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THE HISTORY OF ESTABLISHMENT OF TRANSLATION STUDIES
AS AN INTERDISCIPLINARY SCIENCE

The article presents a historical overview of researches that resulted in the emergence of translation studies that has by now
incorporated the subject matter of a wide range of disciplines. The first studies of translation dealt with religious and belles-lettres
texts. Naturally, the literary theory of translation was the first to be developed by scholars. 1930s marked the start of researches
in the field of translating special texts that were not related to religion or fiction. The next direction of translation studies was
the linguistic one and was based on equivalence theory. In the course of time it became clear that the linguistic approach has
its own limitations. The next paradigm some linguists, like Yves Gambier and Anthony Pym single out is the Internet format
due to the digital environment in which translation is performed. We do not agree with this point of view as far as the new
technical conditions do not justify a new approach to be distinguished. It seems logical to single out the functionalist approach
as the successor of the linguistic one. Translation is regarded as an integral part of a communicative situation, therefore
all the parameters of the latter are taken into account in the process of rendering a source text into a target text by means
of the instruments of the target language. In 1980s linguists started researching the effect of culture on translation and vice
versa. They found the influence so significant that they suggested singling out new approaches: transcreation, transadaptation,
and transculturation. However, they fail to recognize that what these new terms refer to has long been known in translation
studies as pragmatic or cultural adaptation. At the beginning of the XXI century researchers elaborated an integrative (or
interdisciplinary) approach to translation and distinguished three possible views on its character.
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ICTOPISA CTAHOBJIIEHHS IEPEKJIATO3HABCTBA
AK MIDKIUCHUITJITHAPHOI HAYKH

Y emammi nooarno icmopuunuii 02110 00CaiddHceHb, WO CAPUYUHUIUCS 00 NOSABU NEPEKIAO03IHABCMEA, IKe HUHI GKIIIO-
yae npobremamuxy yinoi nusku oucyuniin. Ilepuii Haykosi po368ioxu nepexiadosHascmaea OYau npuceayeHi ananisy peni-
2iiHUX [ Xyooxcuix mexcmie. I[Ipupoorno, wo came aimepamypHy meopito nepekiady O0OCHIOHUKU pPO3POOUTU NePULOIO.
Y 1930-x pp. 3 ’s6unucs nepwi pobomu y 2any3i nepexiady CneyiaibHux mekCmis, ki He Halencalu 00 Peni2itiHo2o HCAHpy
abo xy0odcHbo20 cmunio. Hacmynuum Hanpamom 00CioxiceHHs nepeKkiado3Hascmsea 0y8 NiHegicmuyHull, AKul 6a3yemao-
¢sl Ha meopii exsiganeHmHoci. 32000M cmano 3p0O3YMINO, Wo MOBO3HAGHUUL HANPAM MAE c80i obmedcenns. Hacmynnoio
HAyKoB80I0 Napaouemoro, aKy euoiiaoms eyeni, 30kpema Ié Iam6’c ma Enmoni Ilim, € Inmepnem-gopmam uepes yugp-
pOBe OMOUEHHs, ) SIKOMY BUKOHYEMbCS nepeknad. Mu e no2o0xcyemocs 3 yier OyMKOI0, OCKLIbKU HOBI MEXHIYHI YMO8U
He 8UNpagoo8yIoms GUIIEeHHsT HO8020 nioxody. Ham eudacmuvcs noeivnum UOIIUMU KOMYHIKAMUBHO-OYHKYIOHANbHUL
nioxio, AKUll NPuxooums Ha 3miHy / abo 0onogHwe ninesicmuynui. Ilepexknad 6sasxicacmvcsa Heio EMHOK YACMUHOIO
KOMYHIKAmueHoi cumyayii; i0nogioHo, bepymucsi 00 yéazu 6Ci napamempu 0CManHboi nio 4ac nepeeeoents OPUSIHALY
Y meKcm nepexaaody iHcmpymeHmamu yinbogoi mosu. ¥ 1980-x pp. mosoznasyi nouanu eusuamu 6niue KyJibmypu Ha nepe-
K1a0 i 6NaU8 nepexaady Ha Kyibmypy Yitb0o8oi Mogu. Bniue 6UAeUECs HACMINbKYU NOMYAICHUM, WO VIO 3aNpONnoHO8AHO
BUOLIUMU HOBE NIOX00U. MPAHCKPeayilo, mpancadanmayilo i mpanckyromypayiio. Ilpome mu He MOACEMO NO2OOUMUCS 13
yi€er OyMKOI0, OCKIbKU HOBI MEPMIHU NO3HAYAIOMb Me, WO Y NePeKIao03HaACMEI 8Jice OA8HO 8i00MO Ni0 HA3B010 «npae-
mamuyHa, abo KyntemypHa, aoanmayisy. Ha nouamxy XXI cm. ninesicmu po3pobunu inmezpamuhuti (makoxic 8i0oMuil
SAK MIHCOUCYUNTTHAPHULL) NIOXIO 00 nepekaady U GUOLIUU MPU MONCAUBE NOSTAOU HA U020 XapaKmep.

