realizations in

the interpersonal systems and in those structuexig and dialogues, like:

Modality

Mood

Choice of specialist terminology
Forms of address

AN NN

Formality.

Once again, it is obvious that lexico-grammatidadices influence different
levels of context. Thus a certain choice made hyaaslator concerning, e.g.,
specialized language, will not affect only Fieldt blso Tenor.

The third sub-variable that Steiner analyses undemoiTei.e., Social
distance, “[...] stands for the amount of sharedtextual space which the
participants are assigned” (Steiner 1998: 294)siimpler terms, it refers to the
frequency of previuos interaction, and its basitiaspin this case is ‘anonymous’

vs‘familiar’. Its lexico-grammatical realizations egprise:

tagging
Modality

types of forms of address

AN NN

colloquialisms
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v’ jargon

v accents/ dialects/ sociolects, etc.

With the insertion of “accents, dialects and samitd”, we can notice how
Steiner considers here another important featutergfuage variation, i.e., variety
according to the user, as also House does (seB,8hich is usually not analysed
under Register. Indeed, in translation, providext this considered with respect to
its function, it can be fundamental (Steiner 2012).

The fourth sub-variable mentioned by Steiner, idfe&, can be realized
lexico-grammatically by lexical selection, grammatichoices, rhetorical devices.

For the final register variable of the Context @ti&tion, i.e., Mode, Steiner
proposes the last tripartite subdivision:

. Language role
. Channel
. Medium.

All variables are in line with a Hallidayan mod@éls regards the first, i.e.,
Language role, according to which “[...] texts difteepending on whether they are
part of a linguistic activity (constitutive), or paof a non-linguistic activity

(ancillary)” (Steiner 2004: 19), the scholar ligtse following typical lexico-
grammatical realizations:

v ellipsis
v mood

v reference

Steiner puts forward the case of film dubbing amdtiding as typical

examples of dealing with language in an ‘ancillagie under the constraints of the
SL.
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As regards the Channel of discourse, which concir@sphisycal’ means
through which texts are produced, along a clingy@phic’ vs ‘phonic’, the major
options can be:

sound waves
electronic channels
paper

telephone lines, etc.

o O o o

As far as printing is concerned, Steiner arguesaftink between Channel
and punctuation/paragraphing, which the transkttould take care of.

Finally, the Medium, whose endpoints on a cline ‘apmken’ vs ‘written’,
can be realized lexico-grammatically through:

use of pronounssfull words
exophoricvs endophoric reference
types of cohesion

clause complexity

NN

Grammatical Metaph8retc.

Since this highly detailed model is meant by Steiags a tool for pre-
translational text analysis and evaluation, hetpdbie following important issue:
do register variables need to remain unchangedruhéeprocess of translation?
For example, if the Tenor of a ST encodes a miniB@dial distance, does this
mean that, for any translation, it will have to Bmthe same? Steiner's answer is
that a proper translation requires that the regigains relatively constant even
across the process of translation. In his view,nlwee register changes, the more

the TT will not represent a translation in the naogense (Steiner 1998: 295).

8 For an illustration of the notion of Grammaticaktphor (GM), see volume 1, chapter 6. For
dealing with it in the practice of translation, $his volume, § 11.2.2.
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As we can see, Steiner’s view differs from House/kp admits changes at
the level of Register if the translation is ‘covesdther than ‘overt’, still remaining
a translation and not a ‘version’.

Steiner argues that a Register analysis, while gb@invaluable tool for
translation text analysis and evaluation, doesoffet a model of transfer, because
two languages are involved, with ‘typological difaces’, and some problems are
specific to translation. After a register-analysisnsiderations which go beyond
the Context of Situation are vital: they have toldased on the language pair a
translator is working with and related to the Catgeof Culture they are embedded
in. However, the ultimate criteria to evaluate $esgmain “functionally motivated”
(Steiner 1997: 248).

In this chapter, we have tried to offer a surveyfair models that, in
different ways and to different extents, consid@nguage and text as deeply
embedded in Context, of Situation and of Cultuned shat have applied their
approaches to the practice of translation.

Bell's (1991) SFL model, mainly concentrated on théeational
metafunction, is the most theoretical. His prattiexamples are mostly
decontextualized, but the insights offered to atsing translator can help him/her
to engage in text analysis and try to reconsthetST meanings in the TL.

Baker (1992/2011), on the other hand, limits listjos notions — not to
overload beginners without a deep background infidld — and offers a wide
range of concrete examples and exercises (fromidngito a great variety of
languages), firmly grounded on the professionallavof translators. Of the three
Hallidayan types of meanings (i.e., ldeational,etpersonal and Textual), as
Munday confirms, “[...] she devotes the most attentto the textual function”
(Munday 2001/2008/2012: 144).

House (1977/1981; 1997; 2014) offers a highly cahpnsive model,

informed by a strong theoretical framework, ana aiffers practical application to
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a variety of text-types, working on the languagé Eanglish/German, basically
from the point of view of TQA.

Steiner (1997; 1998; 2004) puts forth a systemidéiddidayan model and
applies it in detail to one text (an advertisem#anslated from English into
German), dealing with both pre-translational texdlgsis and evaluation.

The central idea of all models is their ultimate @hpreserving functions,
rather than structures, when translating a ST irffid.a

In the next chapter we will attempt at outlininge tSFL model we propose
for translation, which partly draws on the existmges, and is combined with some
issues from TS. Our goal is to use it in translateaching, for both production and
evaluation of TTs, with a variety of text-types amdth the language pair
English/Italian.

To our knowledge, no systematic modelling of Ital@areammar in an SFL
framework exists — as it does, e.g., for French @pdnisf — and it is not the
purpose of this study to carry out a contrastinguistic analysis between the two
languages. From empirical evidence, we will simasgume that many aspects of

the Hallidayan model can be applied to Italian afl.w

10. Trandating Ranks, Meanings and Context(s): A Proposal

A text is never just a sum of its parts, and whemds

and sentences are used in communication, they
combine to ‘make meaning’ in different ways. (House
2009a: 5)

After presenting in the previous chapter four medkét, to varying degrees,
make use of an SFL approach to translating, wenailV illustrate ‘our’ suggested
approach to the practice of translation, which Ipagtaws on such models — in
particular, House's (1977; 1997; 2014) and Ste;€t997; 1998; 2004), and for
some issues from Bell (1991) and Baker (1992/20i1and partly on the

° See Caffarel (2006) and Lawd al. (2010) respectively.
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Hallidayan text analysis approach outlined by Mi{[2005), although not referred
to translation. Our proposed method will be intégplawith further insights from
TS that we felt the need to combine with our modeltiie purpose of translation
training.

While House’s model, as we have seen, aims atlaigmns evaluation, and
Steiner’s at both analysis and evaluation, althosggarately, in this book we will
attempt at combining analysis, production and eatadn. Our goal, indeed, is that
of arguing for an SFL approach to translation teavdorkable in a translation class,
where both production and evaluation are fulfilléttough different assignments
or as different steps within the same lesson. Wst gbat our proposed SFL
approach can be employed to translate a wide rahdext-types, from (semi-)
specialized to literary.

While the models we have presented so far also dnavother areas of
contemporary linguistics, in particular from pradioe (Bell 1991; Baker
1992/2011; House 1997), we make an effort to adie@n SFL perspective, at
least from a theoretical point of view.

If House and Steiner, in their Register analysedrémslation, primarily aim
at identifying the contextual features of a certgrt, through an analysis of its
linguistic realizations, we — more in line with Belnd Baker who, although
limitedly to certain lexico-grammatical structurdscus on the linguistic level —
will firstly analyse the different strands of meagpirealized in the lexico-grammar
and only secondly will try to construe the contektsituation that has activated
them. As aroverall method, we will thus work within a bottosup perspective,
that is, from grammar to context. However, we &dtually combine the two kinds
of method, i.e. the bottomup and the top down in a way. Indeed, since we do
not deal with complete texts but rather with extsdom longer texts, we will offer
a few hints about the extra-linguistic situationtside the text and so we will
provide a ‘communicative situation’. This will béfered together with a specific
translation ‘brief’, indispensable, we think, tofefng a concrete translation task
(see § 10.4).
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Before moving on to a detailed illustration of dimtegrated’ approach of
SFL and TS, we will consider translation from thenpaif view of ‘rank’.

10.1 Translating Ranks

As we said in the first volume (see chapter 4), litkay states that
equivalence in translation can be pursued at tHiéerent levels: ‘stratification’,
‘metafunction’ and ‘rank’. Although our general ¢gaa to aim at functional
‘equivalence’ at a semantic level and a contexienatl — i.e., of ‘metafunction’,
and of ‘semantic and contextual strata’ — we w#baconsider ‘rank’, mostly as a
unit of translation, but in some cases also in seohequivalence at the lowest
strata.

