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Abstract

This paper argues that, as an academic discifliaeslation studies can hardly claim to have
theory. Instead, the theoretical situation in tfiesdd can be described as an expanding
conglomeration of various conceptual paradigmsthgast three reasons to be specified below.
To this end, translation studies are considerea imoad association with two closely related
disciplines of a longer research history — lingasstand literary studies — which translation
studies are sharing the majority of their paradigvith. Suggestions as to how to accommodate
translation theory into the relevant university riaula are made by following Holmes’
differentiation between foreign-language teachingl @ranslator training, as well as by
introducing the notion of Translation Industry.

In the humanities, ititterae humaniores
theory is intuition or common sense

grown impatient.

George Steiner

1 Theory by Definition

The word ‘theory’ has a number of distinct meanimgslifferent fields of knowledge,
depending on their methodologies and the contexiismiussion. IrA Dictionary of the
English Languagdy Samuel Johnson (1755), theory is defined agcigiation, not
practice; scheme; plan or system yet subsisting onlthe mind.” (1979: no pages
indicated, as in the original.) In théniversal Dictionary of the English Languagée
definition of theory is given in opposites (193255, emphasis added):

atheory(a general principle, a supposition, advancedpdaén a group of phenomena; esp. one
which has been tested, and is regarded as suppayiagceptable explanation)

VS

a hypothesigan assumption not yet verified);

atheory(general principles underlying a body of facts)
VS.
practice(e.g. theory of music); and

atheory(as contemplation, speculation)
VS.
actualexperiencde.g. Foreign travel is all very well in theory).
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Both the Oxford (1989) and Longman (1984) dictieesmrunderlie the ‘function’ or
‘action’ side of theory (emphasis added): “a conioepor mental scheme of something
to be doneor of the methodf doing it a systematic statement of rules or principtes
be followed (1989: 902) a belief, policy, or procedure proposor followed as the
basis of actioh(1984: 1557).

Both dictionaries define theory as a complex meNgl phenomenon: “a scheme or
system of ideas or statements held as an explanatiaccount of a group of facts or
phenomena; a statement of what are held to beathergl laws, principles, or causes of
something known or observed” (1989: ibid.); “a badytheorems presenting a concise
systematic view of a subject.” (1984: ibid.)

In terms of the above definitions, a theory cansttne described as a claim or
hypothesis, a certain portion of data chosen tb demonstrate and support the validity
of the suggested hypothesis, and a certain methaaqoiry, interrelating the former
with the latter. Therefore, any academic disciplvithin the humanities that aspires to
claim that it has a theory can be described asidmy) in its theoretical framework at
least the following blocks:

1) subject of study, body of facts (data),

2) methodological toolkit (concepts, paradigms, method

3) theoretical framework: claim based on (1), procésséh (2), and supported by
earlier theoretical findings,

4) relevant text genres,

5) canon (record of history).

We shall proceed now to briefly discuss the mal@racteristics of each of the outlined
blocks.

1.1 Subject of study

All the interrelated humanitarian disciplines undensideration- linguistics, literary
studies, and translation studiegertain to textual studies. The major differenseni
the scope of the subject matter: linguistics studiee structure, functioning, and
interpretation of linguistic codes, and is itselfpart of the general theory of signs;
literary studies investigate the structure, funatig, and interpretation of linguistically
coded products (texts); translation studies reseattte structure, functioning,
interpretation (and comparison) of linguisticallg-coded products (translated texts).
Therefore, all these disciplines are concerned wsiitialying textual products of various
types from a wide range of viewpoints.

1.2 Methodological Toolkit

As regards the analytical tools used in the disogsl under consideration, they may be
viewed as sharing the following traits.
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1) They use the same language for both creating, pire#ng, and investigating
linguistic products.

2) They share certain concepts and assumptions.

3) They have covered the same ‘paradigmatic’ patthe 23" century: from the a-
historical, structuralistic, and synchronic micnatios to the broad diachronic
cultural perspective, “A development [that] can tbaced from a focus on a
conceptual ideal towards a concern with the rg@ltiesterman 2004: 94.)

