


Over half of the cited works (56%; 418 items) are the studies in disciplines other than
translation studies whereas 44% (328) of the quoted titles can be classified as belonging to
this discipline. This is another indication showing the strongly interdisciplinary character
of translation studies. Similar observations were made by Gile 2006.13

Graph 1 presents that in their papers MOaP authors most frequently make use of the
works of literary studies (45% of the cited works) and linguistics (40%). While referring
to literary history and theory in the analysis of the translations of literary works (they
dominate in the corpus under scrutiny) can easily be understood, discovering the man-
ners and objectives of using linguistic tools would require detailed quantitative analyses,
as has already been mentioned.

However, apart from those “traditional” disciplines represented by (modern) language
scholars, there are works (15%) situated in various disciplines of the humanities and
social sciences. It might prove that these fields of science also provide the tools which
help to understand the functioning of translation as a certain form of activity (artistic
work) or to shed other than “philological” light on certain issues.

5; 1% 1%
8; 2% /‘2? 1% literary studies (literary
6; 19 theory 103; literary history 86)

linguistics

13; 3%

27: 6% philosophy

semiotics

cultural anthropology;
cultural studies

sociology

165; 40% Biblical studies;
history

religious literary

Im studies;
psychology

Graph 1. The number of works cited according to the discipline

13 Let us remind that in his scientometric analysis, he examined the works collected in two collective vol-
umes: Chesterman Andrew, Gallardo San Salvador Natividad, Gambier Yves, Translation in Context:
Selected Contributions from the EST Congress, Granada, 1998, John Benjamins, 2000) and Snell-Horn-
by, Mary, Franz Péchhacker and Klaus Kaindl (eds.) 1994. Translation Studies. An Interdiscipline.
Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.
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1.2.2 Relative multilingualism: foreign authors

What seems essential is that next to the works in the Polish language (originals and
translations), the corpus under analysis includes papers in foreign languages which - to
a certain extent — reflect the “philological membership” of the quoting authors. They also
allow to point to the fact that they reach for publications not only in the language of their
(modern) language specialisation (mostly French and English) (cf. Graph 2).
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Graph 2. The number of the cited works representing different disciplines, depending on their language

However, this suggestion is weakened by the data concerning the cited works on trans-
lation studies. In the collection of 314 items, 239 of them (76%) are the papers written by
Polish authors and - apart from six items in English (five published in Poland and one in
Germany) - all of them are in Polish.!4

Foreign scholars’ works on translation constitute less than one fourth (75) of the cit-
ed works.!> Among the latter, the most frequently cited authors are: Antoine Berman,
Marianne Lederer, George Steiner, Gideon Toury, Lawrence Venuti (references in eight
articles), Eugene A. Nida (references in seven articles), Peter Newmark, Christiane Nord
(references in five articles), Andrew Chesterman, Mona Baker, Susan Bassnett, E. A. Gutt,
Katarina Reiss, Danica Seleskovitch (references in from five to four articles).

14" At this point, it needs to be explained that the work published in Germany is the book written by
Elzbieta Tabakowska titled Cognitive linguistics and poetics of translation published in 1993 by Gunter
Narr Verlag; its Polish translation appeared eight years later (Jezykoznawstwo kognitywne a poetyka
przektadu, Universitas, Krakéw) and ever since this work has been quoted in this version.

15 To be more precise, we need to add that among the quoted titles, there are fourteen statements of
translators, mostly from the anthology edited by Balcerzan (1977) titled Pisarze polscy o sztuce prze-
ktadu. 1440-1974. Antologia [Polish writers on the art of translation. 1440-1974. Anthology], Poznan:
Wydawnictwo Poznanskie.
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Interesting are also the results of comparing this list with the results of the quota-
tion analysis conducted by Gile. In 32 papers gathered in the conference proceedings
published after the EST Congress in Granada in 1998 (Chesterman et al. 2000 - cf.
footnote 12), the following authors were quoted: Susan Bassnett, Gideon Toury, Chris-
tiane Nord, Eugene A. Nida, Katarina Reiss, Peter Newmark, Lawrence Venuti whereas
there were no references to the works of Berman, Lederer or Seleskovitch. Interestingly
enough, MOaP authors do not cite André Lefevere or Douglas Robinson. However, the
primary core of quotations includes the same surnames, which might be interpreted as
the indication of familiarity with the major trends in the world’s literature on translation
studies.

Albeit slightly surprising, another aspect of this comparison is the presence of three
French-speaking authors (Berman,!® Lederer, Seleskovitch) on the MOaP list since they
are absent from the “Gile’s list”. This may be partially accounted for by the fact that quite
many specialists in French studies participated in MOaP conferences. However, it is quite
difficult to justify their total absence from the EST volume (they are also not present
among the most frequently quoted authors in the second volume analysed by Gile) unless
we might claim that the English character of the volume and the preceding conference
might have “deterred” the French-speaking scholars. Another possible explanation may
be the specificity of the translation studies in France - also quite dispersed.