In SFL, the most evident dimension of language cancbnsidered its
compositional structure, also known as ‘constityér(tlalliday & Matthiessen
2004/2014: 5). In other words, language is strgctun compositional hierachies,
which are called ‘ranks’. Halliday and Matthiesg@004/2014: 9) point out that
every languagefeatures a grammatical rank scale (although theisidn of
grammatical labour’ among the ranks vary and tlaeeelanguages that work more
at one rank). That of English, which is typical of mdanguages, shows four
hierarchic constructions, involving: sound (in owaly speech), writing, verse and
grammar. Phonological, graphological and lexicoagratical constituencies are
made up of a hierarchy of units, i.e., ‘ranks’. Eaompositional layer is composed
of four different ‘ranks’ (Halliday & Matthiesser0g4/2014: 21):

(1) phonological:

(1a) (sound) tone — foot (rhythm) — syllable — pime

(1b) (verse) stanza — line — foot (metric) — sybab

(2) graphological: sentence — sub-sentence — wanittén) — letter

(3) lexico-grammatical: clause — phrase/group -dwemorpheme.
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As far as the graphological constituency is conegyme may even discern a
higher unit than sentence, i.e., ‘paragraph’. Lileayiwithin lexico-grammar, we
can identify a unit above clause, i.e., clause-derp

It is clear that each ‘rank’ of what is indeed edll ‘rank scale’ is made up
of units of the rank below (e.g., in lexico-gramiarclause-complex is composed
of clauses, a clause of phrases/groups, a phrase/gof words, a word of
morphemes).

Catford admits equivalence at all stata and disisiges between “rank-
bound translation” and “unbounded translation”, fblener where TL equivalents
are deliberately at the lowest ranks (usually, wordnorpheme), and the latter
where ‘shifts’ normally occur up and down the rackle (Catford 1965: 24-25).

Halliday acknowledges that, although equivalenceldeto be valued more
highly at the highest ranks, there may always lEmasions when equivalence at a
lower rank can acquire a higher value (2001: 16).

Ranks, from a translational point of view, arecslyi linked to the issue of
the unit of translation, which we discussed in fing volume (see § 3.2). As we
said, in our model, since dealing with written laage, we will follow Newmark'’s
suggested unit of translation, i.e., the sentent& will generally aim at
equivalence at that rank. Of course a translatcalss constantly dealing with
words — or rather, lexical items —, but not in &min. In our Register analysis
throughout the book, we will often focus on lexitams, but essentially in relation
to their meaning in text and context, pet se

Even morphemes — the smallest meaningful units afmgrar — as Baker
illustrates (see § 9.3), can become essential elsnfat least in languages with an
elaborated word grammar), especially when dealiitg specialized terminology
or neologisms. By way of illustration, let us she following example, taken from

a sociology text in the field of Urban Studies:
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(ST 1): [...] Thus, economic restructuring, urbaisirdvestment, land-use
planning controls, ‘revanchisielfare policy (Smith, 1996) and the continuing
demand for cheap migrant labour has contributethéoestablishment of a
peculiarly condensed space of social and ethnialgguhat Loic Wacquant
has termed ‘the hypghetto’. [...]

[Parker, S. (2004)Jrban Theory and the Urban Experience: Encountetimg City
London: Routledge, p. 91].

(TT 1): [...] Dunque la ristrutturazione economidamancati investimenti
pubblici, la regolamentazione nell'uso del suobbriduzione del welfare e la
domanda continua di lavoro immmigrato a basso cdstono contribuito
all'istituzione di uno spazio particolarmente consi&o di omogeneita sociale
ed etnica, che Loic Wacquant ha definito col teevdn“iperghetto”. [...]

[Parker, S. (2006)Teoria ed esperienza urban@ransl. by D. Ravenna, Ed. by S.V.
Haddock, Bologna: Il Mulino, p. 127].

¢ 1

We are not interested here in ‘grammatical morplegnike ‘-ing
(“restructur-ing”) or -ment’ (“disinvest-ment”),te. — simply indicating word-class
—, but in morphemes which convey a propositionalammg, i.e. ‘lexical
morphemes’ like ‘-ist’ (“revanch-ist”) and ‘hyper{“hyper-ghetto”). The suffix ‘-
ist’, in English, is usually added to designatep&ason who practises some art or
method, or who prosecutes, studies, or devotesefiins some science, art, or
branch of knowledge” @ED). This suffix might have been rendered in Italian
through the directly equivalentista (revanscistqa In the published TT, the
political term “revanscist” (i.e., “characterizedy ka policy of or desire for
retaliation or revenge”OED) has not been kept and has been substituted with
riduzione As regards the prefix ‘hyper-, of Greek origiwhich conveys the
propositional meaning of “over, beyond, over muabove measure”QED),
forming the technical neologism “hyper-ghetto”hés been maintained into Italian
and the lexical item has becoiperghetto

Although the SFL model we propose for translatioouges, in terms of
‘rank’, on the constituency of ‘lexico-grammar’e., the level of wording, given
that we are dealing with written language, we wislilustrate how, in particular
circumstances, also graphological ranks may becaigaificant, as Catford
remarks (1965: 23). To illustrate this point, lstaonsider the following example,

taken from a children’s book by R. Doyle:
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(ST 2): [...] JalopyStreet.

KangarooStreet.

[...] They sat on a rooftop at the end_of Lambclaenue, waiting for Santa
for come up out of the last chimney. [...]

[Doyle, R. (2001)Rover Saves Christmasondon: Scholastic, p. 99]

(TT 2): [...] Via Juventus

Via Koala

Arrivati alla fine di corso_Lingua Salmistratsi sedettero su un tetto ad
aspettare che Babbo Natale uscisse dall'ultimo goaoio. [...]

[Doyle, R. (2002)Rover salva il NataleTransl. by G. Zeuli, Milano: Salani: p. 105]

It seems that, in the ST, Doyle plays with streeh@s put in alphabetical
order: ‘7', ‘K’, ‘L' % The propositional meaning of the word, in thise;as not as
fundamental to maintain as is playing with thedettvhich is the lowest rank of
graphological rank scale. In this case, if the Tltasian, the device can be carried
over, at the expense of propositional meaning, smd'Kangaroo” can easily
becomeKoala, which mantains the graphological rank of lettexd aalso the
experiential meaning of ‘animal typical of Austeli Also “lambchop”, which
becomed.ingua Salmistrataeproduces the same letter and conveys a typisial d
— although perhaps more unusual, to children’s .eyes the case of
“Jalopy"—Juventuswe believe that the Italian option — despite beirwell known
reference for children — might result alienatingpce the action is taken in
Australia. Perhaps @eep — which would maintain the letter ‘J’ and the same

domain of “jalopy**

(vehicles), might have been a possible solutioisp a
conveying its experiential meaning.

However, it is at the level of meanings embedded Bontext of Situation
that our main focus is centred on. Let us now torithe illustration of the SFL

model that we propose for a ‘meaningful’ practi€éranslation.

10 we find evidence of this in the previous part leé ook, which contains: Blackhead Street,
Chlorine Street, Dolphin Avenue, etc. (see Doyle2(®2).
1 A “jalopy” is acollog. (orig. U.S) term that means “a battered old motor vehicl®ED)
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10.2 Translating Meaning(s) and the Context of Sitation

[...] even the ‘context-free’ dictionary definiticof the
meaning of a word actually rests on an implicit
assumption of some kind of setting udeas part of a
text a text without a context runs the danger of hgvin
supernatural attributes assigned to it (that is twha
happens in one science fiction story, where aneanci
shopping list becomes a sacred scripture!). (Bedl11
83,emphasis addgd

In this section, we will present an overall SFL mlaidhat can be used, we
argue, fruitfully, in translation education andiiag.

As we have said above, differently from three oé tmodels we have
presented (Bell 1991; House 1977, 1997, 2014; Bd&92/2011), we will
generally adhere to a closer Hallidayan approachhe analysis of the three
metafunctions realized in a text, later focusingtioe contextual features that can
be reconstructed. Outside of SFL, the grammar fiegliddeational’ meanings is
often treated as ‘semantics’, whereas those thatden‘textual’ and ‘interpersonal’
meanings are sometimes dealt with partly underdibmain of pragmatics (cf.
Matthiessenet al. 2010: 138). In systemic theory, all three metafioms are
investigated at the level of semantics throughrealysis of lexico-grammar.

It must be pointed out that we will describe thedelp with its different
layers of meanings, their most typical grammatiealizations and the variables of
context which usually determine them, under différsections for a matter of

convenience. However, we need to keep in mind that:
(1) the three metafunctions, in fact, interseatcfioningsimultaneously
(2) the dimensions of the Context of Situation witeerlap;

(3) any element can play different roles within gmammatical systems.

Indeed, although the variables of contetdnd to activate certain

metafunctions, whichtend to be realized in certain systems, it should net b

46



assumed that this is an “automatic ‘hook-up’ hypstl” (Miller 2005: 27). It is the
combination of contextual variables which tendséoresponsible for the lexico-
grammatical choices and the meanings these construe

We admit that sometimes we find the less rigid @meration of linguistic
features as proposed by Steiner useful for traosland we will make reference to
it. Yet, in order to guide students through thedfichte — and challenging! — task,
we prefer to propose systematic SFL model to follow, not only at the lewé
Context, but also of grammar. Of course we needdoconstantly aware of
multifunctionalityof language, which is just the norm (Miller 200%55).

