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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Let us insert a terminological note before we start, at least to explain the title of this 

chapter. In this text, we will use translation studies as an umbrella term to refer to the 
academic field that includes translation, interpreting, postediting, localization, audiovisual 
translation, accessibility and any other form of multilectal mediated communication (see 
van Doorslaer 2020 for a recent discussion on the name of the discipline, and Halverson 
& Muñoz 2020 for a justification for this label). We will also be using cognitive translation 
& interpreting studies (CTIS, cf. Halverson 2010; Xiao & Muñoz 2020: 1-2) to refer to 
today’s state of what Holmes and Toury referred to as process-oriented translation studies 
within their original views on descriptive translation studies (DTS). 

CTIS is an umbrella term to refer to the bulk of research on cognitive processes 
underlying multilectal mediated communication events from various research traditions, 
such as computational translatology and cognitive translatology. Please note, however, that 
the term cognitive refers to cognition in general but that in the expression cognitive 
translatology it refers to approaches based on situated cognition (Muñoz 2010, 2021)—
that is, to a certain strand within CTIS. On the other hand, the term cognitivist is used to 
refer to the classic, standard, computational, information-processing views of cognition, 
now best represented by computational translatology. Much, but not all, research done 
under the label translation process research (TPR) falls within this cognitivist line and can 
be seen as a former stage in the development of —and now a strand within— CTIS, as 
we will try to illustrate in this chapter. 

We will try to sketch the main lines of the intellectual evolution from cognitive 
approaches, even before the notion of process-oriented translation studies, to today’s 
cognitive translation & interpreting studies, in order to show that they can still be seen 
as a part of an updated notion of descriptive translation studies (Toury 1995/2012). In 
a nutshell, we will contend that, as a university discipline, translation studies started as 
independent scientific research programs within AI and psycholinguistics, and that the 
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failure of early MT and changes in the university system led to linguists taking over. Up 
to this moment, translation studies and cognitive approaches had basically overlapped, 
since scholarly interest in translation was comparatively scarce and often anecdotal. 

A genuine interest in other social science perspectives, such as sociology, prompted the 
Holmes-Toury proposal of a discipline with several scientific strands, but their bid was 
short-lived because scholars from comparative literature pushed for their own program. 
In doing so, they relegated process approaches and other scientific strands to an ancillary 
position. In cognitive approaches, however, this fostered a slow renewal that came in 
successive stages, marked by dropping linguistics as a referential framework, improving 
data-collection methods and research rigor, and finally reconsidering old assumptions 
inherited from the information-processing paradigm that contributed to its early failure.  

This does in no way mean that the more traditional views within CTIS (mainly, 
those formerly labeled TPR) have disappeared, let alone that they should. Many 
researchers will still approach translating as a linear bottom-up process focused on 
problem solving where the translator is all but a passive language processor. This is 
nevertheless a healthy sign, because now we have several approaches to try to explain 
the same phenomena, thus competing and helping each other to improve. Thus, even 
though we stand firm on embodied realism, we support epistemic pluralism (Chang 
2012). 

Beyond CTIS, the renewed interest in and emergence of new science-based strands 
is still anecdotal in numbers, but clearly growing. However, with the disciplinary tree 
being all but obsolete and the humanistic approaches literally leading nowhere (since it 
is not their goal to build and accumulate applicable knowledge), the time has come to 
ponder whether parting ways with these humanistic strands that were not envisioned 
by Holmes and Toury would be in the best interest of knowledge construction. We will 
try to draw the evolution of process-oriented translation studies and also show how 
current views within CTIS have outgrown it but still remain within the scope of 
descriptive translation studies as originally conceived of by Toury. 