1.2.3 Polish authors

The above observations constitute the background for further analyses which have
to achieve the major aim of this study - to make an attempt at outlining the intertextual
and inter-authorship relations, visible in the Polish translation studies at the turn of
centuries.

Let us remind that the analysed corpus of the works cited by MOaP authors includes
239 works written by Polish authors. Among them, 132 items are the publications (books
or articles) authored by one of the 33 people whose surname appears on the list at least
three times. The biggest number of references (39) and - at the same time - the big-
gest number of the titles of the quoted works (34) are assigned to Zygmunt Grosbart.
However, the achievement of this scholar from £6dz is described in one article and the
majority of references are included just in this study and therefore they are not presented
in Graph 3.

Graph 3 brings to attention the fact that among the most frequently quoted authors
(more than ten times), we need to distinguish those who are quoted due to the big num-
ber of their works (Balcerzan - sixteen references of twelve works) from those who are
quoted frequently although the number of their works is small (Lewicki - 27 references
of four works). This phenomenon is more distinct in the group of ten authors who are
quoted moderately frequently (in from five to ten articles): the number of the cited titles
ranges from one to five.!” This is related to the type of publication — books are read and
are available differently from articles in scholarly journals whose contents require more

16 One of his works is cited in the English translation.
17" Among them are: Maria Krysztofiak, Anna Legezynska, Bozena Tokarz, Teresa Tomaszkiewicz, Jerzy
Ziomek.
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Graph 3. The most frequently quoted authors (with the number of works cited)!®

attention and regularity in tracing them.!® Hence, the next step of the analysis is the exam-
ination of the list of the cited works.

Before this examination, however, it should be noted that among the surnames of the
most frequently quoted MOaP authors, there are five which are included in the anthology
Polska mysl przektadoznawcza [Polish translatological thought]. This pertains to a kind
of classics of Polish translation science (or - referring to Snell-Hornby’s (2006: 70) divi-
sion — to “masters”).

1.2.4 The most frequently cited works

The analysis of the data concerning the most frequently cited works has allowed to
claim that in the group of those works which are referred to at least by three authors,
the great majority are book publications: out of 35 quoted items, there are 27 books
whereas the remaining eight are articles - seven in collective volumes and one in the
journal Teksty Drugie [Second Texts]. This last item is a special case because it refers to
the essay entitled Maty lecz maksymalistyczny manifest translatologiczny [Small but max-
imalist translatological manifesto] by Stanistaw Baranczak which was later republished
in the book with the title Ocalone w ttumaczeniu [Saved in translation] as Part I. In both
versions, the text was referred to altogether in ten articles.

Table 2 shows that among the books most frequently cited by MOaP authors, there
are two textbooks, one (and the only) Polish encyclopaedia of translation studies, the

18 Tabakowska’s book, referred to in footnote 11, has been included twice — separately for each language
version.

19 Tt may also result from the fact that in social sciences, in comparison to an article, a book - as a form
of publishing research outcomes - is assigned a higher role (cf. Auerbach 2006: 75).
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small book by Wojtasiewicz referred to in the Introduction to this article (republished in
1992) as well as Baranczak’s book which is the outcome of the author’s reflection on his
own translation works. In this book, Baranczak presents his own theoretical principles.
The use of this book in the subsequent volumes of MOaP is undoubtedly connected with
the fact that its author shows his subjective and personalized (albeit with the aforemen-
tioned theoretical component) critical skills. This is also related to the critical approach
(oriented towards the discussion with the solutions and their assessment) employed in
many of the quoting works.

Table 2. The most frequently cited books

Lewicki, Obcos¢ w odbiorze przekladu [Otherness in translation reception], Lublin 2000 16

Wojtasiewicz, Wstep do teorii thumaczenia [Introduction to translation theory], Warsaw 1996 13

Dambska-Prokop, Mata encyklopedia przektadoznawstwa [Small encyclopaedia of translation 11
studies], Czestochowa 2000

Tabakowska, Cognitive linguistics and poetics of translation 1993 (4) /Jezykoznawstwo 8
kognitywne a poetyka przektadu 2001 (4)

Pienkos, Przektad i tHumacz we wspotczesnym swiecie [ Translation and translator in the modern | 7
world], Warsaw 1993

Pisarska, Tomaszkiewicz, Wspotczesne tendencje przektadoznawcze [Modern tendencies in 7

translation studies] Poznan 1996

Baranczak, Ocalone w ttumaczeniu: szkice o warsztacie tumacza poezji z dotgczeniem matej 6
antologii przektadow [Saved in translation: sketches on the skills of the poetry translator with
a small anthology of translations], Poznan 1992 and further

Bednarczyk, Kulturowe aspekty przektadu literackiego [Cultural aspects of literary translation], 6
Katowice 2002

Lewicki, Konotacja obcosci w przektadzie [Connotation of otherness in translation], Lublin 1994 | 6

Krysztofiak, Przektad literacki a translatologia [Literary translation and translatology], Poznan
1999

Among the authors of the articles (of which one was referred to by four quoting
authors and the remaining ones — by three) are: Lewicki, Batuk-Ulewiczowa, Kalaga,
Teodorowicz-Hellman, Ziomek.