After all, as Halliday and Matthiessen put it:

[...] some overview of language [...] will enable to locate exactly where we
are at any point along the route. A characterisfiche approach we are
adopting here, that of systemic theory, is thaisittcomprehensiveit is
concerned with language in its entirety, so thattebver is said about one
aspect is to be understood always with referenciheototal picture. At the
same time, of course, what is being said aboutoaeyaspect alscontributes
to the total picture; but in that respect as wal important to recognize where
everything fits in. (Halliday & Matthiessen 2004420 20)

We will see all this at work in our detailed praati analyses of translation
tasks offered in chapter eleven. Let us now movéooitiustrate ‘our’ proposed
model for translation of the different strands afaning realized in and by each

text and context.

10.2.1 Translating the Ideational Metafunction andrield

Ideational meanings — construed to represent expees, either to encode
them (Experiential) or to show the relationshipswiaein them (Logical) — are
typically realized in lexico-grammar by the systesh§RANSITIVITY (Participants,
Processes and Circumstances) and2fiS andLOGICO-SEMANTIC RELATIONS. In
order to investigate, and then reproduce if possithe experiential meanings

realized in a text, we start from the analysis tsf Transitivity structure, thus
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identifying Processes, Participants and Circum&snd/e also analyse Tense (for
each clause, but especially throughout paragraphs), relationship between
Participants and Processes realized in the grantmangh the option of Voice
(active vs passive), as well as Lexical items and Terminoldgy.far as Logical
Meanings are concerned, we concentrate — whenamefor translation — on
Clause interdependency and Logico-semantic reldiipn$Ve then move to the
analysis of Contextual factors that have activatieed meanings at issue, by
focusing on the nature of the Social Activity imdtated in the text and on the
Subject matter, with its specific experiential dam(s).

Let us see a schematic overview of the grammaticel eontextual

categories we analyse under this variable, in Taldelow:

FIELD
What is going on?

LEXICO-GRAMMAR

TRANSITIVITY structure: IDEATIONAL Social activity

Processes/ Participants/ EXPERIENTIAL

Circumstances MEANINGS

Tense Subject matter — Domain(s) of
Voice: activevspassive Experience

Lexical items / Terminology

Clause interdependency:
Expansion (parataxiss
hypotaxis)vs Projection IDEATIONAL
Logico-semantic relationships:;| LOGICAL MEANINGS

Elaboration/ Extension/

Enhancement

Table 3: Model of Text/ Context analysis for thenslation of Ideational meanings and Field

In SFL, experience consists of ‘goings-on’, whicin dae of happening,
doing, sensing, saying, being or having, and astreed by structural elements
named ‘Processes’: material, mental and relatiGttatesses as the main kinds,
accompanied by behavioural, verbal and existerRialcesses are the core element
of the Transitivity structure, which also comprigesticipants (directly involved)
and Circumstances, which ‘augment’ the configuratid the other two through
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logico-semantic relations (Matthiessehal. 2010: 69-70). Processes are typical of
the grammar of English, but, as Bell asserts, thegm ‘universal’ and for this
reason can be rendered across languages. As tbkrspoints out in his model
(see 8§ 9.2), it is firstly by recognizing the r@as linking Processes and
participants that a translator can ‘make sense’thef ST. It often happens,
especially in [++written] (see below) texts, thatoéesses are realized
‘incongruently’, i.e. ‘metaphorically’ (for the coept of Hallidayan GM, see note
8). This poses difficulties to the translator, wimay need to ‘de-metaphorise’
incongruent choices to cope with different languagectures (see 8 11.2.2 in
particular).

Even choices in terms of Tense and Voice are impbittaiext analysis and
translation, although they do not always need tardrelered through the same
structures: as usual, théimctionis the mail goal.

Lexical items and terminology, which determine tRkpegiential domains of
a text, of course need careful consideration, aljhove will see how they are not
the only concern for a translator.

Ideational meanings also include Logical meaningalized in grammar by
Clause interdependency and Logico-semantic relships: they also need to be
analysed in view of reproducing th&inctionin the translated text.

Let us briefly consider the two dimensions of Figld,, ‘Social activity’ and
‘Subject matter — Domain(s) of Experience”. In SFgcial activity’ is considered
the socio-semiotic process that the interactantBencontext are engaged in, such
as: doing and expounding/ reporting/ recreatingfisly/ recommending/ enabling/
exploring (cf. Matthiessemet al. 2010: 95-96). For our translation purposes, we
more generally consider it as the function of thet as a whole in its context of
culture, such as ‘advertising’, etc. (cf. Stein€@02: 33): a translator needs to be
aware of any differences in the basic mechanisnes aittivity is operated in
different cultures. Within the nature of the sodativity, Steiner, as we have seen
(8 9.4) also considers the role of the TT, whetheredi at a real translation or at a

re-production, in order to decide the most apttatyi@as. This can be linked to
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House’s distinction between ‘overt’ and ‘covertatislation (1997) — although, in
House’s view, a ‘re-production’ would perhaps cepend to a ‘version’ (1997:
71). In our proposed approach, we consider the obléhe TT and the global
strategy to employ (‘overts 'covert’) beforetackling the translation task, since
determined not only by the kind of text, but algathoe translation ‘brief’.
The ‘Subject matter’, to put it simply, regards ttupic’ of the activity and,

more precisely, concerns the ‘experiential domJirke text deals with: they can
be furtherly sub-divided into sub-domains and dterocharacterized by typical

lexical fields and terminology.

10.2.2 Translating the Interpersonal Metafunction ad Tenor

Interpersonal meanings, which concern the relatiteseen Addresser and
Addressee, are construed in grammar by the systérioob, MODALITY and
APPRAISAL and are triggered by the variable of Tenor, whidalsl with the
relationship between the interactants and thetud#s.

It seems that SFL scholars “[...] have developedumber of descriptive
outlines of the systems of Tenor, but there is asgecomprehensive ‘reference’
account” (Matthiesseat al.2010: 217). For our translation purposes, we ofied
sub-differentiating the variable of Tenor and its sindypical grammatical
realizations into several categories, as showraiel'4 below (p. 51).

As far as Mood is concerned, we are mainly intexkgt its function within
the ST and the TT, rather than in contrastive issamearning different languages.

In SFL, Modality is “a resource which sets up a sainaspace between yes
and no” (Martin & Rose 2003/2007: 53). In Englighcan be realized by Modal
operators and Modal Adjuncts. When a translatodsid@e render Modality, s/he
has not necessarily to maintain the same structugensist once again on the fact
that, in an SFL approach to translation, we aimrasgrvingfunctions rather than

structures.
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TENOR
Who is taking part?

LEXICO-GRAMMAR

MOOD Systems Addresser’s provenance

Agentive role

MODALITY Systems: Social role
(Modalizationvs Modulation) (equal vs unequal, highvs
low authority):

« Social hierarchy (social
class, gender, age, ethnicity)

* Level of expertise

INTERPERSONAL
MEANINGS * Level of education

Language varieties: Social distance
Idiolect/ Geographical/ Socia (formal vsinformal)
Temporal Dialect
Lexis: formality. informality
APPRAISAL SYSTEMS: Addresser’s Stance towards
« Attitude Addressee
(Affect/Judgement/Appreciation) Addresser’'s Stance towards
« Graduation Subject Matter

* Engagement

Table 4: Model of Text/ Context analysis for thenslation of Interpersonal meanings and Tenor

We certainly need to explain why we decided toudel the dimension of
‘language varieties’ in our model. As we said ilwoe one (see chapter 7), in
SFL, user- and use-related varieties, despite ttegcionnections, are considered
conceptually distinct. However, although ‘dialecsé viewed as saying “the same
thing differently” and differing in phonetics, phalogy, vocabulary, partially in
grammar but not in semantics (Halliday & Hasan 19889: 43), we agree with
Steiner who claims that, in a model of translatiaghey deserve special
consideration (Steiner 2004: 42). This dimensiod heen taken into account by
House in her first model for TQA, and kept sepafaien ‘use’ (see 8§ 9.1). In her
revisited model (1997), the dimension is includethin her comprehensive model,
under the heading of Tenor, in particular of ‘Auteg@rovenance’ (see below). We
argue that, in a model for translation that aim$eihg valid for different text-
types, including literary texts, an analysis of linguistic features pertaining to this

dimension is fundamental even though our focusnisneaning. We would have
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not included it if our book had focused exclusivetyLSP translation, which is not
our case. Especially in certain literary texts, liistic features typical of language
varieties give important clues to both the Contéh&ituation and of Culture and, if
we aim at translation ‘equivalence’, this aspectnod be neglected. Obviously, a
translator cannot reproduce structures, but s/hevcak at the level of ‘function’.

Differently from House, we have also decided teerhddiolect- i.e., “the
individual dialect”, “the variety related to the rpenal identity of the user”
(Gregory 1980: 463). She had excluded it from hégirmal model (while Crystal
and Davy’s 1969 model included the dimension ofli\iduality’), since “the text
producer’s idiosyncratic linguistic features woblel captured in other dimensions”
(House 1997: 40). Of course, as Gregory clearlpigamut (1980: 463), it is usually
of no importance if the translator deals with aestfic article, where any
idiosincracies of the author are not meaningfuhwessely, it can play a crucial
role in dealing with fiction, or translation fordalstage. And since our model aims
at including a variety of text-types, literary andn-literary, the category can be
useful to the translator.

