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Abstract

This paper offers a meta-reflection of contemporary translation studies (TS) through tracing its
polydisciplinary tensions which are approached as both formative forces as well as hindrances.
Taking a form of an argumentative essay employing the methods of a reflexive introspection,
synthesis and evaluation, the principal aim is to address the potentials and controversies in present-
day TS which are connected to its polydisciplinarity. This is a result from the aftermath of
Snell-Hornby’s integrated approach (1988/1995), TS’s cultural and ideological turns as well as
cognitive, sociological, anthropological, technological and economic twists. Four major strands of
the consequences of the polydisciplinarity in TS are addressed: (a) the clash between the focus on
the epistemological core of TS as an antidote to the expanding boundaries of the meta-discipline and
embrace of reciprocal interdisciplinarity; (b) the tension between academia as ‘Ivory Tower’ and
practice-minded language industry; (c) the diffusion of the outer boundaries of TS and erasure of its
inner boundaries; (d) a multitude of different conceptualizations of TS foregrounding either the
abstract or practical. Following TS’s inward orientations, two outward turns are suggested, i.e.
promoting its relevance to other disciplines and reaching out to translation practice, in tune with
Zwischenberger’s approach (2019). A continuation of the outward turns may be seen in Gentzler’s
post-translation studies focusing on the study of pre-translation culture and after-effects of
translation in the target culture. Although the paper does not tend to conceptual extremes, it suggests
that authentic transdisciplinary TS should be mindful of a constructive and mutually enriching
dialogue with donor disciplines and interlacement between theory and practice, with a focus on real-
world issues, becomes imperative in order to make TS viable.
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Hayynag ctaTbs

JAnHaMUKa COBPEMEHHBIX NMIEPEBOAYECCKUX I/ICCJIeAOBaHI/Iﬁ
CKBO3b IIPU3MY NOJINAUCHUIIJINHAPHOCTH:
l'lpOﬁJIeMbI H NIEePCIICKTHUBbI

Kaayaua BEJIHAPOBA-I'UBOBA

[IpemoBckuii yHUBEPCUTET
Ilpewos, Pecnybnuxa Cnosakusi

AHHOTAIIUSA

B crartbe 00cysxaaeTcst COCTOsSTHIE COBPEMEHHOTO MEPEBOAOBEICHNS, 00YCIIOBIEHHOE €T0 MOJIH/IHC-
LUITMHAPHOCTHIO, KOTOPAs, C OTHOM CTOPOHBI, HTPAET CO3UAATENIBHYIO POIb, a C APYTOH — co3aeT
OTIpeieNICHHBIE CIIOKHOCTH. Llenb TaHHOrO apryMeHTaTMBHOTO 0030pa — paccMOTPETh IepCIieK-
TUBBI U TIPOTHBOPEYNS] COBPEMEHHBIX MIEPEBOAOBEIIECKUX HCCIECAOBAHN, CBI3aHHbIE C OIHINC-
LUIIIMHAPHOCTHIO, UCIIONB3YSI METOAbI PedUIEKCUBHOW MHTPOCIEKIMH, CHHTE3a U OLEHKH. JTa
TpPaKTOBKAa OCHOBaHA Ha MHTErpaTHBHOM moaxoae M. Cremr-XopuOu (Snell-Hornby 1988/1995),
a TaKKe psizie KyJIbTYPHBIX, HIEOJIOTHYECKUX, KOTHUTHBHBIX, AHTPOIIOJIOINIECKUX, TEXHOIOTHYE-
CKMX M 9KOHOMUYeCKuX (pakTopoB. B craThe 3aTpariBaroTcst 4eThIpe MpoOIIeMbl, 00YCIOBICHHbIE
NMOJIMANCHUIIIMHAPHOCTBIO B TIE€PEBOJOBCIACHUU: a) CTOJIKHOBECHUE MECKAY THOCCOJIOTHUCCKUM
SIPOM TIEPEBOAOBEAUECKON TEOpUHU, MPOTHUBOCTOAIIUM PACIIUPEHUIO TPAHUIl METAIUCLUILIUHBI
U UHTEPAMCIHMIUIMHAPHOCTEIO; 0) MPOTUBOpEYHE MEXKAY HaydHbIM coolmiecTBoM — «barineit u3
CJIIOHOBOH KOCTW» — WM TIOBCETHEBHOW JIMHTBUCTUYECKOW INPAKTUKOW; B) pa3MbIBaHHE BHEIIHMX
W CTHpaHHe BHYTPEHHUX TpaHHUI] B TEOPHM MEpeBOAa; T') HAJIMYHE MHOXKECTBEHHBIX ITOJIXOJIOB
K TI€PEeBOJIOBEACHHIO, BBIIBHTAIONINX Ha TEPBBIM IUIAH ero a0CcTpakTHhIE OO TNpHKIaTHbBIC
acriekTsl. C y4eToM BHYTPEHHHX YCTaHOBOK B TEOPHH IE€PEBOJA MPEATIAraloTcsl JBa BO3MOXKHBIX
IyTH Pa3BUTHA: yTBEPXKJICHHWE 3HAUYMMOCTH MepeBoAa Ui APYTMX AWCHUIUIMH M BHEAPCHHUE
€ro JOCTIDKEHHH B TPAKTHKy IiepeBoja B cooTBeTcTBUH ¢ moaxoigoM K. I[Bumenbeprep
(Zwischenberger 2019). [IpogomkeHne pa3BUTHS MOXHO YBHIETH B IOCTIEPEBOJISCKUX UCCIIEIO-
Banmsx OJ. ['enrmiepa (Gentzler 2017), HamipaBIeHHBIX HA W3yYeHHE JOTEPEBOAUYECKON KYIbTYPHI
U BIIMSIHUE PE3YJIbTATOB IIEPEBO/IA Ha KYJIBTYPY sI3bIKa NepeBoja. He Oyaydn CKIIOHHBIM K KpaiHO-
CTsAM, aBTOp CTaTbH, TEM HEC MEHEC, YTBEPIKAACT, YTO UICTUHHAA MEKIUCIHUIUIMHAPHOCTD IEPEBOI0-
BeieHHs TpeOyeT KOHCTPYKTUBHOT'O M B3aUMOOOOTAIAIOIIETO AUAJIOTa C APYTUMH AUCIMIUINHAMH,
a TaKke B3aMMOCBSI3U TEOPHU M NPAKTHKH, C YIETOM peajbHOW JAEHCTBUTEIBHOCTH, YTO CJIENIAeT
TEOPUIO NEPEBOIA JKU3HECTIOCOOHOM.