 
2. THE ORIGINS 

 
The remote origins of Cognitive Translation & Interpreting Studies (CTIS) have been 

dated back to the beginning of the 20th century (Olalla-Soler et al. 2020). We actually 
think that the first empirical study on cognitive aspects of translating might even be 
about 20-25 years older than the 1910 experiments by Gabriele von Wartensleben. Right 
in Wilhelm Wundt’s lab at the University of Leipzig, between 1883 and 1886, James 
McKeen Cattell expanded on Francis Galton’s experiments on word associations to 
include multilingual combinations. Cattell’s curiosity was probably sparked by having 
to translate texts between English and German in his correspondence with German, 
British and US psychologists, and by acting as an improvised interpreter for foreign 
visitors to the lab, at Wundt’s request. Already a doctor, and working in Cambridge 
with Galton, in 1888 he reproduced some of those experiments, including the response 
times when translating single words from an L1 into a less known L2. One year later, 
Cattell traveled back to the USA to become the first Professor of Psychology in the 
country, at the University of Pennsylvania. 
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This is just an anecdote, but one with an important symbolic value: The antecedent first 
step of CTIS was taken in the same scenario that witnessed the birth of experimental 
psychology, and this happened ca. 30 years before Charles Bally and Albert Sechehaye 
published Ferdinand de Saussure’s Cours de linguistique générale in 1916, marking the birth 
of modern linguistics. Yet it was not until the second half of the century that the mental 
processes associated to multilectal mediated communication started to draw the direct 
attention of empirical researchers. The academic interest in the process of translation 
originated not in human translation but in the initial, failed attempts to develop machine 
translation that, between the 1940s and the 1960s, fell short of yielding the expected quality 
outputs, and in the use of simultaneous interpreting as a case of “extreme language use” by 
psycholinguists to tackle the general workings of the mind (e.g. Gerver 1975; Obler 2012). 

The first generation of cognitive scientists was inspired by the ideas of John Von 
Neumann and Alan Turing to develop computer architectures that were assumed to 
mimic the workings of the mind—as such workings were envisioned at the time (Istrail 
& Marcus 2013; Lombardo 2018). Noam Chomsky’s extremely influential views on 
language shifted the focus of linguists from languages as systems to a universal mental 
grammar as a set of structures and mechanisms humans were naturally wired for. When 
these notions merged, they contributed to the cognitive revolution that took place 
starting the decade of 1960 (Miller 2003). In very few years, this revolution symmetrically 
led to view the mind as a computer, and computational models of the mind within the 
information processing paradigm became the only ones to be entertained (cf. Gigerenzer 
2002: 26–43). Behaviorist and structuralist approaches that had been prevalent for 
decades were all but wiped out overnight in the United States. Their impact in Europe 
was smaller but considerable as well, if somewhat later than across the Atlantic. In early 
cognitive models, the mind would be made up of modules that would specialize in one 
aspect of information processing (Bruner et al. 1956). Information was assumed to 
consist of symbolic representations and to be processed according to formal, algorithmic 
rules (Fodor 1983). This view, called cognitivism and computationalism, would be and 
still is very influential in CTIS (Carl 2010; Alves 2015) and all but hegemonic in NLP 
and machine translation (MT) research.1  

Following the ALPAC report in 1966 that certified the initial failure of machine 
translation, the interest shifted to human translation, as suggested in the report, as a 
pre-requisite to reproduce the translation ability in computers. Linguists, including 
Noam Chomsky, had been called to work in AI teams and now there was a division of 
labor between engineers working on a trial-and-error basis and linguists who would try 
to address the deep core problems of translation. Thus, it was only natural that linguists 
took their work back to their language and literature departments, where they became 
custodians of the nascent translation studies.2 However, the initial interest in artificial 

1 These terms oversimplify the variety of views and the evolution of cognitivist approaches (see, e.g., 
Piccinini 2012).

2 This appropriation of the toddling translation studies into linguistics as a university discipline is 
explicit in the works of many disciplinary forefathers, such as Eugene Nida’s (cf. Porter & Ong 2016), 
George Mounin’s —who recommended that linguistics, both theoretical and descriptive, made room 
for translation as a research topic (Houdebine-Gravaud 2004)— and Jiří Levý’s, the founder of Czech 
translation studies, who chaired the Department of Czech at Brno University.
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intelligence left a logic blueprint that would reduce human cognition to sequential 
information processing applied to language problem solving, leaving out cultural, social 
and personal variables.3 MT systems but later also approaches to human translation 
based on logic needed ready-made, canned equivalent responses and this lead to the 
early insistence to focus on “pragmatic texts” by, e.g., Leipzig School scholars (see also 
Zybatow 2008). Other scholars, such as Spillner (1984: 9) warned that “Nevertheless, 
[...] it becomes apparent that stylistic analysis is by no means limited to literary texts, 
but that it is equally adequate in the description of everyday language and non-literary 
text types” (our translation). 