For a model to be used within a bottesap perspective, Dialects are thus
considered as linguistic mechanisms, which realize/realized by various
categories of Tenor.

Within linguistic realizations of Interpersonal nmézgs, we also include the
level of formality vs informality of lexis, along a cline. Although Iedl items
marked as [+formal] or [+informal] can be linked ttte contextual category of
Social distance, it must be clear that they aretodie confused, since the latter
refers to the degree of familiarity between intéaats. As Steiner illustrates, its
lexico-grammatical realizations include tagging,dality, forms of address, use of
accents and dialects, etc. (Steiner 2004: 18).

None of the translation models we have presentddes Appraisal theory,
which is indeed a more recent approach developédnvén SFL framework and
extends the account of the grammatical resourceshwiealize Interpersonal

meanings (Martin & White 2005) to include evaluati®We argue thatPPRAISAL
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SYSTEMS a fundamental resource of language in many texdstymight represent a
fruitful line of inquiry pursued in the area of T&here so far, as Munday notes,
they have been “relatively overlooked” (2010: 78).

Appraisal identifies three systems: TATUDE, GRADUATION and
ENGAGEMENT, dealing with the kinds of attitude, their amplétion and the ways
in which they are sourced and addressees are dlifheSYSTEM OFATTITUDE is
furtherly subdivided into three sub-systems, itdfect, Judgement (of two types:
Social Esteem, Social Sanction) and Appreciationcerned with the evaluation of
feelings, behaviour and phenomena respectitefvaluation can be expressed
through different parts of speech and can be eitliescribed” (explicitly
expressed) or “invoked” (implicity conveyed), ndgator positive. Importantly,
Appraisal is not only a matter of single instancésit is also construed
“prosodically” through the text (cf. Martin & Ro&903/2007: 31). The traditional
category of ‘connotation’, vital for translatiorarcbe systematized by Appraisal.

Let us now focus on Context, in particular to thaakde of Tenor.

We also decided to include, differently from a elddallidayan model, the
category of ‘Addresser’s provenance’, drawing orustds revisited model (1997).
We certainly understand Steiner’s point of view wihe states that the meaning of
a text is not determined through ‘outer factorsthsas “who wrote it when and
where and whose behalf” (Steiner 2004: 3). It deied a valid claim when dealing
with texts where neither the author nor the ‘irestilg’ are known, as in the case of
the Rolex advertisement analysed by the Germanlach@et we assume that our
model can be valid for different text-types, inchgl literary texts, where the
Addresser’s origin could offer helpful hints for témpreting culture-specific
elements (see § 11.7.2) or even for establishiagattiter's ideological stance (as

with postcolonial fiction, see 8 11.6.2). For thesasons, we think it could be a

12 Since this book is not necessarily addressedamers with an SFL background, for the sake of
simplicity, we avoid the distinction into sub-cabeigs — albeit useful for translation. For a
detailed account of the Appraisal model, see Ma&tWhite (2005) and for an overview, Martin
& Rose (2004/2007). For an application of the mddetanslation, see Munday (2012).
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useful category. Differently from House, we onlynsimer the geographical (and
temporal, although not relevant in our sample detigin.

We find convenient, for our translation purposes, subdivide Tenor
relationships between interactants into three tygfesocial roles, i.e., ‘Agentive
roles’, ‘Social roles’ and ‘Social distance’, agifier does (see § 9.4). Roles of the
first type are also known as ‘institutional’, whil8ocial roles’ are also called
‘power’ or ‘status’ roles (Matthiessagt al.2010: 217). We have already illustrated
the notion of Social distance above.

As far as the category of ‘Stance’ is concerned,must point out that we
have borrowed the label from House (1997, see § B.fegards the position of the
Addresser towards the Addressee and the Subjectemndtis/her “personal
viewpoint” (House 1997: 109). With other kinds ekts, that we do not take into
account in this book, also the Addressee’s Stanaeld be included.

10.2.3 Translating the Textual Metafunction and Mo@

Finally, Textual meanings, which give the clausecharacter as message,
are activated by the Mode of discourse and arézezhin grammar by structural
cohesive devices, such as Thematic structure, am@stuctural ones, like
Cohesion.

Under the contextual variable of Mode, we will ais&l more aspects than
House does, more similarly to Steiner. Table 5 §).gives a schematic overview.

As Ventola (1995: 85) lamented in the nineties, Kird (2007: 223-24) has
confirmed more recently, the area of thematic pastavhen a text undergoes a
translation process still needs to be thoroughlyestigated in TS. Although we
will not aim at offering new insights, we will cadsr them among the features of a
ST that need to be taken into account when tranglasis Baker has demonstrated
(see § 9.3).
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LEXICO-GRAMMAR

Thematic  structure;

progression

Themati

(Information structure)

(Synonymy/ Hyponymy/

Cohesion:
Reference; Ellipsis/Substitutior
Conjunction ; Lexical relation

TEXTUAL MEANINGS

MODE
How are the meanings bein

exchanged?

Language role:

constitutive- ancillary

Channelgraphic- phonic

Medium: spoken- written

(simple/complex)

Participation:

Repetition/ Collocation). monologue- dialogue

(simple/complex)

Physical presentation; Rhetorical aim:

Punctuation (argumentative/ expository/
instructional)

* Global

« Paragraphs, Clause-

Complexes

Rhetorical structure

Table 5: Model of Text/ Context analysis for thenslation of Textual meanings and Mode

As we saw when analysing Baker's model, Informastmcture is a system
concerned with the assignment of Given and Newrin&tion to elements of the
clause, and of the overall text. We do not taketd consideration when analysing
our written texts, following Halliday and Hasan {8), who consider it mostly
typical of spoken discourse.

Also Cohesion, as also Newmark had pointed out {ekeme 1, chapter 6)
is a linguistic resource that a translator cangooie. The term is also widely used
outside of SFL, although sometimes “more looselyetier to the text-ness of a
text” (Matthiesseret al. 2010: 74). In our model, we will of course considdrom
an SFL point of view, hence in terms of Referencdjp&ts$/Substitution,
Conjunction and Lexical relations.

As regards Lexical Cohesion we will include into enodel the categories
proposed by Halliday (1994), i.e., Repetition, Syymy (and variants like
Hyponymy, Meronymy) and Collocation.
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In each written text, also the ‘physical preseptdtcan be said to construe
meanings (ses Miller 2005: 164): headings, sectigpaagraphs, as well as
punctuation perform a specific function, therefahe translator cannot ignore
them.

Under the variable of Mode, as Steiner does (s@d)g we include the Role
played by language, whose main options are ‘catist’ vs ‘ancillary’, along a
cline.

While Channel and Medium on the one hand, and Mediand Participation
on the other hand, seem to overlap in House’s (188@ Steiner's (2004) models
respectively, we will separate the three dimensiatthough, as usual, there is
overlapping and not rigid separation.

By Channel, we refer to the physical “means avélab interactants for
exchanging meanings in context” (Matthiessgral. 2010: 68-69), along a cline
from ‘phonic’ — typical of face-to-face interactionto ‘graphic’, with many in-
between possibilities and new combinations, alaokk to modern technology.

Under the sub-category of Medium, we will considkie degree of
‘spokeness’ or ‘writteness’ (remember, again: alangine!) featured by a text. It
has not to be confused with ‘Mode’ (one of the ¢hneain Register variables) or
with ‘Channel’, despite, as usual, connections ketwcategories. As Miller (2005)
points out, one of the main clues of the ‘writtemédium is ‘lexical density’, i.e.,
the high frequency of ‘lexical words’ with respéot‘grammatical’ ones, which is
typical for example of written specialized textheTuse of frequent contractions,
on the other hand, is typical of the ‘spoken’ mediWe adopt House’s distinction
into ‘simple’ and ‘complex’ medium to discriminatiee ‘simple’ cases when a text
is ‘written to be read’ from instances when itagy., ‘written to be spoken as if not
written’, etc. (for Gregory’s classification, se®§,; for its relevance to translation,
see § 11.4.2 in particular).
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Drawing on House's model(s) (1977/1981; 1987ye also include the
category of Participation, which could otherwisenaned ‘Turn’ (Matthiesseat
al. 2010: 144). As we have seen (§ 9.1), it referhéodegree of involvement of
the interlocutors. We believe that the distinctihiat House proposes between
‘simple’ and ‘complex’ Participation, along a clinean be useful for translation
purposes, whether the participation is real orqitag and we will see it in practice
in our chapter eleven.

As for the Rhetorical aim — that we consider, likéller (2005) and
differently from Steiner (see § 9.4), under thealkale of Mode — we have adopted
Hatim and Mason’s (1990: 153ff) taxonomy of ‘argurtadive’, ‘expository’
(subdivided into ‘descriptive’ and ‘narrative’), ntructional’, which we find
convenient for our translation purposes. This aategan be analysed both as a
‘global’ aim — of the entire text — and at a lewdl delicacy under descending
‘ranks’ (sections, paragraphs, etc.).