4) They have passed through the period of reconsidaraince the 1960s, when the
notion of ‘text’ was broadened to increasingly eadear various types of message:
from a grocery list through a conventional texaitbypertext.

5) They have been affected by the dramatic increaseaiss media and mass popular
culture, as well as by globalization processes.

6) They have developed into interdisciplines and begaorporating into their
analyses a growing scope of various disciplines aputoaches, such as semiotics,
linguistics, interpretive theory, structuralism,yplsoanalysis, post-structuralism,
deconstruction, phenomenology, hermeneutics, etc.

7) They claimed at a certain period that they havethadries.

All these developments have resulted in an inceeasethodological luggage and the
redistribution of sciences in the humanities paall, hence, in university curricula.

1.3 Theoretical Framework

In terms of the structure of a theory, Kuhn, fastance, distinguished between at least
four basic levels of interrelated ‘commitments’ mormal sciences- “conceptual,
theoretical, instrumental, and methodological.” 10942.) Kuhn also believed that
there existed only three foci for factual sciewtifnvestigation, or three classes of
problems, none of which either always or permawedistinct: “... determination of
significant facts, matching of facts with theorydaarticulation of theory” (ibid.: 34)
which exhausted, in his opinion, both empirical #mebretical literature.

The central point of the scheme suggested for d&on here is the notion of a
paradigm. According to th€hambers 2% Century Dictionary(Robinson & Davidson
1996: 998), the term ‘paradigm’ was borrowed in th8" century from Greek
paradeigmain the meaning of ‘pattern’. Since the 1960s,tdren ‘paradigm’ has been
used in the meaning of a set of assumptions, cém@em practices that constitute a
way of viewing reality for the community that shewrnem, especially in intellectual
disciplines: “In its established usage, a paradigran accepted model or pattern, and
that aspect of its meaning has enabled me, lackingetter word, to appropriate
‘paradigm’ here.” (Kuhn 1970: 23.)

Such a free association of the terms ‘model’ aratddigm’ within one definition is not
a rare case. A theory is often defined as a moddtamework for describing the
evolution of a related set of phenomena. Hermaws, ifistance, believes that
“Theoretical, or conceptual models are hypothetocadstructs which are derived from
an established field of knowledge and then terghtiprojected onto a new, wholly or
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partly unknown domain.” (1998: 155.) Hermans theueg the list of translation studies
‘models’: linguistic, semiotic, literary, sociocutal models, later supplemented by
gender studies, cultural studies, system theory dewbnstruction’s new conceptual
models in the study of translation (ibid.). Withime approach suggested in this paper,
the enumerated entities are considered to be gpnadiather than models.

Thomas Kuhn believes that a paradigm is charaeigiy at least three features (1970:
200): it is used by a group of researchers (sda@dt), who share the same conceptual
values (theoretical facet), and the same rules staddards for scientific practice
(empirical facet). A paradigm is, in Kuhn’s opinjdithe resort to shared values rather
than to shared rules governing individual choidélid.: 186.) Kuhn also specifies that
“Rules [...] derive from paradigms, but paradigms aande research even in the
absence of rules” (ibid.: 42), and “Within the nparadigm, old terms, concepts, and
experiments fall into new relationships one wité dther.” (ibid.: 149.)

As could be suggested, the basic difference betwebrory, a paradigm, and a model
lies in the scope of the descriptiontreeory may be described as systematic and all-
embracing; gparadigmas a research pattern that for a certain periothed unites a
group of scholars with a common set of conceptedbas the chosen parameters of the
compared codes (linguistic, social, cultural, etmyl results in a number of models; a
model as one of several empirical manifestations of dage paradigm, a peculiar
research pattern.

Within such an interpretation, therefore, the gahscheme could be presented as a
sequence of an increasing scientific weightode(s) — paradign{(s) — theory
(theories)— scientific laws Franz Pdchhacker (2004), for instance, makesofise
similar hierarchy in the structure of his boakode(s) (Chapter 5)— paradign(s)
(Chapter 4)— approachegChapter 3)).