KaioueBble cioBa: meopus nepesoda, napaduemamuieckue cO8uU, NOIUOUCYUNTUHAPHOCHID,
BHYmMpeHHee usmMeHenue, HeuHee UsMeHeHue, NOCMNepesoo1ecKue UCCie008aHs.

Juast nuTHpoBaHus:

Bednarova-Gibova K. The changing face of contemporary translation studies through
polydisciplinary lenses: Possibilities and caveats. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2021. Vol. 25.
Ne 2. P. 462-477. DOLI: https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-2021-25-2-462-477

1. Introduction

Considering a discipline’s meta-reflection after more than four decades of its
vibrant development, it would be no understatement to say that translation studies
(TS), as now progressively institutionalized academic field of study related to
translation theory and practice, has undergone changing trends and paradigmatic
shifts over the past few decades. Since its formal beginnings in western Europe in
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the 1970s when the term translation studies was neologistically coined by James
Holmes and presented in his now famous speech “The Name and Nature of
Translation Studies” (1988/2004), TS has evolved from an overshadowed
sub-branch of contrastive linguistics and comparative literature into a
multidiscipline interwoven with many other fields (such as cognitive linguistics,
cultural studies including gender and postcolonial studies, philosophical strands of
enquiry, sociology, psychology, creative writing and so on), thus creating fertile
ground for its polydisciplinarity.

It is evident that TS can no longer be conceptualized as a self-contained
unidimensional field, but should be seen as “a composite, interdisciplinary network
of data, methods, theories and hypotheses” (Hodgson 2008 in Shadman,
Khoshsaligheh and Pishghadam 2019: 29). It has come to represent “a cluster
concept with an open definition” (Tymoczko 2005 in ibid.), and it is precisely this
open-ended character coupled with an absence of sharp boundaries which enables
TS to adjust to changing cultural conditions, social functions and challenges as well
as emerging technological innovations that have shaken its textual ground.

2. Subject of research, aims and methods

With regard to a conceptual-structural architecture of this argumentative paper,
it is my aim to first, delve into the more recent past of TS in order to identify its
contemporary research scenarios and perhaps more importantly, its tantalizing
research consequences, in methodological compliance with so-called turns or
‘shifting viewpoints’, to borrow from Snell-Hornby (2006), that have shaped the
courses of its development. By drawing attention to the selected strands of TS, it is
my desideratum to highlight the recent changes in the status of TS that make it a
true ‘meta-hybrid’ (Bednarova-Gibova 2018) in postmodernist terms, which also
has repercussions on what translation is (or rather, is nof) nowadays. Second, it is
my aim to venture to address some potentials and even more controversies in
present-day TS which are related to its polydisciplinarity. Third, in connection with
the transdisciplinary meta-turn of TS, this paper aims to discuss the future directions
of TS with a particular emphasis on post-translation studies as a strong potential
‘motion vector’ (Sdobnikov 2019).