There is no agreement as to where to collocate nibatstructure within the
model. Steiner, speaking about ‘short-term goalehsiders it under Field. We
prefer to consider it, as Miller (2005: 52) doesadeature of Mode.

As for the translator’'s Goal, which Steiner inclade his Field, we will not
examine it during our text and register analysist tather before tackling our
translation task, since we think it is mostly detered by the translation ‘brief’
(see § 10.4).

Together with the immediate context of productionwhbver, a translator
necessarily has to take into account the broademralicontext.

13 For the role of the category of ‘Participation’Hiouse’s newly updated model (2014), see §
9.1).
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10.3 Translating the Context of Culture

[...] language is essentially rooted in the realifytie
culture [...] it cannot be explained without constant
reference to these broader contexts of verbalartter.
(Malinowski 1923: 305)

As we said many times throughout the two volumesdation is not only a
linguistic task, but also a cultural one. Indeed, tnanslate across languages and
cultures, or, following House, “linguacultures” @R viii). We cannot separate
them because language and culture are inextriciibked, being language
embedded in culture.

Thus — if we do not translate highly standardized amiversal’ texts —
culture isalwaysinvolved in our practice of translation. Certainly some cases it
is more prominent, on two different levels: (1) iarms of culture-specific
elements, (2) as regards text-types conventionseldment — both a CSI and a
whole tradition — deeply rooted in its Context ofil@re, may obviously pose
problems of comprehension and of rendering in &mdint cultural framework.
Moreover, the application of a ‘cultural filter' mabe required by “culturally
shared conventions of behaviour and communicapoeferred rhetorical styles,
and expectation norms in the source and targethpmemmunities” (House 2009a:
38).

We will see the key role of the Context of CultimePart Four, focusing on
translation practice. Nevertheless, we wish to fpant that the translator’s
decisions depend not only on the specific cultusglue, but also, and most
importantly, on the communicative situation surrding it. We will briefly present
a simple, but illustrative, example to show thisnpoLet us consider the following
excerpt, taken from the same guidebook that weus#l as a source for our sample

tourist text:
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(ST 3): BIG PINKT...]

Big Pink is big fun, '50s style. Here you'll findtkchy foods from burgers and
buckets of fries to all-day breakfasts and a sougetlV dinner’ served on a
compartmentalized stetthy. Eat in the cavernous, convivial dining roomat
an equally fun sidewalk table. Or call for a defiyenvhich comes courtesy of a
pink VW Beetle.

[From: Greenfield, B. (2005Miami & the KeysLonely Planet, Victoria, Australia, p.
89]

(TT 3): BIG PINK]...]

Il Big Pink & un locale simpatico, stile anni '58ervono piatti kitsch che
vanno dai burger con un sacco di patatine fritte ptime colazioni proposte
tutto il giorno e agli abbondanti ‘TV dinner’ (piatonfezionati in kit, come
quelli forniti in aereo)serviti in un vassoio di plastiaiviso in scomparti. Vi
potete accomodare nella enorme, vivace sala da@rappure a un tavolo
all'aperto. Potete anche telefonare per farvi réaepil cibo a casa, che vi sara
consegnato su un Maggiolino VW rosa (come il nonpink — del locale).

[From: Greenfield, B. (2006)Miami e le KeysTransl. by F. Benetti, M. Carena & F.
Peinetti, Lonely Planet, Torino: EDT, p. 90]

We are dealing with a section of the tourist gwidhere restaurants and other
places to eat are presented. The CSI “TV-dinneryeliped in the Anglo-
American culture in the 1950s (see
http://www.gourmet.com/food/gourmetlive/2011/1018h&-history-of-the-tv-
dinner), has been kept/borrowed in the TT. The habianslators have also applied
a ‘cultural filter’ to provide the reader with a meogeneral explanation of the item
and have added, in parenthesgistti confezionati in kit, come quelli forniti in
aered”. Although the CSI corresponds to “a prepared fnoxeal that needs only
to be heated and is suitable for eating while watgkelevision” OED), they have
adapted it to a less specific cultural environmeamd to a situation that the target
reader can more easily encounter. The material Isasb@en rendered through a
‘cultural filter’: the ST “steel (tray)”, typical obriginal “TV dinners”, has become
plasticain the TT, in line with the plastic containers usedvadays. In SFL terms,
the experiential domain has changed, but while tfamslation into piatti
confezionati in kit, come quelli forniti in aereman be explained in terms of

functional equivalence at the level of the ContixCulture, the transformation of

14 We will see how this combination of strategiesresponds to ‘Carry-over matching’ +
‘Amplification’, following Malone’s (1988) taxonomygsee § 10.4).
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“steel” into plastic can be misleading for the fstiactually visiting the B PINK,
where it seems that s/he could still find steeydrd’50 style”. Also the Tenor in
the TT is different, in that the writer shows [+auihg towards the Addressee, in
need of such a detailed explanation. However, tbetéxt of Culture that is
realized in the ST and TT can be said to be fundciipeguivalent, since pointing
to a habit known to each audience.

In the example above the ‘cultural filter’ has alsgen adopted in terms of
textual conventions. Indeed, at the Interpersoenl] the TT contains [+formal]
lexical items (e.g., “Big Pink is big fun™ Il Big Pink & un locale simpati¢o
“souped-up ‘TV dinner’”— abbondanti ‘TV dinne). Moreover, Mood choices are
different: the ST imperative — typical of English tistitexts that engage the reader
more directly — is substituted in the TT with Indiga declarative (e.g., “Ean the

cavernous, convivial dining room* Vi potete accomodareella enorme, vivace

sala da pranzp“Or call for a delivery” — Potete anche_telefonareper farvi

recapitare il cibo a casg where also Modalization is added and Formalgy i
higher. Tenor is thus not equivalent, because of[#$ocial distance] between
Addresser and Addressee. However, thanks to thifalfilter’, the two texts can
be considered equivalent with respect to their &dstof Culture.

Let us see whether the same CSI featured in the Y. éHahet guidebook has
been treated differently in the following extrairh a literary text:

(ST 4): [...] Mrs Patton is washing bean sproutsinolander at the kitchen
sink; they spill over and scatter across the dngirhoard. She gives Arun a
conspiratorial smile. “It's the big game tonighsfie tells him. “They're eating
a TV dinner Shall we have bean sprouts together? | thoughsteam them.”

[...] [Desai, A. (1999)Fasting, FeastingLondon: Chatto & Windus, p. 192]

(TT 4): [...] La signora Patton, al lavello dellacina, sta lavando dei germogli
in un colino, sono troppi e si spargono sullo spiaitii. Rivolge ad Arun un
sorriso cospirativo: “C’é la finale stasera”, gicel “Loro mangiano _davanti
alla televisioneMangiamo i germogli insieme? Pensavo di cuoegriapore”.
[...] [Desai, A. (2001)Pigiunare, divorare Transl. by A. Nadotti, Torino: Einaudi, p.
183]
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In this case, the ST does not only contain an iteket to an American
Context of Culture, but it also shows the habisél€ through the action which
takes place. The participant “a TV dinner” (funaoiitg as Goal) of the ST has
become a Circumstance of Location: Place in the davdnti alla televisiong
with an inevitable ‘experiential’ loss. The Italiarader, who is not necessarily
aware of the American tradition, will not assocideesanti alla TVwith a ready
meal on a compartmentalized (steel or plastic) .trayparaphrase aimed at
conveying the exact experiential meaning would betappropriate, because it
would produce a lenghty and heavy TT. A footnote lfquobably been excessive.
The source Context of Culture is partly conveyedhe contrast between two
different actions reinforced through the repetitwinthe verbmangiare— which,
strictly speaking, is not in the ST, where we haeatihg” and “have”:Loro
mangianodavanti alla televisione/ Mangiamiogermogli insieme?his example
shows that, even in a literary text usually andbglly translated ‘overtly’, a
‘cultural filter’ has been adopted, and so we argjusn be viewed as a ‘covert’
strategy at a micro-level. But this will be illusted in more detail in the following

section.

10.4 Integrating the SFL model

As we have said when introducing this chapter, evhiroposing and
adopting a Hallidayan approach, we have also fedtrieed to integrate it with
further insights from TS, in order to effectivelyeusin translation education.

With the aim of simulating a professional translatenvironment, drawing
from Skopostheorieand in particular from C. Nord (1997), we will sifg a
translation ‘brief’ for each translation task, tiigf plausible translation assignment
given by a potential commissioner. Nord explainatmappens in a professional

environment in the following terms:
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[...] translation is normally done ‘by assignmer#’.client needs a text for a
particular purpose and calls upon the translatoaftranslation, thus acting as
the initiator of the translation process. In amaidease, the client would give as
many details as possible about the purpose, expipitie addressees, time,
place, occasion and medium of the intended commatiait and the function

the text is intended to have. This information vebwubnstitute an explicit

translation brief. (Nord 1997: 30)

The pattern of our translation ‘brief’ which precedeach translation task
follows in part Laviosa and Cleverton’s (2003).