A continuum between the extremes of the ‘micro- enatro-optics’ in research opens a
broad field for a number of paradigms in each ef tiiree areas of research suggested
by James Holmes: product- process- and functicented (1988: 72-73). Within each
of these areas, there may be several paradigmsn$tance, one of the models within
the function-oriented paradigm of translation stsdis the Polysystem model (Toury
1995) which can be executed in a number of waysrthfy in their sets of variables and
data but sharing the ‘values’. An example of adisgc paradigm within the product-
oriented area of comparative translation reseasclthé Token Equivalence Model
(Tarvi 2004), one of the few assessment models aomgpsource and target texts at the
level of words.

1.4 Related Genres

Each of the disciplines under discussion has ita genres. In linguistics, it is sign
interpretation proper (as a part of the theory ighs); in literary studies, it is text
interpretation within its own literary genres, suab drama, novel, poetry, etc.; in
translation studies, it is text re-interpretatiorhem rendering literary genres in
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translation, message interpretation in various «ioflinterpreting, and adapting a huge
variety of partially linguistic products for use @ntarget culture in mediation. The term
‘mediation’ is used here instead of ‘multi-mediarnslation’ to denote translation

products, which are only partly linguistic, witheth complementary part being non-
linguistic elements as, for instance, HyperText li@r Language (HTML) in software

localization, or image and sound in films, etc. iEfiere, the terms ‘mediation’ and

‘mediator’ are used here in a narrower sense floamstance, ‘intercultural mediators’

(Katan 2004: 20).

Besides, there exist at least three ‘publicatioenrgs ‘as a source of authority: “...
textbooks of science together with both the pojradion and the philosophical works
modeled on them. All these three categories [...]Jehame thing in common. They
address themselves to an already articulated bbdgoblems, data and theory.” (Kuhn
1970: 136.)

1.5 Canon (Record of History)

Each of the three disciplines discussed has, at laa certain period, claimed to have
theory. Linguistics seems to be cautious aboutguthe term ‘theory’, as, for instance,
in Chomsky’sAspects of the Theory of Syn{a965), or Halliday'€xplorations in the
Functions of Languagél973) orAn Introduction to Functional Grammgi994). In
literary studies, the ‘hour of the theory’ has mak®&s is seen in the titles of such
publications as, for instance, Dochertgfier Theory(1996), or inPost-Theory: New
Directions in Criticismby McQuillan et al. (2000). In translation studi#ise ‘hour of
theory’ started with RichardsSoward a Theory of Translatinl953) and Nida and
Taber'sThe Theory and Practice of Translatigh969). Nowadays, the presence of
theory seems to be established, as indicated byin&tance, such titles as Rainer
Schulte and John Biquenet®heories of Translation: An Anthology of Essaysnfro
Dryden to Derrida(1990), or Douglas RobinsonWestern Translation Theory from
Herodotus to Nietzch@ 997). The question is: Do we really have thaaringuistics,
literary studies, and translation studies?

2 Theory in Action

An abstract (or conceptual) model is a theoretamaistruct that represents a certain
phenomenon or a group of facts with a set of vésmtand a set of logical and

guantitative relationships among them. Out of thege sets, that of assumptions and
that of their interrelation, the former is the wesklink: “The hypothesis posits that a
set of explanatory factors are in some way necgdsarthe occurrence of the things

explained, such that changes in those factors niighty about changes in the things
observed. That is a very problematic notion.” (P2006: 4.)

Arguments or theories always begin with some presi®r arbitrary elements, or
assumptions, something accepted without proof.duld/ be incorrect to speak of an
assumption as either true or false, since thereisvay of proving it to be either (if
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there were, it would no longer be an assumptiossufptions have to be accepted on
faith in a philosophy of science that prides itggifits rationalism.

It goes without saying that any theory is alwaysvgional, in the sense that it is only a
hypothesis and there exists no definitive testrave its validity. No matter how many
times the results of experiments agree with soraerth one can never be sure that the
next time the result will not contradict the theo®n the other hand, one can disprove a
theory by finding even a single repeatable obsemathat disagrees with the
predictions of the theory. In principle, scientiiceories are always tentative, partial
and situational, and thus subject to correctionadusion in a yet wider theory.