Up to this point, several foci of investigation into translation and interpreting had 
thrived in distant contact with each other, and definitely separated by disciplinary 
barriers. Machine translation researchers (e.g., Yehoshua Bar-Hillel, Victor H. Yngve, 
P. L. Garvin, Bozena Henisz-Dostert), psycholinguists (e.g., David Gerver, Frieda 
Goldman-Eisler, Anne M. Treisman), then linguists (e.g., Roman Jakobson, John C. 
Catford, Jean-Paul Vinay and Jean Darbelnet, Eugene Nida, Robert de Beaugrande) had 
ignored the millennia-old scholarly reflection from Cicero to George Steiner— “centuries 
of incidental and desultory attention from a scattering of authors, philologians, and 
literary scholars, plus here and there a theologian or an idiosyncratic linguist” (Holmes 
1988:67) —and they mistrusted or looked down upon contributions from the few 
translation practitioners that made it into academia, such as Peter Newmark (see next 
section).4 

 
3. TRANSLATION STUDIES’ FIRST STEPS AS AN AUTONOMOUS UNIVERSITY DISCIPLINE 

 
The disciplinary study of human cognitive processes associated with multilectal 

mediated communication started in earnest in the 1970s and 1980s, in the wake of the 
first cognitive revolution. We owe the first attempts to develop a “Science of Translation” 
(Translationwissenschaft) to the researchers working at the Institute for Interpreting at 
the Karl Marx University in Leipzig during the decade of 1960, often collectively 
referred to as the Leipzig School.5 Gert Jäger, Otto Kade, Albrecht Neubert, and later 
Heide Schmidt and Gerd Wotjak understood translation as a communicative task from 
the prism of generative linguistics, focusing on the mental processes that enabled the 
transfer of messages across languages (Kade 1964; Jäger 1977; Wotjak 2003). They saw 
themselves as developers of a new branch of linguistics, and their goal was to develop 
bilingual transfer grammars. To do so, the multifarious, complex nature of multilingual 

3 For instance, both Catford (1965) and Ludskanov (1975) embraced Warren Weaver’s (1949) notion 
that translation could be conceived of as replacing signs from a source language with the corresponding 
signs in a target language. 

4 For instance, Pym (1992: 305) wrote “Newmark ahoga así toda conciencia crítica de la traducción como 
una actividad reglada por la comunicación, y no por las exigencias de la autoridad [...] por lo menos en 
España —por la simple lógica de la oferta y la demanda—, hay una tendencia a conceder a Newmark 
más importancia de la debida” and Viaggio (1992: 27) would publish “[...] Newmark does indeed have 
a single, coherent theory of translation, that it is a wrong and didactically dangerous one, [...]. I believe 
that both Newmark the thinker and translator are better than his theory”. In turn, Newmark would not 
restrain his scorn when criticizing, e.g., Hönig (Newmark 1997) and Snell-Hornby (Newmark 1999).

5 A few scholars working elsewhere need to be added to this trend, such as Eugene Nida (1964).

Ricardo Muñoz Martín & Álvaro Marín García

72



mediated communication tasks was collapsed into a narrow view based on contrastive 
linguistics and logic that would allow for generalizable abstractions of phenomena 
through deductive and introspective means. Their approach, nevertheless, underscored 
text features, such as coherence, and their production (e.g., through translation strategies 
that were implicitly aimed to support formalizable algorithms but that, at the same 
time, were context-dependent) —thereby mixing competence and performance, in the 
first of several moves towards breaking away from their generative origins— but it still 
relegated cultural, personal or social aspects of the translation process. 