We will then make use of House’s ‘ovevs ‘covert’ distinction as a macro-
method of translation, but, instead of establishingfter a complete analysis of
both the ST and the TT, as House does in her TQAuyrirapproach — which as we
said is not only evaluative, but also ‘productiveive decide it at the beginning,
from elements given in the initial ‘communicativieuation’ and in the translation
‘brief’. The choice of the basic option for eithef{+overt] or [+covert] translation
will guide us in our subsequent translation decisio

Moreover, we aim at re-interpreting House'’s fundatak distinction into
‘overt’ and ‘covert’ translation in analysing mielevel choices throughout the
text, in the belief that even an ‘overt’ translatican occasionally need instances of
‘covert’ translation to be ‘functional’. Let us saesimple example to illustrate our
point.

Generally speaking, we agree with House (1997)henfact that a literary
translation usually requires an ‘overt’ method. Heoer, we argue that even a
global ‘overt’ translation may include, at the naidevel, ‘covert’ choices, if

functional to a certain purpose. Let us see artilitise example:

(ST 5): [...] During the lunch hour at school, &yd in the classroom with the
few girls who didn't like playing catch or the statgame L-O-N-D-O-Nn the
courtyard. [...]

[from: Kamani, G. (1995)Junglee Gir] London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson]

(TT 5): [...] Nell'intervallo del pranzo rimaneva classe con le poche bambine
a cui non piaceva giocare ad acchiapparello dogllle statuinén cortile. [...]
[from: Kamani, G. (2005Junglee Gir] Transl. by A. Sirotti, Torino: Einaudi]
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“Statue” is “[tthe name of various children’s gamesich involve the
players standing still in different postureDED). Given that such a game is
popular in many different Contexts of Culture, udihg the Italian one, the
translator has — and effectively, we think — dedidie drop “L-O-N-D-O-N" and
has simply translated intbelle statuine Alternative solutions might have been:
Uno, due, tre, stellar Uno, due, tre per le vie di Romas the game is also known
in Italy, according to the Context of Culture ofckaregion. The latter solution
would have maintaned, even through a ‘cultura¢filtthe experiential domain of
the capital city for each respective cultural andee (London-Rome), but the TT
would have probably been alienating in terms of t€ginof Situation, since the
action takes place in the UK. The universality lmfdren’s games has been deemed
more significant and a ‘covert’ strategy has serési purpose.

In order to apply SFL tools to the concrete taskrarfislating, we will make
use of what we consider a useful taxonomy for aaieimg translation strategies
that the translator can employ: J. Malone’s (1988del. We believe that such a
systematic categorization can help students/ w#orsl be aware of translation
problems and of the possible solutions to deal #igm. Moreover, it offers them
a common metalanguage for discussing different cgdsoi But why Malone’s
model? Because we argue that it can be usefullptaddor classifying strategies
employed by a translator on the basis of both strat and functional
considerations.

We will now make a list of Malone’s strategies afined by the scholar
himself and then will see them concretely at warotighout our analyses:

(1) ‘Carry-over Matching’, which “obtains when tlseurce element [...] is
not translated into the TL but merely carried oversach into the TT” (Malone
1988: 23 our abbreviatiof;

(2) ‘Equation’, which “obtains when an elementloé (ST [...] is rendered by
a TT element deemed the most straightforward copateavailable [...]” (Malone
1988: 16,0ur abbreviatiof;
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(3) ‘Substitution’, which “obtains when a ST elerhén] is rendered by a
target element deemed as bether than the most straightforward counterpart
available [...]" (Malone 1988: 1@&ur abbreviation and emphajis

(4) ‘Divergence’, “whereby an element of the ST nheymapped onto any
of two or more alternatives in the TT” (Malone 1988, our abbreviatiof;

(5) ‘Convergence’, which can be described “as th&rom image to
divergence, [...] a paradigmatic opposition in 8ie[that] has no direct (or ready-
made) counterpart in the TL” (Malone 1988: 86r abbreviation;

(6) ‘Amplification’, “whereby the TT picks up a tnalational element [...] in
addition to a counterpart [...] of a source elenjeiit [...] probably the single most
important strategic trajection for bridging anti@ipd gaps in the knowledge of the
target audience — that is, for providing the targetlience withextra explicit
information not required by the source audience” (Malone 1988; our
abbreviation;

(7) ‘Reduction’, “as the inverse of Amplificatiois a pattern whereby a
source expression [...] is partially trajected omtatarget counterpart [...] and
partially omitted” (Malone 1988: 46);

(8) ‘Diffusion’, “whereby a source element or camstion is in some sense
rendered by a more loosely or expansively organtaeget counterpart” (Malone
1988: 55);

(9) ‘Condensation’, “whereby a source element arstruction corresponds
to a tighter or more compact target counterpartalgvie 1988: 59);

(10) ‘Reordering’, “whereby one or more target edems appear in a
position different from that of the ST” (Malone B&5,our abbreviatio.

We will see how these strategies can also be usedmbination. It must be
specified that our application of Malone’s modellwe primarily concerned with
the lexico-grammatical level but, since grammatizea meanings, will be strictly
connected to them. In other words, if a relatidhadcess in the ST is realized by

“to be” and in the translation is rendered withstituire rappresentarg etc.,
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although the strictly direct equivalersserehas not been used, at the level of
Transitivity we will consider it an Equation, altrgluworking as a Divergence. We

can also view it as a kind of Substitution at el of Interpersonal meanings, due
to the higher level of formality.

Malone’s strategies will sometimes be combined withroader translation
strategy known as ‘Compensation’, which could rdgasach of them.
Compensation refers to “techniques of making uptfa loss of important ST
features through replicating ST effects approxinyatelthe TL by means other
than those used in the ST” (Hervey & Higgins 1999). 3

Since our main goal is translation education, ant language teaching
(students are expected to have a high proficienché written SL and TL) — in
other words, “translation proper, that is translkatfor communicative purposes
rather than as a linguistic exercise” (Baker 204P8) — we will not generally
comment on aspects of translation linked to cotit@slinguistics, and so to
differences in language systems. Rather, we pteféscus onchoicesmade by a
translator, according to the notion of ‘option’ et than that of ‘servitude’ (cf.
Vinay and Darbelnet 1958/1995: 15-16). Followingn& and Darbelnet,
‘servitude’ refers to necessary shifts due to défices in the two language
systems, while ‘option’ to non-obligatory ones dkstl by the translator. Although
the two Canadian scholars, at the end of 1950sakytproposed a contrastive
grammatical approach to translation, based ontelaxamples and not on texts
embedded in contexts, we find their notion of ‘opti particularly useful. For
example, we will take for granted students’ awassrthat a Saxon genitive is not a
possibility offered by the grammar of Italian aretassarily needs to be substituted
with another structure. Likewise, we will not focas the fact that English pre-
modification most often requires a structural Reairty (of adjective and noun) in
Italian, due to structural differences betweentthe language systems, because it
is not the result othoice We may focus on these aspects only if they pose
consequences for an effective rendering in a gigghand context and if different

translators can deal with them differently. Becaose focus is neither simply
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‘linguistic’, nor simply ‘didactic’, but definitely‘translational’, we prefer to
prioritize aspects that entail a choice on the phtiie translator.

To sum up, our proposed approach to translationtipeatlustrated in the
first part of this book encompasses a combinatiodiféerent insights, from both
SFLand TS:

(1) a globally Hallidayan Register analysis applpac

(2) ‘overt’ vs‘covert’ translation (House 1997), along a clias,a ‘macro’,
but also ‘micro’, method;

2) ‘functionalist’ translation ‘brief’ (Nord 1997);

3) ‘bottom—up’ approach + ‘top>down’ (Communicative situation)

(4) Malone’s (1988) taxonomy of translation strasgwithin a ‘functional’
perspective;

(5) concept of ‘servitudess‘option’ (Vinay & Darbelnet 1958/1995).

Figure 4 (p. 67) visually represents our proposal.
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‘Overt’ vs
‘covert’
(House 1997)

(macro) method

of translation

Translation
‘brief’
(Nord 1997)

Communicative
situation
(top—down)

SFL
approach:

bottom—up
Register
analysi:

Translation as

Malone’s (1988 ‘option’
strategies of (Vinay &
translation Darbelnet

1958/95)

Figure 4: Integrating the SFL model for translation

Let us now turn to see our integrated SFL model iaraton through a

selection of authentic STs translated from Engligh Italian.
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PART IV — Practice of Translation

11. Trandating a Variety of Text-types

[...] an equation of language functidnand textual
function/type is overly simplistic: given that larape
has functions a to n, and that any text is a self-
contained instance of language, it should folloat th
text will also exhibit functions a to n, and nat][that
any text will exhibit one of the functions a to[n.] [I]f

the notion of a functionally based text typologynca
have any empirical validity, it can only be a
probabilistic one as the ground for placing anyt tex
inside text type A can only be that this particutiext
exhibits language function A to a greater exteantkt
exhibits other language functions. (House 1997: 36)

The notion of ‘text typology’, although rather widenging, has been
commonly used in approaches to translation. Howewr the Routledge
Encyclopedia of Translation Studigmints out, “[tlhe question of classifying
translation activity by subject domains (e.g., 8c&, topics, genres, text types,
text functions or other criteria is not unprobleimdtOlohan 2009: 40)

In translation training, the label ‘text-type’ hheen traditionally used as a
general category to classify texts on the basitheir subject matter: they have
been subdivided into broad categories like ‘litgtartechnical’, ‘scientific’,
‘journalistic’, ‘legal’, ‘commercial’, ‘promotiond) and their sub-types (cf. Taylor
1998). This general classification has been madause convenient for organizing
the didactic material, but is of course genericTAasborg comments:

[e]ven if there remains some shorthand conveniatteehed to retaining labels
such as scientific, medical, legal or even newspapg in reality such terms
can now be seen to be systematically misleadingsyTaverprivilege a

15 Here House is not referring to Halliday's notidrfanction’, but to the widely known, in TS,
work by K. Rep (1971), who proposed a tripartite model basedlanguage function’, ‘text-
type’ and ‘translation method’. For a general actpaf. Munday (2001/2008/2012: 111-115).
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homogeneity of content at the expense of variatiocommunicative purpose,
addressser-addressee relationships, and genrentmmge (Trosborg 1997: 6)

Indeed, as F. Scarpa (2008: 11) makes clear, thee s@ntent can be
expressed in different texts (e.g., a scientifigicdike a genetic experiment could
be the focus of an article in a scientific jouroain a daily newspaper).