2.1 DoWeHave Theory in the Humanities?

A theory can be expected not only to accuratelyriles a large class of observations
on the basis of a certain paradigm that containewsarbitrary elements as possible,
but also to make definite predictions about theiltesof future observations: “... the

successful new theory must somewhere permit predethat are different from those

derived from its predecessor.” (Kuhn 1970: 97.)

Therefore, theory is expected to DESCRIBE, to EXMNLAand to PREDICT. Does

theory DESCRIBE facts and phenomena? It does, witlamy doubt. Does theory
EXPLAIN some phenomena and accommodate all previmeings? The cautious

answer is — yes, sometimes it definitely does. l@ofindings accumulated so far allow
one to PREDICT possible developments in linguistitsrary studies, and translation
studies? The answer is — hardly, and by a numbeyasbns.

To qualify as a law (or a general rule), a statenseexpected (Booth et al. 1995: 113—
114, emphasis original) to satisfy the followingeth criteria: (1) one part must describe
thegeneral kindof evidence that is offered; (2) the other parstrdescribe thgeneral
kind of claim that follows from evidence; (3) it musta®e or imply a connection
between them (e.g., cause-effect, generalizatior); e

When(ever) we have evidenldee X, we can make a claitike Y,
or
When(ever) X, Y.

In the humanities, laws of the above kind seem gsjiile to deduce because the
polysemic nature of the language used for prodogctiterpretation, and analysis of
texts makes impossible either their final intergtiein or their formalized expression.
Whatever the outcome of any research in the humeaniit is expressed in language
and, first of all, serves language. This idea dinguistically ‘boomerang’ nature of
research in the humanities is underscored, amdregxytby the linguist Firth:

Our schematic constructs must be judged with raferdo their combined tool power in our dealings
with linguistic events in the social process. Sgomstructs have no ontological status [...]. They are
neither immanent nor transcendent, but just langtaged back on itself. (1957: 181.)
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Besides, there is an important distinction betwe®tdels in exact sciences and the
humanities: in exact sciences a distinction is masteveen ‘mathematical’ models and
‘physical’ models, with the latter serving as agdrof the validity of the former, while
in the humanities, one has to do with abstract mrceptual models which can be
neither confirmed nor rejected by comparison witkality’, whatever the latter might
be. What kind of evidence can be used in the humeanto prove or disprove a
theoretical point? Given all the limitations listetbove, the only means philologists
seem to have had is the structure of the arguradogical framework for interrelating
the constituents in every model within each panmadig

Therefore, theories in the humanities cannot berdes] as full-fledged theories of
exact sciences by at least three reasons: they allo

1) no definitive predictions
2) no formalized expression
3) no empirical support for the models.

Hence, they are at best studies, or partial theoather than full-fledged theories.

Metaphysics, as a part of philosophy concerned witiderstanding reality and
developing theories about what exists and how veskimat it exists, and

epistemology, as inquiry into the nature and greurd experience, belief and
knowledge, both underlie the idea of partial knalgle. The notion of partial
knowledge implies that in most cases it is not fmbssto have an exhaustive
understanding of phenomena, and that one haseaviith the fact that one’s knowledge
is always incomplete, that is, partial. Most probéein the humanities have to be solved
by taking advantage of partial understanding ofgheblem context and problem data.
That is very different from any typical math pratblewhere all the data are given and
one has a perfect understanding of formulas negessaolve them. Unfortunately (or
fortunately?), there exist no formulas in the huities

2.2DoWeHaveTheory in Translation Studies?

In the Dictionary of Translation Studiest is admitted that “the use of the term is
surrounded with some confusion.” (Shuttleworth &wi 1997: 185.) As observed by
Pym, the wide-ranging interdisciplinary nature m@nslation studies both “deprives this
discipline of a sufficiently high vintage point Weew all possible facets of translation”
(1992: 186), and involves various “external assuomgt brought to bear on translation,
concerning such matters as “the nature of God's dVtine supposed equality of
different cultures or an ethical duty to conveyommation.” (ibid: 188.) Venuti
concedes that “In translation studies, the broagctspm of theories and research
methodologies may doom any assessment of its ‘lcustate” to partial representation,
superficial synthesis, optimistic canonization.0Q®: 1.)