Knrouosi cnosa: nepexiaoosnaecmao, imepamypHa meopis nepexiay, JiHeiCMUuYHUl nioxio 00 nepexiady, Komy-
HIKAMUGHO-YHKYIOHATbHUU NIOXIO0, MPAHCKpeayis, mpancaoanmayis, MpancKyibmypayis, MidCOUCYuniiHapHull nioxio.
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Target setting. It is a well-known fact that
translation studies acquired the status of a branch
science in the second half of the XX century. It
was a natural phenomenon conditioned by the need
to conceptualize the peculiarities and regularities
of translators’ activity. The initial ideas on translation
referred primarily to two main varieties: translation
of religious texts and fiction. Naturally, the very
first direction of researches in the field of translation
was the literary one. In 1930s linguists started
studying the issues of special, not fiction or religious,
translation. It could be attributed to developments
in international cooperation, scientific, technical,
military, and diplomatic spheres, and, subsequently,
the need to train translators for these spheres
(CmobuuxoB, IlerpoBa, 2006: 54-55). Linguists’
interest to the comparative study of languages in
synchrony caused the linguistic direction of translation
studies to emerge. E. Gentzler claims it was linguistics
that contributed to the emergence of a discipline with
the necessary theoretical and language instruments to
create a systematic approach to translation (Gentzler,
1990: 67). It was a kind of “turn” from literary studies
to linguistics resulting in the linguists’ admitting that
even in the field of literary translation linguistic factors
play a significant role on both stages of the translation
process, i.e. in the process of interpreting the original
and in the process of creating the translation (JIapum,
1962: 3). However, it was only the initial period
of establishment and development of translation
studies as a science. In this article we will dwell on
the main events in the history of translation that led to
its current state.

Analysis of latest researches. The direction that
served the starting point for further development
of translation studies was the linguistic one.
Yves Gambier names two paradigms in modern
translation. The firstoneis “the mosttraditional concept
of translation that has been existing for centuries
and is represented in the paradigm of equivalence”.
The researcher claims this system is more directed
at the receiver and the audience (I'am0be, 2016a: 57).
We fully agree with this statement. V. N. Komissarov,
one of the founders of linguistic theory of translation,
the author of the equivalence level theory states, “The
translator is to have a clear vision of the purpose,
the recipient of the translation, the task of the text he
creates and who will use it. Therefore, at the advanced
level of teaching, the tasks for translators-to-be
should be accompanied by the aim of the translation,
the expected readers, the media to be published in, etc.
Based on these data the translator can decide whether
he will translate or conduct a different kind of linguistic
mediation” (Komuccapos, 2001: 357). In the course
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of time the limitations of this approach became
obvious. Yves Gambier claims it “does not allow one
to consider, describe and explain the process of taking
translator’s decisions and the result of the translation.
The difference between what is explicit and implicit
leads to misunderstanding of the process of translation,
while the translator’s interpretation of the content
becomes unclear” (I'am0ne, 2016a: 58-59).

The second paradigm Yves Gambier singles out is
the one where translators move from the paper format
to the digital, Internet format. “This quickly changing
context causes the multitude of emerging new terms to
name what was once translation” (I'am0be, 2016a: 57).
He claims that the latter is caused by the use of modern
environment in which translation takes place. We do
agree that technically the conditions of translators’
professional activity changed significantly. However,
following V. V. Sdobnikov’s view, we do not think this
is enough to determine a new approach to translation
studies (CmoOnukoB, 2018: 74). Anthony Pym seems
to share Yves Gambier’s opinion stating that new
translation technologies “are altering the very nature
of the translator’s cognitive activity, social relations,
and professional standing” (Pym, 2011: 4).