Literary translation was proscribed from the study, for it was deemed the source of 
unnecessary variation and confounders. As late as in 2013, in the third edition of La 
traducion raisonée, Delisle still restricts his theory to “pragmatic texts”.6 This stance would 
cast a long shadow on the future of cognitive approaches, as evident in the decades-long 
tendency to acknowledge social or emotional aspects of translation processes just to 
quickly shrug them away under the pretense that they were simply not amenable to 
reliable empirical study. As scholars in the field started to move away from linguistics-
based, generative approaches and towards cognitive psychology and semiotics (see 
discussion of the Paris School below), the Leipzig School, influential as it was, ceased 
to inform cognitive-oriented investigations of translation. They left behind the first PhD 
in translation studies, the first disciplinary translation conferences, a few of the first 
disciplinary publications through their Beihefte zur Zeitschrift Fremdsprachen and an 
intellectual passion for translation and interpreting that would impact mainly scholars 
from the (western) Federal Republic of Germany, since the Leipzigers published mainly 
in German. 

In the 1980s, interpreting scholars dissatisfied with the linguistics-based approaches 
of the Leipzig School found an alternative in other disciplines, and brought meaning 
and its relation to its scenarios to the fore (Seleskovitch 1980: 403): 

 
En plein essor depuis Saussure, la linguistique synchronique s’est donne une 
assise scientifique en dissociant I’etude des langues et de leur fonctionnement 
de celle de leur emploi (dichotomie langue-parole). Puis a cote d’un 
approfondissement des travaux sur les mecanismes et le fonctionnement du 
langage au niveau de la langue, on a vu au cours des trente dernieres annees 
se developper la psycholinguistique, la sociolinguistique, les theories de la 
communication, les recherches empiriques sur les actes de parole et sur les 
structures de la conversation, sans parler de la linguistique des textes qui 
etudie les structures transphrastiques de la langue. Toutes ces etudes 
depassent largement le territoire assigne a la langue par la linguistique post-
saussurienne, sans pour autant se departir de leur caractere scientifique. 

 

6 “Souvent anonymes, contrairement aux textes littéraires qui, eux, sont signés, les textes pragmatiques 
ont une utilité plus ou moins immédiate et servent à transmettre une information d’ordre général ou 
propre à un champ d’activité. L’esthétique n’est pas leur caractéristique dominante, comme c’est le cas 
des œuvres littéraires” (Delisle 2013: 17). And “[...] Par sa nature et sa fonction, le texte pragmatique 
se distingue de l’œuvre littéraire (ex.: nouvelle, poème, roman) et de l’écrit de composition libre (ex.: 
biographie, chronique, mémoires)” (Delisle 2013: 686). 
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By the end of the decade, Ladmiral (1989: 10) would agree: 
 

Ce qui est vrai, c’est que la linguistique fournit les éléments conceptuels et 
terminologiques permettant un étiquetage des réalités évidemment langagières 
dont traite la traductologie, et puis aussi bien sûr les linéaments d’une 
méthodologie dont il a pu sembler naguère encore que les autres sciences 
humaines, voire la philosophie elle-même, voulussent imiter la rigueur. Mais, 
pour l’essentiel, la traductologie doit emprunter à beaucoup d’autres disciplines 
que la linguistique (à la psychologie, aux sciences sociales... à l’analyse littéraire, 
à la philosophie, voire à la théologie). 

 
Led by Danica Seleskovitch, the members of what would be called the Paris School 

or théorie du sense proposed an idealized model that was intentionally limited to the 
(oral) interpreting process. The basic assumption was that the meaning of source-
language utterances could be detached from the linguistic units and then reformulated 
for the new addressees thanks to “cognitive complements” contributed by the interpreter, 
who would pragmatically adjust the sense to yield optimal target language utterances —
not the invariable meaning of written language, that would be merely and automatically 
transcodified, they conceded. Proponents of this Interpretive Theory of Translation drew 
mainly from introspection too, which (also for other reasons) resulted in a natural 
selection of researchers that replaced psycholinguists with practicing interpreters, or 
practisearchers. 