James Holmes is known to distinguish between twmedyof translation theory in
translation studies. Translation theory as suclgeoeral translation theory, was defined
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as “a full, inclusive theory accommodating so matgments that it can serve to explain
and predict all phenomena falling within the temraf translating and translation [...]

highly formalized and [...] highly complex.” Havingdmitted that all that had been

achieved was “... little more than prolegomena tcenegal translation theory” (1988:

73), Holmes, however, believed that instead thexd een developed what he called
partial theories, “specific in their scope, dealingh only one or a few of the various

aspects of translation theory as a whole” (ibid.).

Now, nearly forty years after Holmes wrote the a¢ipaper, general theory of translation
studies seems to still have not progressed far gimowol claim the status outlined by
Holmes. As Gutt observes,

Viewed from the product perspectivéranslation theory faces the problem of a vittuadfinite task:
since there is no upper limit to the number ofatiit texts a language can produce, and therefdtest
number of translations that can exist in a languaggus-based description of translation will iate
able to exhaust the domalfrom the process perspectitieere seem to be two alternatives, depending on
whether the aim is to deal with the evaluative aspéthe translation process or not. (2000: 18pleasis
added.)

Ruminating on the so far partially successful afitsrto ‘theorize’ the field, George
Steiner does not conceal his pessimism:

The plethora of diagrams meant to theorize actsamislation, the boxes, arrows, dotted lines
between ‘source’ and ‘target’ are nothing but mare less pretentious gestures. In the
humanities, inlitterae humaniorestheory is intuition or common sense grown impatied
serious inquiry into translation is, necessariljescriptive It draws on documentation
subjectively offered and subjectively examined. Thain instrument is that of historical
narrative. There is no laboratory. What is an ayanpvisional issue, can only be “an exact art”
(Wittgenstein Culture and ValugEng. trans. 1980). (2004: 5, emphasis original.)

Wolfram Wills, like Anthony Pym, finds the reasoisr the controversy behind
theoretical backing in the field of translationdies in its interdisciplinary background:

The ensuing problem of objectivization can be exgld primarily by pointing out that translation can

be termed a purely ‘linguistic operation’ [...] buather must be thought of as a psycholinguistic,
sociolinguistic and pragmalinguistic process [...Jiethlends itself to an exhaustive scientific deipict
only with the greatest difficulty. (1982: 65.)

To sum up, what is available in translation thetogay, including the so-called

‘universals’ of translation (e.g., Shuttleworth &Wie 1997: 193; Laviosa-Braithwaite

1998: 288), is a huge body of findings pertainingspecific cultures and pairs of
languages that is still awaiting its systematizatfib systematization is possible at all).
Therefore, there seems to exist no general thefanamslation studies, and the situation
can at best be described as a process of accungulfigoretical generalizations as,
hopefully, interrelated partial theories. Such wation prompts a question which is
tackled in the final section of the paper.
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2.3DoWeNeed Theory in Trandation Studies?

Without hesitation, | would answer the above quesin the affirmative, augmenting it,
however, with two important sub-questions: Who féfRat for?

In my view, there are two groups of translatioratet! individuals and groups wheed
theory: academics who pursue theory professionallyhe benefit of the field and
students of the relevant educational fields who iddy necessity, following the
requirement to produce graduation papers. As aipahtranslator who came to theory
from practice, | would claim, although with cautjdhat no theory is required for the
process of translation, which seems to be mostbgdban the skills that are gradually
shaped by the process itself.

That is why | fully agree with Holmes, who distingioed between teaching as a
‘technique in foreign-language instruction’ andtesnslator training’ (1988: 77). In our
present-day tertiary education establishments, eth®g types of instruction are
generally mixed. Moreover, the requirement to poedMA theses calls for a theoretical
course of sorts, as well as for methodological sug@n of such ‘scientific’ papers
under production. As a result, the mix of linguwstitranslation and theoretical
instruction, inevitably in favor of the linguistmart, produces low-grade MA theses, as
well as translators and interpreters who see thasrg stumbling block on their way to
graduation.