If we take a look at the topics of the most frequently cited works, we can tentatively
state that MOaP authors searched for general knowledge (and thus used textbooks and
the encyclopaedia), critical analysis tools (Baranczak) and finally theoretical foundations
for the examination of cultural otherness and its treatment in translation (Lewicki) as
well as linguistic (or — more specifically - cognitive) instruments which would allow to
analyse and account for the mechanisms of differences between the original and trans-
lation. The reason for the selection of such materials was primarily the topics of the suc-
cessive conferences and volumes which - to a great extent — depended on the organizers’
interests as well as on the very development of (Polish) translation studies. If there are
yet no works representing the sociological approach or the approach going beyond the
text, this may be due to the fact that although such themes are present in the reflection
on translation, it is only the publications edited by Wolf (2006) and Wolf, Fukari (2007)
that explicitly draw attention to the “sociological turn” taking place.
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2. Concluding remarks

The scientometric observation of the data concerning the cited works, being part of
a small sample consisting of fifteen volumes of the series Miedzy Oryginatem a Prze-
ktadem [Between Original and Translation] obviously does not allow to precisely answer
the questions about the influence of certain works and certain authors in a given period
of time. What would be necessary is a qualitative analysis of the manners and goals of
quoting which - as is commonly known - can be used in different ways to support argu-
mentation (e.g. as a way of presenting, confirming or refuting other scholars’ views - cf.
de Nuchéze 1998: 37). This would help to ascertain whether in the works which make
references to particular texts, we deal with “the mimetism of references and strongly con-
solidated reflections”?® or with the discussions and attempts at developing the suggested
solutions or, in other words, with certain innovative practices understood as preferring

transdisciplinary studies with clear empirical roots [...] strictly connected to a new theo-
retical conceptualization (well-grounded in the state of research) and leading to the for-
mulation (reinterpretation, solution) of a problem which is of fundamental significance
to a given discipline and (as a consequence) to the whole field of science (Nycz 2013: 112).

Such research is still waiting for its realization. The observations of the data presented
in this article let us make the preliminary remarks concerning the tendencies or signal
the occurrence of the phenomena whose explanation or interpretation are possible pro-
vided they are observed in the context of broader processes.

The first observation is related to the interdisciplinary character of the research into
translation. It becomes visible both in the thematic specialization of the authors publish-
ing their works in the series as well as in the inventory of the cited works. However, this is
not surprising as interdisciplinarity and transdisciplinarity are — so to speak - the innate
features of translation studies as a new field of research whose “contours” or “map” have
yet to be clearly marked (cf. Snell-Hornby 2006; Simeoni 2007; Gambier 2005; Gambier
2007; van Doorslaer 2005; van Doorslaer 2007).

The second observation pertains to the place of publishing the cited works (the
authors’ own books as well as edited collective volumes). This list includes (mainly uni-
versity) publishing houses located in Warsaw, Cracow, Poznan or Lublin. However, the
most numerous are the publications in the Katowice series Studia o Przektadzie [Studies
in Translation] which has been published since 1994 and which in this way emerges to
be an essential form of the (early) institutionalization of translation studies in Poland.

However, the analysis of the bibliographic data of the cited works has allowed to notice
one more important phenomenon which could be difficult to perceive otherwise. What is
striking in the material under analysis is lack of the quotations of the publications in peri-
odicals whereas already at that time such journals as Przektadaniec (founded in 1995),
Rocznik Przektadoznawczy (founded in 2005) or Recepcja-Transfer-Przektad (founded
2002) existed. Polish translation scholars also published the results of their studies in
the journals issued by universities, both in Polish as well as in foreign languages. On the

20 “Mimétisme des références et réflexions bien établies” — the designation borrowed from Gambier
2005.
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basis of the materials collected as the analysis corpus, one may think that MOaP authors
do not find anything useful in those academic periodicals or that — following the already
quoted words of Malgorzata Tryuk - “they do not read what has been written in this
field” (Tryuk 2011: 340). This may worry especially because the analysed material con-
tains no foreign-language works of Polish authors, which forces us to correct the opinion
expressed by Jerzy Zmudzki about translation studies being “only Romance language-,
English- German- or Russian-profiled”. This “profiling” is indeed visible but most of all
with reference to foreign authors — not the Polish ones (they seem not to exist). This may
result from the “limitation of the receptive sensitivity of such translation studies to the
achievements of this discipline in Poland within general translation studies” (Zmudzki
2009: 51). However, it may also be seen in a wider context, with reference to Yves Gam-
bier’s observation:

In reality, it looks as if today’s translation research is largely carried out by isolated individuals;
that there are numerous publications as if there were more authors than readers whereby the
repetitiveness of the undertaken topics, collected data and formulated conclusions is clear.?!

It may also be stated that this feature of Polish translation studies is shared with the
research done in other countries. And — likewise — it should be overcome since “[i]t is not
a quantity of publications and conferences that is decisive but their innovative quality and
their degree of relevance for our society” (Snell-Hornby 2006: 175).
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