It is my overarching aspiration to raise questions about the present state of the
multidiscipline under discussion. At the same time, I wish to point out some risks
being left behind by the profusion of innovations emerging from this, I dare to
claim, at times disconcerting polydisciplinarity. Seeking unifying moments in this
unfolding conceptual-reflexive quest, it is my effort to emphasize major tendencies,
reified as recurrent themes (seen through a lens of narratology), traceable in the
extant approaches in order to create a new space for a translatological reflection of
the raised issues. Current theoretical and methodological practices in TS have the
potential to diversify how its developmental paths are understood, but they have so
far lacked considerable attention across the meta-discipline. Following one of the
three-tiered yet interlaced aims, the following research question has been posed in
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the present paper: what potentials and caveats does contemporary TS, also with
regard to its foreseeable future, hold for players of both academia as well as the
practically-minded language industry? As is evident from the preceding, the
methods of reflexive analysis, synthesis and evaluation will have been used to serve
the stated research aims.

3. The sources of present-day polydisciplinarity in translation studies

Before identifying the hybrid sources of present-day polydisciplinarity of TS,
I consider it important to draw attention to Snell-Hornby’s (1988/1995) integrated
approach. This was instrumental in crossing the gaping chasm between linguistic
and literary methods in TS by integrating insights from a host of other disciplines
such as e.g. ethnology, psychology, cultural history, philosophy, sociology and so
forth, for the first time ever, as El-dali (2011) argues.

Looking for possible parallels, the integrated approach as an antidote in TS
could be likened to some extent to the much discussed ‘lang-lit problem’ (Leech
and Short 1981/2007; Leech 2008) in linguistics when it divided linguists in two
opposing camps advocating mutually exclusive stances as to whether or not literary
studies should be incorporated into linguistic models. With a view to TS,
Chesterman (2007) does not approve of the, in his own words, “artificial” linguistic
and cultural divide, but advocates four major complementary approaches in
contemporary research, that is linguistic, cultural, cognitive and sociological. This
suggests that contemporary TS research cannot be strictly entrenched only within
one restrictive “research mindscape”, as I metaphorically call ontological points of
departure for research, because interdisciplinary contacts and overlaps between the
individual approaches have been gaining momentum more than ever.

The renunciation of the linguistics-stage of TS, redolent of the by-gone
Catfordian era, has been symptomatic of western TS especially since the 1980s
when TS seemed overwhelmed by the cultural turn, as propounded by Bassnett and
Lefevere (1990), with translation typifying a ‘cross-cultural event’ (Snell-Hornby
1988/1995). The growing emphasis on the cultural aspects of the translation process
marked a move away from the ‘equivalence paradigm’ (Gambier 2016), based on a
linguistic approach to a translatum and led to the prioritization of functionalist
orientations in translation emphasizing the translation skopos, needs and
expectations of prospective target text recipients, foregrounding the “parameters of
a communicative situation [that] determine the translation goal* (Sdobnikov 2019:
299), downplaying the source text.

In her ground-breaking book fiercely advocating interdisciplinarity, Snell-
Hornby (2006) critically dwells on the empirical and globalization turns of 1990s,
highlighting the importance of doing practical research in TS and the rising
significance of technological and advertising determinants as well as new Englishes
on translation phenomena, and eventually proposes a ‘translation turn’ at the turn
of the millennium. As an aftermath of the linguistic and cultural turns, Wing-
Kwong Leung (2006) identifies an ‘ideological turn’ with a sharpened focus on the
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ideological importance of the act of translation envisaged as an instrument of
ideological resistance through the method of critical discourse analysis.