The way out of the situation could be, for instarieging to define which part of the

accumulated theoretical luggage would be relevantobth describing the field in a

sufficient detail and producing graduation thesassort of an overview ‘with a

pragmatic bend’ meant for executing case studissareh rather than solving global
problems. Besides, to carry out case study resesdritte MA level students need to be
supplied with a certain relevant methodologicablage.

Another suggestion also stems from my personalrexpee as translator and teacher, as
well as a recent MA student (as my second degiid®.major drawback of the partial
theories of translation studies developed so fath& they are mostly devoted to
translation as such, and have much less to offethén field of interpreting and
practically nothing in the area of mediation. Tdlime the situation the current situation
in the field, 1 would like to introduce the concegtTranslation Industry, which makes
it possible to look at the field as if ‘from thetside’.

The Oxford English Dictionargefines the term ‘industry’ as both ‘skills’ (‘¢t3, and
their application, as well as ‘habitual employmensome useful work, especially in the
productive arts and manufactures, a branch of mtodulabour’ (1989: 899 — 900y he
Oxford Dictionary for Business Worldiescribes ‘industry’ as an ‘organized activity in
which capital and labour are utilized to producedg commercial enterprise’ (1993:
413). The term, therefore, comprises not only tmedpced goods (all kinds of
translated products in case of translation studmes)also the producers, both on the
labour and management sides, and users of thesi#s.ghtmreover, as an organized
activity, Translation Industry (TI) is both an iitation and enterprise, i.e., a functional
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body which regulates and is regulated by the ietations between ‘labour and
‘product’, i.e., ‘process’ and ‘result’. As an dsiahment, Tl needs qualified labour
force (and is hence interested in educational e and related theoretical
recommendations) to produce quality products (achence interested in quality
assessment of its products and related theoreti@hbrations). Industry is seen here as
a broad, although much smaller-scale than cultweanework to describe translation
studies. It might be called a ‘polyfunction’, byadogy with the ‘polysystem’ approach
considering the position of translated texts withitarget culture, approach because the
final goal of Tl, as any other industry, is to pucd functional, i.e., being in users’
demand, translated products, both nationally atetnationally, and, in the long run, to
bridge up cultures through shared use of its coromér and critically successful
products.

The notion of Tl seems to be especially instrunieimahe present-day situation of
internalization, globalization and the explosidkeliproliferation of translated media
products. In terms of goods, Tl can be describegor@ducing three types of Translation
Products (TP), distinct by a number of parameténserpretinG Products (IGP),

TranslatioN Products (TNP), and MediatioN Prody&M\P), each resulting from the
corresponding specific type of Translation ActiifyA): InterpretinG (IG), TranslatioN

(TN), or MediatioN (MN). The table below is a brieverview of the TPs, a gist from
my lecture course on translation theory and ingubtised on the Holmes-inspired
Map-Matrix approach (Tarvi 2006):

Table 1. Types of Translation Products (TP).

Translation Activity (TA) | InterpretinG (IG) TranslatioN (TN) MediatioN (MN)
PRODUCT (P) UTTERANCES (IGP) TEXTS (TNP) COMMODITIES (MNP)
linguistic linguistic partly linguistic
oral written oral/written
SENDER SpeakeR (SR) WriteR (WR) ElaboratoR (ER)
INTERMEDIARY Interpreter (1) Translator (T) Mediat¢M)
RECEIVER ListeneR (LR) ReadeR (RR) UseR (UR)
FUNCTION delivering messages ensuring the requjrgdaranteeing profit
S-T equivalence
TIME/SPACE on the spot, one to several areas, multiple areas,
COORDINATES at the moment for a period of time | for a period of time

All the outlined products are united by two paraengt they are linguistically coded
messages, co-existing in at least two types ofngpdn the source and target languages.
The major differences outlined in the table, famirbeing exhaustive, are an argument
for including into translation theory-related caessthe description of all kinds of
translation products, so that the field could bespnted in its entirety, as a “house of
many rooms” (Hatim 2001: 8).