A more technical criterion of classification hassheoverlapping with the
notion of ‘genre’ (or, but less commonly in TS, oégister’), whereby texts are
categorised according to the contexts in which tbegur, with institutionalised
labels such as ‘journal article’, ‘science textbpokewspaper editorial’, ‘travel
brochure’, etc. (cf. Baker 1992: 114; 2011: 123).

A third way of classifying texts for translation rpposes is based on their
‘rhetorical aim’. As we have illustrated (see §218), Hatim and Mason (1990:
153ff) propose the well known taxonomy of rhetoricpurposes, i.e.,
argumentative, expository, instructional, which mdstermine the translator’s
choices.

All kinds of classification are problematic, butsalhave some merits in
defining translation problems and finding strategie deal with them. Also the
categorization based on ‘genres’, being more stipaied, can certainly reveal
useful, but especially for whole texts (e.g., ae@lowmay contain a letter) and in
particular for specialized texts, with standard wa@ntions. Even the notion of
‘register’ in the sense of a ‘functional variety lahguage’ can be misleading for
translation, because, as Taylor notes, “[...] astl¢aeoretically, there are as many
registers as there are distinct activities” (Tayl®98: 147). The scholar affirms
that it is crucial for a translator to recognise thybrid nature of many texts and
their multifunctionality: for example, to understhwhether a novel is offering a
purely informative background or trying to indube reader to a certain behaviour;
the translator may even need to detect the tedhigiaures of some poems or the
literary aspects of certain political speeches (@ayl996: 288). As Hatim and
Mason repeatedly say (1990: 51ff), most texts gl#iti and so a translator cannot
have preconceived ideas about the kind of textis/about to translate: throughout
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a text, register will vary, as well as rhetoricalirposes. And a globally
‘argumentative’ text, at a certain point, may usarfation’ to convey positioning,
etc.

Given the hybridity of texts, also the corresporwemetween ‘language
function’ and ‘textual function'/'text-type’ pioneed by K. Ref (1971) is at stake.
As House (1997: 35-36) clearly illustrates, a catzgtion of text typology
(‘informative’, ‘expressive’, ‘operative’) based othe predominant language
function (from Buahler, ‘informative’, ‘expressive’,‘appellative’) appears
simplistic, although it can be useful for selectargl classifying texts.

In this book, we will use the label ‘text-type’ asdroad category, to refer to
a distinct kind of text, without going into the igsover ‘genre’/‘registet®. We
made this choice for two main reasons. Firstly, thiek that, in translation, the
notion of genre/register is more useful if workimy a top—~down fashion.
Secondly, and most importantly, we believe thatdatld be more helpful if dealing
with highly specialized texts, where certain corni@rs are highly recurrent and
wordings and meanings are predictable, in bothuaggs. For our purposes, we
have deliberately excluded such texts and haveratiosen instances of STs that,
considering Taylor’s cline (2006: 40), would be ddesed quite ‘creative’ from
the translator’s point of view (in functional termepen-ended’ texts open to a
wide range of choices and so not very predictafleg translator needs to analyse
them thoroughly, and with no preconceived solutidghs/he aims at producing an
appropriate translation. Our sample texts can gdlgdbe placed into the first or
second category of Taylor's taxonomy, which Tabldéwss:

18 For an account of ‘genre’ and ‘register’ theoryliimyuistics, see Martin & Rose (2008) and
Miller (2005), respectively. For a discussion a@dister’/ ‘genre’/ ‘text-type’ in TS, see Trosborg
(1997).
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TYPE of TEXT for TRANSLATION

TYPE of TRANSLATION

1)

Highly  ‘creative’  with
culture-based references.
Low intertextual influence

frequent

Translator produces ‘new text’ in terms of:
=  Pragmalinguistic choices

Style

Rhetorical strategies.

Practically NO role for translation technolog

2)
Creative with some cultural references,

but also frequently used standardised

Translator consistent in use of terminolo}
and set expressions
But s/he can be flexible with cultur

Low level of creativity.
Minimum use of culturally specifi
references,

Multiple use of familiar conventionalise

structures. references and free writing.
Reader expectations partially met. Translation tools: judiciously.
3) Translator can be flexible with cultural

references and non-'controlled’ language,
BUT large stretches of discourse can
checked for consistency with pre-establish
dnorms.

gy

Al

be
ed

structures. Justified use of technical translation tools

4) Creative skills basically redundant.

NO creativity (required or desired). Standardisation.

Repeated use of r Translation memory and other technical topls

conventionalised structures.
Total reader expectation.

encouraged.

familj

Table 6: The translator’s ‘creativity’ cline (Based Taylor 2006: 40)

Taylor's cline refers to specialized translationyorflowever, we will adopt
it for any kind of text included in this book.

We have also refrained from proposing texts thaher than a strict ‘overt’
or ‘covert’ ‘translation’, usually require, in thgrofessional world, what House
would probably call a ‘version’ (1997: 71), like \amitisements. Let us briefly
consider the following example from online broctauref Ikea's multilingual

website http://www.ikea.conmy, taken from the US, UK and Italian ones

respectively:

(a) Everyone has a few books.

Some have a few hundred.

BILLY is for both.
(http://onlinecatalog.ikea-usa.com/US/en/2012/IKEAtalog)

(b) Everyone has a few books.

Some have a few hundred.

That’s why there’s BILLY.
(http://onlinecatalogue.ikea.com/GB/en/2012/IKEA &ague)

(c) Tutti i libri in ordine, per non perdere mafilb del discorso.
(http://onlinecatalogue.ikea.com/IT/it/2012/IKEA Gtﬁque}”

7 From Swedish site: Alla har bécker — en del fleamdra. BILLY fungerar for alla bibliotek,
stora som smahftp://onlinecatalogue.ikea.com/SE/sv/2012/IKEA dlaque)

71



Given the differences in terms of Field, Tenor aidde, apparently not
justified from the point of view of the Context @lulture, they do not look as
‘translations’ in the narrower sense, but rathemnse¢he result of multilingual text
production.

In sections 11.1-11.7, seven texts have been edldot illustrate an SFL
approach to translation. They represent a varietgxaftypes and deal with several
topics. They have been subdivided into the follgwifour broad categories:
‘popularizing’, ‘tourist’, ‘specialized’ and ‘liteary’. For each category, different
sample texts have been chosen: as regards theofiest a ‘science’ and an
‘economics’ article, while for the second, a guidek. The two ‘specialized’ texts
concern the field of human sciences and are, régpB¢ a research paper in
sociology and a research article in politics. Far fiterary’ category, sample texts
from postcolonial fiction and from a children’s lboare proposed.

All of them concern the language pair English/#aliAn English sample ST
(an excerpt of around 300 words) is presentedovi@d by an analysis and
discussion of some relevant problems posed byratsskation into Italian. The
published TT is finally offered. No back translationfsthe Italian solutions are
provided here, since our main addressees arenksfiaaking students, who are
required to translate into their native (or natike) language.

The STs, as well as their published translationsliat@n, are authentic. We
decided to work only with texts that already haweofficial translation, with the
aim of combining an analysis of the process ofdiation with an evaluative one.
We believe that, in such a way, students can aegskills as producers and
analysts of texts. Indeed, it is assumed that @ dlassroom, either the ST is
proposed for practical individual or group work, lmyth ST and its published TT
are presented for analysis. Moreover, dealing aithentic texts translated by
professional translators for a specific commissiocen offer students a concrete

hint of what happens in the publishing world.
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For this purpose, each ST is preceded by a tramsldirief’, along with a
short presentation of the communicative situatsee(chapter 10). Since we deal
with excerpts from longer texts, we think that trenslator needs to know elements
of the surrounding Context of Situation and of Gré{ in order to be able to make
better-informed translation decisions. The fact #$ecific dates are given in the
commission — which of course do not correspondhi® lesson, but to actual
publication — should not appear artificial. On thentrary, they should help
students tackle the task at hand with concrete exiésn which guide their
translation choices.