According to the study by Bednarova-Gibova (2018), more recent avenues of
research in contemporary TS can be organized along cognitive, sociological,
anthropological, technological and economic lines. Whereas the cognitively-
oriented line of enquiry homes in cognition-related issues of the translation process
research affecting the integration of cognitive paradigms and promotion of
neuroscientific research, the sociological lens enables a participant-oriented
research with translators as socially constructed agents. Departing from deepening
social implications of translation, Wolf (2014) promotes what she dubs an ‘activist
turn’ and zooms in on a range of social, cultural, ideological and political aspects
which have an influence on translators’ choices, construing them as agents of
resistance and emancipation. Zeroing in on the essentially anthropological concept
of performance, now applied to the translator’s processuality in the wake of the
forward-moving sociology of translation, Wolf (2017) upholds at the same time a
‘performance turn’, although not fully acknowledged yet in TS. Through its socio-
cultural and political interlacements, the performance turn marks a shift away “from
words, artefacts and textual research towards the understanding of the performative
processes of cultural practices” (Wolf 2017: 30) in which meaning is constructed
and subsequently transcended on the basis of social action.

The technological twist in TS, as already reported by Cronin (2010), shedding
fresh light on recent fashionable translation practices like fansubbing,
crowdsourcing, and localization (among many other things), opens up new ethical
questions related to translation quality assessment and the translator’s professional
status. The conventional binary such as professional vs. volunteer translator
becomes easily disrupted when juxtaposing fansubbing, in the sense of non-
professional subtitling performed by fans of the TV series or the movie, and
‘classic’ audiovisual translation. Moreover, with these new developments in TS as
a consequence of the technological turn and the ubiquitous localization processes,
translation tends to be seen by the translation industry as a subordinate hyponym to
localization (Munday 2016). A detrimental relationship between translation and
localization is also voiced by Chesterman who considers localization as a
‘rebranding concept’ “show[ing] how the notion of translation can be downgraded
to a small corner of a rebranded larger practice, in order to highlight something
presented as radically new, for commercial reasons” (Chesterman 2019: 18).

Tracing the wealth of possible sources of present-day polydisciplinarity
in TS, the ‘economic turn’ (Gambier 2014, Bednarova-Gibova 2018) cannot go
unmentioned when focusing on the proverbial propellers of future TS research
scenarios. This new vocational orientation in TS stems from an exigent need to fuse
TS and business studies in order to ensure a survival of the translation and
interpreting studies graduates on the contemporary translation market which has
become strictly business-oriented: translation skills and the knowledge of CAT
tools seem important, but so is that of costs, modes of payment, clients, setting up
one’s licensed trade.
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To sum up, all (inward) turns, twists, tendencies or trends (whatever one’s
onomatological preference) lead to the expanding boundaries of the meta-discipline
of TS on the cusp of the 2020s as a result of the ever progressing assimilation of
myriad impacting agents and factors. According to Brems, Meylaerts and van
Doorslaer, this unprecedented development over the past decade or two may have
caused on the one hand that TS “is caught in a more or less permanent state of doubt
or uncertainty” (Brems, Meylaerts and van Doorslaer 2014: 1). On the other hand,
they somewhat ambivalently admit that this state of affairs could be considered by
some as “signs of the dynamics of the discipline” (ibid.) Be that as it may, what is
beyond doubt self-evident is that TS has reached a pausing place in its life cycle
and the discipline per se calls for a meta-reflection on its potentials and caveats, as
unfolding on the following pages.

4. Consequences of polydisciplinarity: potentials and caveats

The universal law of cause and effect says that for every cause there is a
definite effect (and vice versa). So the effect of the extensive level of the
polydisciplinarity in TS, as outlined in section 3, can make us pause for a while and
think about how to react to it. Although polydisciplinarity has for long resonated
with a zeitgeist in academia and many would argue that TS has always had some
elements of this as “the Phoenician trader among longer-established disciplines”
(Munday 2016: 25), the present-day inundation of possible directions and streams
seems overwhelming. Thus, two natural reactions come to my mind: to ponder over
whether TS should fight against the expanding boundaries of the field by focusing
on its epistemological core, i.e. interlingual translation!, through a selected
paradigmatic lens, or should it embrace the new developments in the sense of
proactive and reciprocal interdisciplinarity? This question presents the first
intradisciplinary tension, resulting from the polydisciplinarity of TS, which merits
further discussion below.