Therefore, my suggestions as regard universityicla are as follows: besides
linguistic instruction, future translator, interpges and mediators need at least four
kinds of courses. Two theoretical courses, conckengh what Holmes called the
‘dimensions’ of translation studies (1988: 79):
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- the historical dimension, or “a field of the lust of translation theory, in which some
valuable work has been done”, translation theory ams accumulated set of
generalizations and paradigms useful for researtireacase studies level, and

- the methodological dimension, or “a dimensiont threght be called the [...] meta-
theoretical, concerning itself with problems of wimaethods and models can best be
used in research in the various branches of tlogptirse”.

Besides, at least two courses of applied instroatigght be useful:

- Translation Industry (TI) as a global descriptadrthe field as an industrial market,

- Applied Translation Studies (ATS) as getting amqted with technical means
facilitating the chosen type of translation actest

It goes without saying that, besides theoreticdightening, translation students need
profound specialization in one of the chosen tetish activities — I1G, TN, MN. It
would hardly be possible until the two types ofcteag in translation studies
designated by Holmes, ‘foreign-language instructiand ‘translator training’, are
separated, as is practiced nowadays in the comahsezitor of education.

2.4 Theory and M etalanguage

Preparing a survey of theoretical books on tramsiastudies published after the year
2000 for my course of lectures, | discovered that major changes in the theoretical
and methodological outlook in translation studaled in this paper ‘paradigms,’ were
referred to there as ‘trends,” ‘operational framekgg ‘schools,” ‘conceptual /
methodological tools,” ‘approaches,” ‘discourses wanslation,” ‘angles,” ‘turns,’
‘issues,” ‘areas’, and the list is still incomplet€he problem is that such ‘over-
terminologization’ is a huge stumbling block foleaturer in translation theory because
if a lecturer gives one term by his personal choiben a list of ‘synonyms’ is to be
supplied so that students could use other theatetmurces; if the whole list is given,
then the differences among various terms are &xpkined, which is time-consuming.

Why do we not create a database of various traoslatudies terms that denote the
same thing, so that one does not have to makeamasénto terminology’ every time
one starts writing a paper? Why do we not, havimmgsered everything we have so far
accumulated, choose one term for one phenomenoagmee to use this ‘label’ until a
better version is suggested? Such an ‘inventorghibecome the first step towards
ordering, if not formalizing, the vast field of trslation studies terminology.

Taking the initiative, | would like to suggest awngerm to replace the habitual term
‘translation’. The situation in the field has chadgso dramatically since the time when
only translations as such were subjected to resdhat a new umbrella term to refer to
all three kinds of translation processes and prdiscrequired. Therefore, to describe
the whole field of what is nowadays called ‘tratisia studies’, | would suggest the
term Language Transfer Studies (LTS), a composita borrowed from two sources.
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The term ‘language transfer’ was suggested by ¢hentof the European Institute for
Media (Luyken et al. 1991) to describe the traeslahedia products, and it seems to be
broad enough to cover the whole field providedtdren ‘mediation’ is used to refer to
media products. The term ‘transfer studies’ wasodhiced later by Gerd Antos and
Sigurd Wichter to establish a new field of reseatelhmed ‘Transfer Studies’
(“Transferwissenschaft”) as a field of research ezong all aspects of making
knowledge accessible in our era of ‘informationgia¢’ (Antos 2001: 5).

Languagé@&ransfer
TransferStudies

Therefore, the term Language Transfer Studies (L¥&)gested instead of ‘translation
studies’, describes the field of research covedhgspects of producing and making
translated products accessible. Language Trandfeory (LTT) can hence be used
instead of ‘translation theory’, and Language Tfandndustry (LTI) instead of
Translation Industry. This suggestion is debatatm ,worth while discussing provided
other umbrella terms to describe the present-dagtsdn in the field are offered.

To recap, my suggestions would require a joint refff both interested parties —
academics and university instructors. If theoratisi remain in their ebony tower of
‘pure science’ and continue producing researchrédsearch sake, they might become
redundant, as is seen to have been happeningiaritstudies. If translation instructors
continue their partially successful attempts tostpaa patch of theory onto the vast
body of linguistic instruction, the latter wouldéqe on falling off. To this end, it would
be productive for both parties to look at the psses occurring at present in the field as
at those of Language Transfer Industry, with cleantlined products, processes and
functions.
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