A pre-translational textual and contextual analysisarried out, combined
with evaluation of the published TT. For each sulisec(88 11.1, 11.2, 11.3,
11.4, 11.5, 11.6 and 11.7), a brief introductionthe general text-type the text
belongs to is first offered. The ST is then preserttgkther with a short outline of
its communicative situation and translation brfeflowed by analysis and finally
by the published TT. Analysis comprises a short cemnon various aspects: the
communicative situation, and in some cases of gagllne, the translation ‘brief’
and the consequent decision to opt for an avedvert translation (along a cline),
a selection of translation aspects/ problems arssiple strategies to cope with
them, subdivided into Experiential/ Logical meaningsField; Interpersonal
meanings — Tenor; Textual meanings — Mode; Contegulfure, although many
issues often cross section boundaries.

We have chosen, for each text, to select and rifitesssome elements which
seem particularly relevant to translation. But ramplete text analysis will be
offered, to avoid redundancy and to leave roontlassroom activities.

It must be pointed out that our approach is notnhéa be prescriptive.
Although students are often eager for final answard rules of thumb, and
although it may happen that we are critical ofaersolutions and that we propose
alternatives, our goal is not to evaluate a ‘good’a ‘bad’ translation. Rather,
translation evaluation is based on a cline thatTagor (1990: xviii) suggests,

includes “appropriate, acceptable, formally corre@olished, enlightened,
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ingenious, inappropriate, undesirable, approxineatiwisleading, calamitous, etc.”
solutions. After all, every translation can be ioyed. And, quoting House once
again, “[tJo judge is easy, to understand less @d6use 2009a: 57)

11.1 Translating Popularizing Texts (1): A Sciencérticle

We may take into consideration ‘scientific’ textsgeneral, and then focus
on that particular kind of text-type from the fieddl science addressed to the lay
public, i.e., ‘popular-scientific texts in the mat{see, e.g., Schaffner 2001: 91ff),
or ‘magazine articles’ (see, e.g., Taylor 1998: 2&%) we may even consider the
wider area of ‘journalistic texts’ in the broadeshse and then the specific kind of
text, a ‘journalistic article’, dealing with a saitfic topic (e.g., House 1977; 1997:
57ff). However, in order to tackle our sample texich is to be translated within
an SFL perspective, we prefer to start from the tlaat it is a ‘popularizing text’,
thus with specific semantic and contextual featuresgerms of Interpersonal
meanings and Tenor, and then analysing the aspectdigr to its Field, i.e.,
science.

The exchange of specialized knowledge for the perpwfsinformation
constitutes the basis of popularization (see, eGptti 1996: 218). But what
distinguishes popularizing texts from specializedois mainly the Social role of
participants, i.e., an Addresser specialist infiblel, addressing to a non-specialist
Addressee. On a higher scale of delicacy, we matinduish popularizing texts
published in non-specialist magazines that cordtioles on a variety of scientific
topics, to share scientific discoveries with a widadience of educated, and
interested, laypeople. Examples could be the i&over MagazinePopular
Science Scientific American- the latter featuring an Italian edition, called
scienze- or the UKNature, New Scientisétc. AlsoNational Geographicwhich is
the official journal of the American National Geaghic Society, can be

considered an example of this kind, containingckesi centred on nature,
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geography, ecology, science and technology. ItdmfNational Geographichat
we have taken our first sample text, on whose STofficlal published TT we are

now going to focus.

1111 ST

Translation task:

Communicative situation and translation brighagine that the magazine,
National Geographic Italiacommissions you to translate an article entitt@ants.
The civilized insect”, by Edward O. Wilson, includéd August 2006 issue of
National Geographidp. 137). Wilson is a renowned American biologiather of
sociobiology and ant expert. Lifelong ant obsenhar,taught for many years at
Harvard University and wrote a number of books loesé particular insects and
their social behaviour. In this article, he focus@s these highly social and
cooperative creatures, their place in the envirariraad on the earth. Your tagk
to produce a translation, from English into Italiaf,the article, for the August
2006 Italian issue, to be submitted to the editrshe magazine, who will be
responsible for the final versidfi.

Excerpt from:

Edward O. Wilson, “"Ants. The Civilized Insect”

Ants are our co-rulers of the land. An estimated ten thousand
trillion strong worldwide, they weigh very roughly the same as all of
humanity. They abound everywhere except on icy mountain peaks
and around the Poles. From underground to tree-tops, they serve as
the chief predators of insects and other invertebrates and the
principal scavengers of small dead bodies. Although their 12,000

known species compose only about 1.4 percent of the world’s insect

18 The ‘Communicative situation and translation Briefeach section is in English for didactic
purposes: in a real professional environment, W#lian-speaking interactants, it would be in
Italian.
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species, their share of the collective body weight is easily ten times
greater.

I was first drawn to these remarkable creatures almost 70
years ago as a boy in Washington, D.C. [...] Ants especially
intrigued me because of an article by William M. Mann in the August
1934 National Geographic: “Stalking Ants, Savage and Civilized.”
Mann was also director of the National Zoo, hence doubly my hero.
The myrmecological lineage continued decades later with Mark
Moffett, who earned a Ph.D. under my direction at Harvard and
whose groundbreaking photography of ants focuses in this issue on
army ants.

Ants are important for more than their ubiquity and
environmental impact. They also exhibit social behavior as exotic as
any we may ever hope to find on another planet. For most of each
year colonies consist only of females: queens that reproduce for the
colony and infertile workers that conduct all the labor. Males are
bred and kept for short periods, exclusively for the insemination of
virgin queens. The communication systems of ants are radically
nonhuman. Where we use sound and sight, they depend primarily
on pheromones, chemicals secreted by individuals and smelled or
tasted by nestmates. [...]

These marvelous little creatures have been on Earth for more
than 140 million years. The most complex social organizations
among them, such as those of the army ants and leafcutter ants,
rank with Earth’s greatest wildlife spectacles. Ants easily outlasted
the dinosaurs, and they will easily outlast humanity should we
stumble. (318 words)

(From: Wilson, E.O. “Ants. The civilized insectNational Geographic
August 2006, Vol. 210, No. 2, pp. 136-137)
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11.1.2 Analysis, Translation Problems, Translation tategies

Communicative situation

To start with, we will briefly consider the commuaiive situation of both
STand TT.

National Geographiccan be said to represent a useful resource for
translators, since it is published in various laaggs in different countries, such as
Italy, Germany, Spain, France, Greece, Poland,Ngtional Geographic Italias
composed, up to 80 %, of translations from the Acaerissue. Only advertising,
readers’ letters and very culture-specific articles omitted, and replaced by texts
that can be more appealing to an Italian audielbetus briefly see both issues of
the magazine which our ST and TT are taken from.

As far as the position of the ST in the magazings, fhe last out of seven. It
is introduced by a brief summary of the contentthed text (that we have not
reproduced) and followed by a series of photograblasits by Moffett.

The ltalian issue also includes seven articles: & originally written in
Italian, while five are translations from the An@am edition, although they are
presented in different ordering. Our article onsatwmes first and represents the
cover story. Most likely due to the fact that thhey articles in the US magazine,
although of general interest, focus on Americanéss ants have been chosen as
the main topic of the Italian edition. It is a tstation of the ST, and also the page
layout, the picture on the left and the photographthe right page are the same.
The picture is also in the cover, where we find y&@atching title created for the
Italian versioninvincibili. Formiche, piu forti dei dinosauri

In the TT, the fact that the article is a translai®not explicitly mentioned,
and the reader can infer it from the name of th&diand his biographical notes.

The name of the translator is not specifically nmred (professionals
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collaborating with the issue as translators arehirfisted on the editorial pagé)
and are thusemi-invisible’ (Venuti 1995).

As is typical of the professional world, the traist is commissioned to
produce a complete translation of a given ST, adequathe designed audience,
but which will be submitted to editors, responsibler final cuts and

simplifications.

Headline

In the assignments included in this book, a trdimsieof the headline is not
part of the translation task, for two main reasdfisstly, some texts are simply
extracts: in order to be able to propose an effectianslation of the title of a
whole text, the translator should know it very welits entirety. Secondly, real-life
translators do not usually decide on titles, whick most frequently chosen by
editors and publishers, according to publishingiged and for commercial
purposes, and are often totally new creationsefims of translation strategies, they
are examples of Substitution). Nevertheless, fonesanalyses, we will reflect on
the translation of titles and headlines, with naleative purpose and without
suggesting any alternative, but limiting ourselte@a brief comment.

In the ST under discussion, the main headline “Arggbllowed by the sub-
headline “The civilized insect”. In the TT, while tfiermer has been translated,
through a strategy of Equation, into “Formiche”, tla¢ter reads, “Una societa
perfetta”, rendered through a a Substitution (an aqn, with a necessary
Substitution of the number, would have resulted'®lj insetti civilizzati”). From
an Experiential point of view, in the Italian vemsiwe notice a stronger emphasis
on the social organization of ants, through the ssioh of ‘insect’ and the
rende