We do not share Y. Gambier and A. Pym’s view
because contrasting the equivalence paradigm
(or linguistic approach in other terms) to a paradigm
characterized by the use of new environments does
not seem natural or logical. The equivalence paradigm
presents the character and the essence of the tasks
performed by the translator, while the second approach
only specifies the set of translator’s instruments to
increase the speed and efficiency of the translation
process, as well as peculiarities of its use.

Erich Prun¢ contrasts equivalence paradigm to
functionalist approach (ITpymd, 2015: 57; JIbBoBcKas,
1985; 2008; Nida, 1964; Nida, Taber, 1969; Reip,
Vermeer, 2013; Sdobnikov, 2017). According to
the latter translation is viewed as part of a particular
communicative situation. Performing translation
presupposes immersion — both in theory and in
practice — into a particular communicative situation,
taking into account the parameters of the situation,
aims of translation, the communicants’ needs
and expectations, as well as linguistic factors
influencing the course and the result of the translation
process—fromthe peculiarities of correlation of the two
languages to the type of text and its communicative
aim. This approach is of special significance for
professional training of translators because it
enables one to get rid of the erroneous understanding
of translation as transformation of one text into
another, as well as to teach and persuade translators-
to-be that translation is an activity directed at
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satisfying the needs of people by creating a text in
the target language (TL) oriented at the source text
(ST).

We do not oppose the linguistic approach to
the functionalist one. The latter is viewed as a general
approach to translation, a type of translator’s thinking
that covers all kinds of translation and creates
the environment to conduct all kinds of translation
activity with maximum efficiency.

Translation studies could not remain in
the framework of the linguistic approach only for
a long time. The very nature of translation activity
led researchers to include culture into the factors
influencing translation. A. D. Shveitser states that
“the clash of two cultures in translation occurs
both at the communicative and the text levels”
(Iseitep, 1988: 52). Speaking of culture, we ought
to mention speakers of different cultures for whom
translation serves as a means of communication.
This brought about the coinage of the term “cross-
cultural communication” and resulted in a cultural
or anthropocentric turn in translation studies
(CnobHukos, 2019: 310).

1980s marked the beginning of studies on
the influence of culture on translation and vice
versa (Bassnett, Lefevere, 1988; Bassnett, 2005;
Cranmer, 2015; Gentzler, 2001; Hatim, Mason,
2005; Katan, 2009; Koskinen, 2015; Nida, 1993;
1996; Toury, 1995). Transcreation approach is more
oriented at the theory than the practice of translation.
E. D. Malionova claims that “within transcreation
approach translation is viewed as an instrument
of recreating the ideas and images of the source text
in the context of the recipient culture” (ManéHoga,
2018: 54). The researcher calls it a “transcreation
turn” in modern translation studies. She explains
that the cultural distance influencing the process
of translation predetermines the use of creative
strategies, like transcreation, transadaptation,
and transculturation (Ibid.).

E. D. Malionova suggests the following definitions
of the above-mentioned notions: “Transcreation in
translation is understood as a strategy of creative
re-thinking of a ST segment followed by the creation
of a new text by means of the TL taking into account
the text’s polymodal and culturally specific context,
parameters of the communicative situation, technical
and legal limitations, the recipient’s expected
reaction...By applying transadaptation the translator
changes various elements of the cultural, visual,
audial and other codes for deeper immersion of the ST
into the context of the target culture (TC). Maximum
immersion of the ST into the TC is achieved by
applying the strategy of transculturation — complete
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change of the text in the process of its translation
and creation of a new creative product on its basis to
be perceived by TC recipients as a natural element”
(Ibid.).

The suggested definitions testify to the fact that
the specified strategies differ first and foremost in
the degree of what has long been known in translation
studies as pragmatic or cultural adaptation. Following
V. V. Sdobnikov’s opinion (Cno6uukos, 2018: 77),
we cannot agree with the statement that it is only
in transcreation that we need to take into account
the communicative situation and the recipient’s
expected reaction. In our view, it is an indispensable
condition of any efficient translation irrespective
of any applied strategies. “Transadaptation” seems
to be a special kind of translation, viz. audiovisual
translation, “localization”, i.e. the translation
of websites, computer games, etc. “Transculturation”
is often referred to as “rewriting”. V. N. Komissarov
defines the latter as translator’s activity aimed
at “creating a parallel text in the TL that is not
the translation of a foreign source language (SL),
not claiming to be, not functioning as a translation,
but based on the ST that served an impulse, cause
and guide to create a text in a foreign language”
(Kommuccapos, 1997: 69).