Their three-phase process model of interpreting rested upon the notion of 
deverbalization or conceptualization (Seleskovitch 1975, 1981) as central step, right 
between comprehending and re-expressing. It was the black box again, and that middle 
step was crucial because its locus was the mind and it did not consist of language 
operations. Other scholars, however, heavily contested it, as it was not backed by 
empirical evidence (Dejean Le Féal 1998). In short, the scholars in the Paris School 
focused on the interpreters, rather than on what they said, and hence pioneered the study 
of the process as performed by professionals and trainees.7 The Paris School should thus 
credited with having been the first to move from languages to their speakers, making 
interpreters the object of study. It was also the first within the emerging discipline to 
adopt psychology as a referential framework —as inherited from the preceding wave of 
psycholinguistic researchers using simultaneous interpreting to shed light on the structure 
and workings of the mind. 

7 At the time, Prof Brian Harris’ (1976; Harris & Sherwood 1978) candid proposal of studying natural 
translation, i.e., the capacity of children to interpret spontaneously, crashed against the wall under 
construction to separate translation and interpreting from “other language studies” through implicitly 
or explicitly identifying the object of study with professional translation: “Wenn man sich anhand der 
Ausführungen und Beispiele in seinen [Prof Harris] verschiedenen Publikationen vor Augen führt, 
was er unter natural translation versteht, so läuft dies auf die Forderung hinaus, das sinngemäße 
Übertragen von nichttextuellen, nicht-schriftkonstituierten sprachlichen Alltagsäußerungen und somit 
eine nicht-professionelle Art der Sprachmittlung zum Hauptgegenstand der Übersetzungswissenschaft 
zu machen. Ich halte dies wie gesagt nicht für sinnvoll, weil es die übersetzungswissenschaftliche 
Forschung völlig unnötig auf einen, relativ speziellen Sprachmittlungstyp festlegen würde” (Krings 
1992: 106).
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As early as 1970, Otto Kade (1973) acknowledged that the Science of Translation 
had not been able to offer a scientific basis for translation practice. The Leipzig School 
had turned equivalence into the cornerstone of their approach (cf. Albrecht 1987: 13) but 
now, following the footsteps of Jakobson’s (1959: 233) notion of “equivalence in 
difference” and Nida’s (1964: 159ff) distinction between formal and dynamic equivalence, 
Jäger (1975: 107) proposed communicative and functional equivalence, and Catford (1978: 
27ff) suggested textual equivalence to be sometimes different from formal equivalence. 
Meanwhile, the Paris School had concentrated on interpreting, thereby becoming a de 
facto partial theory —one that would only apply to (conference) interpreting and was 
thus uninteresting for translation scholars. Later on, through Jean Delisle’s 1978 PhD 
dissertation (Delisle 1984), it came to extend its views to translation, but it also restricted 
its application to “pragmatic texts”, as mentioned.  

The general identification of linguistics with the generative-transformational 
approach, the artificial exclusion of literary texts, and the untenable restriction of 
meaning to propositional content and of translation to a rule-governed automatic 
process led to a general debacle of the first disciplinary attempt, the Science of Translation. 
In the 1980s, the field opened up to new approaches —or perhaps just exploded in 
several directions— such as functionalism (Holz-Mänttäri 1984; Reiß & Vermeer 1984) 
and an empirical literary-based strand (e.g., Even Zohar 1979; Toury 1980). Meanwhile, 
a few researchers followed Sandrock’s (1982) M.A. thesis and gathered in a symposium 
in Hamburg in 1984 to exchange their first empirical steps with think-aloud techniques 
(published in House & Blum-Kulka 1986).  

Holmes’s (1972) article on The name and nature of translation studies —only popular 
when reprinted in 1988— is often considered the foundational text of the field. 
Departing from his disciplinary map, and following Toury’s work (1980, 1995), 
translation (and interpreting) was to be established as a self-proclaimed descriptive, 
empirical field of enquiry on its own standing. Other scholars, such as Robert Goffin 
(1971), Brian Harris, Jean-René Ladmiral (e.g., 1989) and Gerardo Vázquez Ayora 
(1977) would suggest translatology and its translations to underscore the scientific nature 
of the enterprise (Harris 1973, 2011), but science was not popular in the field at the 
time (cf. Snell-Hornby 1988:14). Translation studies would transcend the limitations 
of the original schools by moving away from “physics envy” (Veit 2020: 101), that is, 
from the linguistics-driven willingness to turn translation and interpreting research into 
a science. 