Despite the limitations of the traditional paradigm of equivalence and the
reframing of translation as an intercultural event (via the cultural turn) or a
purposeful action (through the skopos theory), its application still resonates in
today’s translation practice, as acknowledged by Gambier (2016). My impression
is that the theorists who advocate leaning on to interlingual translation, or
translation proper, in Jakobson’s words (1959/2012), hence supporting the
equivalence paradigm, act as if they were under the influence of the fuzzy meaning
hypothesis (as occurring in lexical semantics) since they voice their doubts about
unclear conceptual borders and overlaps with other fields (cf. also van Doorslaer
2019). On the other hand, those in favour of proactive interdisciplinarity could be
accused of superficiality, using outdated methods and concepts. For example, when
promoting affective TS, you could easily come in for criticism that you are not a

! Interlingual translation in the sense of transfer from a source language into a target language
has always been at the heart of (the text-centric) TS, thus representing its epistemological core.
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psychologist, as my own anectodal evidence suggests. Not too long ago, I
approached a distinguished professor of psychology, who must not be named, at my
home university, asking for collaboration for the purpose of a potential research
grant, and he immediately flatly refused. In this way, the dreams about a fruitful
academic cooperation were marred in the twinkling of an eye. This little anectodal
digression, however, makes an important point to take heed of. Chesterman’s
solution (2007) to the problem of malfunctioning interdisciplinarity allegedly rests
in collaborative work with experts in other fields, promoting what he dubs
‘consilience’, that is, the linking together of principles from different disciplines in
order to create “the unity of all knowledge” (Chesterman 2007: 180). Although his
suggestion clearly advocates academic disciplinary synthesis and interaction,
sometimes even repackaged under a trendy catch-all name of transdisciplinarity?,
consilience may be prevented from happening owing to harboured prejudices of
prospective collaborators from other fields towards TS. As in our case, this
primarily concerns the individuals who, in a (neo-)Catfordian manner, claim that
TS should safely stick to its textual core, thus not keeping abreast of its post-
linguistic stages emphasizing “connections between text, context and myriad
agents” (Gambier 2016: 890).

A similar view on the effective collaboration sides is taken by Gentzler (2003)
when he wisely argues that interdisciplinarity must be grounded on the principle of
mutuality. This forms a certain parallel to what Kaindl (1999) calls ‘reciprocal
interdisciplinarity’, surpassing both ‘imperialistic interdisciplinarity’, necessary for
the development of the other discipline as well as ‘importing interdisciplinarity’,
which TS as an interdiscipline has generally achieved (Gopferich 2011). Amidst
this danger of interdisciplinarity, Gentzler (2003) forewarns us against ‘easy
appropriation’ of TS concepts and reminds us that just as TS scholars have followed
the omnipresent ‘interdisciplinary turn’, experts from other fields should advocate
the ‘translation turn’ within their expertise, too. In my view, despite Gentzler’s
visions and advice, this mutual collaboration between TS and its prospective
partners has not fully happened yet, or when it is happening, it is still far from being
perfect. The problem is that there are TS scholars who audaciously claim that they

2 My own stance towards the interdisciplinarity vs. transdisciplinarity pretentious prefix play
has been to a substantial degree influenced by Chesterman’s (2019) provocative paper in which he
criticizes the risky rhetoric of proposed conceptual innovations across TS. Similarly, Brems,
Meylaerts and van Doorslaer (2014: 5) also admit that ‘interdisciplinarity’ can be “clustered with
multi-, trans- and pluridisciplinarity”. It should be pointed out, though, that a different stance has
been adopted by e.g. Massey (2020) who thinks that trandisciplinarity, with its action research going
beyond disciplinary items of knowledge and its special focus on communities of practice targeted at
real-world issues, is not synonymically equivalent to interdisciplinarity. According to Gopferich
(2011), drawing on KaindI’s idea that transdiciplinarity stands for the closest form of collaboration
between disciplines and could be roughly synonymous to what he labels as ‘reciprocal
interdisciplinarity’, transdisciplinarity still has some way to go before it can be achieved in TS.
Gopferich (ibid.) also cautiously admits that transdisciplinarity may never be fully materialized.
Considering Kaindl’s (1999) degrees or rather, stages of interdisciplinarity and evaluating the
success of their accomplishment, Gopferich’s scepticism still seems relevant today.
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are pursuing what they call “interdisciplinary TS research”, integrating concepts
and methodologies from other fields; but sticking to their one-sided borrowing they
fail to explain how this conceptual-methodological transplantation enriches TS, and
what TS can do in return for the donor disciplines. This suggests that a functional
two-way conversation is needed between the prospective disciplines entering a
possible collaboration. Not so long ago, there was some concern about the state of
TS and its incapability to have a whole lot of impact on other disciplines, expressed
by Bassnett and Pym (2017) in their joint critical article.

Moreover, interdisciplinarity in TS is seen as a threat by Daniel Gile who
contends that it “adds to the spread of paradigms and may, therefore weaken further
the status of [translation research] and [interpreting research] as autonomous
disciplines” (Gile 2004 in Munday 2016: 26). Indeed, it must be admitted that TS
at the outset of the 2020s is still much less academically institutionalized, at least
in the Central European academic space, than some other disciplines it has obvious
links with, although considerable progress has been made in this respect over the
last decade-and-a-half. Hence, in order to preclude the dilution of the status of TS,
it is necessary to ensure proactive and reciprocal interdisciplinarity based on
Gentzler’s principle of mutuality.