Purpose statement. The present paper aims
at analysing the main approaches to define the peculiar
character of translators’ activity, determine the place
of translation within the professional translation process,
as well as reveal those erroneous views that may lead in
future to the decrease of translation quality.

Presentation of the basic material of the
research. At the beginning of the XXI century
an increasing number of linguists consider
translation studies an independent interdisciplinary
science (I'apOoBckuii, 2004; Translation Studies
at the Interface of Disciplines, 2006). The first to
apply the word “science” to translation was E. Nida
in his book “Toward a Science of Translation”
(Nida, 1964) and the term “translation studies” was
introduced by J. Holmes at an international congress
of applied linguistics and then published as an article
in 1988 (Holmes, 1988). The researcher presented
a map of translation where he offered his own
view of the system of future researches in the field
of translation, division of translation studies into
“pure” and ‘“applied”, delimitation of theoretical
and descriptive translation studies, as well as singling
out of relevant branches within them. The linguist
claims that three translation branches (theoretical,
descriptive and applied) should be viewed as
interrelated and interconnected, thus their study ought
not to be conducted in isolation.
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The interdisciplinary character of translation
studies was not challenged by the representatives
of the linguistic approach to translation. One
of its greatest representatives A. D. Shveitser wrote in
1990s that the theory of translation should be studied
as an interdisciplinary science as far as it “is situated
at the intersection of interdisciplinary researches
and it shows the tendency to elaborate an integrative
and multidimensional approach to the analysis
of translation” (LLsetmep, 1999: 21).

Linguists distinguish three possible views
on the interdisciplinary character of translation.
The first recognizes the interdisciplinary status
of the translation theory and considers the former as
analysing the object in the light of various sciences
(I'ap6osckmii, 2004: 206). In accord with this concept,
the object of study of translation studies is defined
accurately, however, the subject matter cannot be
formulated so distinctly due to the great number
of branches included within this science or interacting
with it. According to the second view, interdisciplinary
character is only postulated in relation to translation
as a mental, verbal, semiotic, and social activity. The
third, integrative, view interprets interdisciplinary
character as a common basis to study internal
and external factors of influence on the translation
process on the side of a) the translator himself
and other participants of the translation process; b)
the society; c) the environment (Ibid.).

As translation studies become an independent
science, they attract knowledge from other sciences,
still preserving autonomy. E. N. Mishkurov suggests
analysing the theory of translation in a global
interdisciplinary plane. Based on the philosophical
hermeneutic theory and Jean Piaget’s views,
E. N. Mishkurov interprets interdisciplinary
character as “a kind of meta-methodology”, approves
of “holistic view on the subject matter without
clearly defined borders between disciplines” that
allows not to limit researches by the interdisciplinary
character, but place “these relations within a global
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system having no rigid borders between disciplines”
(Mumkypos, 2015: 33).

N. K. Garbovskiy presents translation as
a goal-oriented systematic cognitive activity whose
elements are closely interrelated and highlights that
both the form of the target text and its content “are
created in the course of translator’s cognitive activity
as a reaction to the ST and other information, social,
psychological, historical, economic, ethical, aesthetic,
etc. factors that are systematically interrelated”
(Iap6oBckwit, 2015: 17).

I. V. Ubozhenko observes that within integrative
approach “translation starts with text-in-situation that
is an indispensable part of the cultural background;
and the text analysis goes from the macrostructure
text to the microunit word that is not studied in
isolation, but from the point of view of its relevance
and function in the text” (Yooxenko, 2014: 69).

Conclusions. In this article we analysed
the history of establishment of translation studies
as an interdisciplinary science, described the main
tendencies in modern theory of translation, as well
as the practice of translation. The presented material
brings us to the conclusion that some theoreticians
and practical translators still regard translation as
an activity aimed at transmitting cognitive information
in the form it was done in the ST. Pragmatic and cultural
adaptation of the text arising due to the differences
between the two cultures are viewed as a separate kind
of translation activity beyond the borders of translation
proper. We do not share this opinion. In cases where
the cultural factor acquires special significance
researchers tend to regard translator’s activity as
different kinds of translation or ascribe it a special
status of translator’s strategy, which we cannot
agree with. In our view, any translation presupposes
a certain degree of cultural adaptation in various
communicative situations. Therefore, localization,
transcreation, transadaptation and transculturation
comprise translation performed with a different degree
of pragmatic and cultural adaptation.
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