Translation studies has been described as a “success story of the 1980s” (Bassnett & 
Lefevere 1990: ix) but there may be other ways to interpret this decade. Holmes and 
Toury’s vision of a descriptive translation studies was in fact quite short-lived. In spite 
of the apparent widening of the object of study and the diversification of approaches to 
tackle it, Hermans (1985) would portray translation studies as a branch of comparative 
literature (Snell-Hornby 1986: 11, note 2). The purported integrative views (Snell-
Hornby 1988; see also Newmark 1999) would soon yield to a “cultural turn” (Bassnett 
& Lefevere 1990) that would blur the disciplinary borders with cultural studies (cf. 
Bassnett 1998). Not only was literature now part of the object of study. For many 
newcomers it would be center stage. Crucially, the study of literature in translation 
would also welcome new ways to tackle the object of study, non-scientific approaches 
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as typical in the humanities, exploring complex constructs from a philosophical 
perspective and that include those drawing from post-modern epistemological stances 
that have colored a large number of publications in the field ever since8.  

The new disciplinary venture of translation studies was thus born that would slowly 
become institutionalized, sometimes into formal university departments of translation 
and interpreting, but much more often as one more line within departments of 
languages and literatures, and with a new agenda. New cultural and literary dimensions 
were brought to the table at the same time that translation schools at higher education 
institutions mushroomed, particularly across Europe. This helped to establish the new 
academic discipline with a focus on training future professional language mediators, 
often with a mix of humanities and professional approaches. Many interpreting scholars 
and some translation scholars did not see a very good fit for interpreting research in 
this new disciplinary attempt and argued for the development of a separate discipline 
of interpreting studies (e.g., Salevsky 1992, 1993). 

 
4. PROCESS RESEARCH AND THE INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF TRANSLATION STUDIES 

 
While process research could pertain to many approaches, such as social, institutional, 

and workplace perspectives, it was soon mostly linked to the study of short-spanned 
cognitive processes underlying (mainly, translation) tasks, more or less in laboratory 
conditions. This roughly corresponds to Holmes’ (1988: 73) notion of translation 
psychology or psycho-translation studies. Dominated since the 1980s and almost until the 
turn of the century by the information-processing paradigm and legacy concepts such 
as the proverbial “black box” (from behaviorist psychology) and competence (from 
generative linguistics), scholars studying cognitive processes in translation focused on 
problems as instances that would interrupt translating flows (overview in Jääskeläinen 
2011). Those studying interpreting would focus on the brain as a machine: multitasking, 
ear-voice-span, language control and recoding, memory processes, etc. (e.g., Christoffels 
2004). Whereas TPR was basically concerned with translation, a general tendency to 
adopt models and methodologies from psychology initiated a period of extensive 
borrowing at methodological and conceptual levels from psychology —reaction time 
experiments, eye tracking, expertise, mental workload, priming, etc.  

In translation, the methodology of choice in this period was verbal reports in their 
transcripts, known as think-aloud protocols (TAPs). It was assumed that introspection, 
whether prompted by the investigators or not, either guided or free, concurrent or 
retrospective, was the only possible way to gain insights, if indirect, from the black box, 
i.e., the minds of informants (Ericsson & Simon 1980). TAPs have remained an 
important data-gathering technique in the field despite justified criticisms (see 
Jääskeläinen 2017). While TAPs cannot provide us with observational data on the actual 
mental processes of subjects (for the subjects themselves do not have access to them), 
there seems to be a general agreement that they are a valid and effective method to  

 