In view of the preceding discussion in relation to the forms of collaboration
across disciplines, the following needs to be stressed in order to shed more light on
the idea of useful progress in TS. Historically, not only TS but many disciplines
have freely made use of what other fields of study have had to offer — and this has
often been highly fruitful and much of the time delighted the disciplines from which
the taking over took place. Some disciplines such as applied mathematics
deliberately create tools like statistics for empirical sciences to use. Other
disciplines, e.g. history, following the Annales school of history in France nearly a
century ago, just borrowed freely from the humanities and social sciences and built
insights from them into their own methodologies in ways which have since in
history in many countries become usual and even normal. In this light, it might be
useful to add that much current thinking about research in general sees collaboration
across disciplines, institutions and nations as highly desirable. Hence, there are
quite concrete as well as methodological reasons to believe that forms of
collaboration seem an appropriate way forward for TS.

The second intradisciplinary tension has an extra-disciplinary outreach.
Having the two, at first sight almost irreconcilable, worlds of academia and
language industry in mind, there is a palpable tension between them in the
light of TS’s polydisciplinarity. Whereas our metaphorical ‘Ivory Tower’ often
problematizes translation as an ever-expanding and definitely not ready-made
concept in the aftermath of the TS’s (inward) turns, outside academia,
paradoxically, a ‘reductionist view of translation’ (van Doorslaer 2019) as a mere
product of translation technology, such as Google Translate, persists. Despite the
key players here being TS academics and/or practising translators, this forms,
unfortunately, a mainstream view of translation because of its ubiquitous perception
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in everyday life. However untrue this may be considering the need for a human
touch by translator, from a sociological perspective, such a depreciating
interpretation of translation practices does obvious harm to the perception of the
translator’s status.

Another issue in my proverbial quest for the tensions induced by TS’s
polydisciplinarity is that while its outer boundaries are gradually expanding
(as witnessed in the aftermath of its turns and orientations), the inner boundaries
are becoming more and more blurred. Hand in hand with the ‘digital paradigm’
(Gambier 2016) resulting from the change of the platforms and media
through which translational action is delivered, there is an upsurge in new
names for translational activities. Fansubbing, cislation® (Grbi¢ 2013), scanlation,
wikitranslation, to name just a few, all testify to this tendency. In addition, as
Chesterman (2019) maintains, some TS concepts may undergo rebranding in the
sense of acquiring a new signifiant applied to an extant concept, thus altering
connotations, mostly for commercial reasons (e.g. in the case of localization or
transcreation). Another evidence of the tendency that the inner boundaries of the
TS are being erased is for example the fact that nowadays we cease to discriminate
sharply between the, previously firmly established, literary and non-literary
translation binary as a result of its reconceptualization as border due to productive
intersections between the two (Rogers 2019).

Fourthly, seen through didactic lenses, TS as a field of study has grown
exponentially around the world and in terms of study programmes all over Europe.
As a result of this concentric spread, there seems to be a multitude of different
interpretations of what TS should cover and how it should be conceptualized. The
multitude of interpretations is, however, not necessarily a bad thing. On the
contrary, many other disciplines, e.g. philosophy or history, have a similar variety
of approaches and interpretations and many would see this as enriching to the
discipline. The first hints at a drift among academics, and the subsequent need for
a clarification on the shared ground of TS, have been given already by Chesterman
and Arrojo (2000) in their provoking debate. One end of their spectrum of
evaluations takes us to the perspective of postmodernist cultural studies and textual
theories, while the other one to that of empirical and descriptive science. They aptly
observe that the controversy between these opposing approaches can be resolved in
terms of essentialism and non-essentialism (ibid.).

Be that as it may, seeking progressive ideas almost two decades later, some
scholars report that they would welcome it if translation in the next decade could
be sensitively integrated into studies transcending the humanities, including law,
medicine and business (Bassnett and Pym 2017), thus perhaps overcoming its long
lamented crisis. A tantalizing question that looms large is whether TS should be

3 “I suggest the term cislation, meaning carrying the reader — not the text — hither, cis, into the
world inhabited by the particular work in question” (Grbi¢ 2013: 775). As follows from the
quotation, cislation refers to transporting the reader into the culture of the original, i.e. the source
culture.
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more practice-oriented in compliance with the requirements of the present-day
language industry or, conversely, more abstract in order to uphold the conventional
spirit of academia?* The question also expresses the need to think more about the
balance and relation of practice and theory in contemporary university courses. The
dichotomy of possible treatments with regard to this schism also seems to be a direct
consequence of the persisting lack of the institutionalization of TS. In addition,
some could argue that this is academic freedom and aform of contextual
localization which is to be welcomed and not eliminated. The increased focus on
practice has also been highlighted within a complex accreditation process that many
European universities, including Slovakia, are currently going through. However,
if TS as an academic field of study were to become even more practice-oriented, in
compliance with the demands of the translation market, a question then arises to
what extent academia should be allowed to be manipulated by these external
pressures? And perhaps more importantly, who has the prerogative to dictate the
future course of the development of TS? Is it translation market or academia?
Amidst this clash of paradigmatic approaches, I take a moderate view and thus call
for striking a healthy balance between overtheorizing and a too strong focus on
practice. My misgiving is that if TS should be relegated to a purely practical branch
of study because of the pressing need to respond to demands, not only does it risk
the danger of losing its hard fought position in the academic environment, but harm
could also be done to its cultural, cognitive, deconstructivist, and philosophical
legacy whose strands have for long permeated the gnozeological core of the
multidiscipline in point. Jean Boase-Beier, for example, supports the usefulness of
theory for translators seeing it as “a creatively constructed (and shifting) view of
practice” (Boase-Beier 2006: 48). This implies that informed theory of translation
can help practice to become more thought through, less haphazard and intuitive, as
a result of translators’ more complex approach to a translatum involving a wide
array of extratextual and intratextual factors (cf. Nord 2005).

One way or another, the somewhat artificial and at times even unclear divide
between theory and practice has been worsened by sceptical practitioners of
translation themselves who consider translation theory forbidding, failing to
acknowledge its connection with practice (Wright 2016). Unfortunately, the
dialectic relationship between theory and practice is also reflected in the formal
assessment of research and publishing activities, at least in the Slovak academic
setting, where scholarly papers, and those in top tier journals in particular, are

* It should be stressed that by treating the theory versus practice dichotomy, it is my intention
neither to pigeonhole nor oversimplify the range of writings within TS and the range of orientations
of university degrees in TS across a whole variety of national and cultural settings. While many
writings seem highly theoretical (e.g. Friedrich Schleiermacher, Anton Popovi¢, Jifi Levy or
Lawrence Venuti to some extent), many important figures in the discipline (e.g. Mona Baker, Jeremy
Munday, Ritva Leppihalme) are in many ways practice-oriented, all going to constitute what is
termed TS. It is also the case that is often perfectly possible to work one’s way through what
theoretical writings imply for reflective translation practice, and to further work through what this
might imply for pedagogy.
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valued much higher than book-length translations’. This obviously undermines the
value of the practice of translation, as if creating forced separation between the two
discussed ends of the spectrum.

5. So what now or future directions of TS

As we have seen in section 3, the inward turns in TS are based on its
interdisciplinarity. The major problem with the interdisciplinarity of TS has been
that although it has taken much from other disciplines, it has been less successful
in terms of giving back. For this reason, it is now high time for TS to step forward,
and most importantly, outward®. In this connection, Zwischenberger (2019)
demands that TS should perform two ‘outward turns’ in the foreseeable future.
First, to step outside its box and show its relevance to and impact on other
disciplines and second, to bridge the gap between TS and translation practice and
foster affinity between them (ibid.).

With a view to the first outward turn, it should be stressed that if TS fails to
show its relevance to other disciplines’, it is likely to be downplayed by them since
their dominance over what constitutes translation is becoming prominent, as
Zwischenberger admits (ibid.). As to the second outward turn, current trends imply
that the need for the link with translation practice has been gaining momentum, now
more than ever. Although the interlacement with practice has been a major
weakness of TS, especially in contrast to hard sciences disciplines, it is important
not to lapse into one-sided practical orientation, which surely has its drawbacks, as
already implied in section 4. For this reason, it is not only desirable, but also
necessary to seek a constructive relationship between theory and practice.

Moving onwards, assimilating all formative influences on the shaping of TS
via its inward and now also outward turns, a question could be posed why we
translate in a particular manner and how novel ideas are imported to cultures
through translation (Liu and Wen 2018). Following Bassnett’s and Lefevere’s
(1990) cultural turn, and the more recent sociological turn (Wolf and Fukari 2007),
Gentzler (2017) gives an answer in his pioneering work “Translation and Rewriting
in the Age of Post-Translation Studies” and invites TS to embark on a new stage,
initiating a ‘post-translation turn’. He proposes two directions of post-translation
studies focusing on socio-political and linguistic conditions of pre-translation
culture, i.e. “the initial reception of the translated text” (Gentzler 2017: 3) involving
an analysis of pre-textual elements, and post-translation effects, that is
“repercussions generated in the receiving culture over subsequent years” (ibid.)
going beyond the text-centric. Besides, post-TS examines intralingual translation

5 For comparison’s sake, similar evaluations of research activities in the UK, downgrading
translations, have been reported by e.g. Munday (2016).

¢ It should not be forgotten, though, that in those domains where TS has become closely
interlaced with intercultural studies, this has happened already very extensively.

7 The need for TS to ‘look outwards’, that is to reach out to other disciplines in the wake of a
translational turn in the humanities, has also been promoted by Bassnett (2014).
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and intersemiotic renderings such as musical, cinematic, or other media versions of
the original, taking into account new genres spawned by new media. In liaison with
crucial postmodernist concepts of simulacrum, in the sense of the copy without
original, and simulation (Baudrillard 1981/1994), and echoing Lefevere’s (1992)
idea of translation as a form of rewriting, Gentzler suggests that “all writing is
rewriting, or a rewriting of a rewriting and translation — intralingual, interlingual,
intersemiotic” (Gentzler 2017: 10). In this way, there are fine lines between
original, translation and rewriting, and it makes no sense anymore to attempt to
discriminate between them (Bassnett 2017: ix).

In the effort to pinpoint a further direction of TS in the near future, an emerging
transdisciplinary paradigm could be felt inspiring for research. In this connection,
Massey (2020) emphasizes the idea that it is a transition from interdisciplinarity to
transdisciplinarity that TS is currently making and must continue to make with its
focus on life-world problems, participant-oriented research, overcoming strands of
isolated disciplinary paradigm in order to serve the realities of translation in the
community of practice, and organizations (cf. Bednarova-Gibova 2021) where
translation takes place. Thus, a transdisciplinary course of investigation makes
another potent example of the future direction of TS in order to ensure its viability.
While Massey’s approach is more work-place-oriented, explored through cognitive,
ergonomic and organizational lenses, the earlier treatment of transdiciplinarity by
e.g. Odacioglu and Koktiirk (2015) centres on the integration of ICT, CAT-tools,
translation memories and localization into TS, thus invoking its digital aspects.

All in all, considering the current development within TS as a meta-discipline
and the tensions discussed in the light of its polydisciplinarity, an attempt has been
made of late to provide a hyperonym encompassing all TS’s bewildering courses of
action, intimating its inter- and transdiciplinarity: trans-studies (cf. van Doorslaer
2019). Although this radical proposal at the onomatological level does not seem to
have caught on, perhaps also due to potential links with transgender or transport
issues, as van Doorslaer (ibid.) himself admits, an attempt like this only prefigures
more possible changes, which are bound to happen in TS any time soon.

6. Conclusion

By way of summing up, it should be reiterated that what emanates from a
critical look at the present state of TS as a multidiscipline by means of reflexive
introspection, is a need to ponder over its potentials as well as caveats induced by
its possible paths of the development, as sketched in this paper. As its thematic axes
have shown, the con of the TS’s inward turns has been its ever-progressing
diffusion; TS seems to have lost an equilibrium between the healthy need for a
polydisciplinary plurality of embraced perspectives and the likelihood of diffusion.
Another downside to transdisciplinary TS, as also epitomized by post-translation
studies, is the issue of how much constructive conversation and mutually enriching
relationship there really exists between TS and its potential partners? While the
outer boundaries of TS have been stretched to the utmost, much broader
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interpretations of translation have come its way, which has problematized the
concept of translation. Following the outward turns of TS, further transcending of
its self-imposed boundaries can surely be expected by “greater exchanges with
other disciplines in a mutually beneficial process of importing and exporting
methodologies and ideas”, as Bassnett (2017: ix-x) predicts. In the light of
continuing theoretical reflection and empirical practice in the foreseeable future, |
suggest that we rethink the mutual cooperation between these two opposing sides
of the spectrum as imperative, also in tune with the current trend of popularization
of science and the transdisciplinary need for researching real-world issues.
Subsequently, the enriching interaction between theory and practice ought to be
wisely incorporated into the 21% century translator training to make TS a really
viable field of study, not hampered by the weaknesses of its interdisciplinarity.

© Klaudia Bednarova-Gibova, 2021
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