8 See Chesterman & Arrojo (2000) and the subsequent numbers of Target for a discussion of the main 
points of contention between some of these stances and a scientific, empirical stance in TS.
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obtain information about subjects’ own perceptions on the task and their own performance 
(e.g. see Pavlović 2007: 39–54; Sun, Li & Zhou 2021).9 

At the conceptual level, models developed on cognitivist theories and constructs 
dominated the field, many still do: relevance theory, dual, serial processing, language-
specific symbolic mental lexicon(s), working memory capacity, etc. Good examples are 
the monitor model and the very notion of competence (next section). The monitor 
model (Tirkkonen-Condit 2005) presented the translating process as a sequential set 
of instances of unproblematic, virtually automatic translated segments punctuated by 
instances of problem-solving cycles whenever an issue occurred. This view resonates 
with the classical standard paradigm of cognitive science that depicts cognition as a 
linear processing of discrete units of information —in this case, language units (see 
Newel & Simon 1961). Top-down processing does not seem to have a place in the 
model and mediators are all but passive processors.  

The classic computational paradigm also assumes a difference between higher-level 
and lower-level processing, where the former takes care of actual cognition (understood 
as logical thinking and computing information) while the later controls sensorimotor 
systems —“the sandwich model” (Hurley 1998). Pioneering scholars working on 
translation as problem-solving followed suit, very much like researchers from Leipzig 
School had done, and left aside emotional and situated aspects of cognition. This classical 
view on cognition, particularly the notion of mental representation in a “language of 
thought”, was contested by some scholars proposing connectionism, a new take on 
computational modeling of mental representation, storage, and processes as parallel and 
sub-symbolic, much in the way of artificial “neural” networks (McClelland, Rummelhart 
& Hinton 1986). Connectionist models have not been applied widely in TPR (but see 
Alves 2015), but they lie at the foundations of the very welcome and enormous success 
of “neural” machine translation. 

 
5. COMPETENCE AND EXPERTISE 

 
Competence and expertise were competing notions that illustrate the evolution from 

TPR to CTIS. The initial boom of process studies developed along the advent of 
functionalism (Holz-Mänttäri 1984; Vermeer 1996; Nord 1997) and an increasing 
interest in the translator. Functionalist scholars in translation studies highlighted 
translation as a communicative event with a definite purpose or function defined 
according to the interests and aims of the stakeholders in the process. Interestingly, at 
the center of the process was the translator as an expert mediator in multilectal 
communicative events. The notions of expert and expertise in functionalist frameworks 
correspond to lay or folk notions of experts as go-to people who are particularly savvy 
or proficient at a given task, normally because of intensive training or extensive 
experience. Competence as expert knowledge also draws from this view.  

9 The direct articulation of recorded phenomena as concrete problem-solving strategies may be 
considered a form of data, but they depart from the informants’ self-reports and, in this sense, they 
are arguably one more step further removed from reality than observational data. Self-reports tend to 
be biased, inaccurate, and geared to satisfy the researchers’ interests, as assumed by the informants.
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Both the influence of psychology and the intended didactic application of process 
research made developmental changes in informants’ performance a central concern for 
scholars. The still pervasive influence of generative linguistics can be noticed in the 
adoption of the competence construct (Wilss 1976). Readers are probably aware too that 
the term is still used with slightly to obviously divergent meanings in different 
disciplines. Originally devised to refer to the innate capacity for language in Chomskian 
terms, it was borrowed into Translation Studies to refer to the knowledge needed to 
translate. Competence was key in the development of TPR, and remains to this day a 
key concept in translation and interpreting didactics (see, e.g., EMT board 2017).10  

As a legacy concept applied to empirical investigations, however, competence poses 
some challenges for process researchers. On the one hand, it is very difficult to define 
since, as a construct, it was applied to multifarious contexts, becoming a summative 
concept (Schäffner & Adab 2000). On the other hand, even when articulated through 
sub-competences, competence is a model of what needs to be known in order to translate 
—that is, of the a priori requisites of a process. Therefore, applying it to explain process 
data entails an aprioristic view that sets the elements to be discovered in the sample up 
front, which may compromise inductive empirical data testing. Still, thinking of 
competence as expert knowledge (PACTE 2003) was critical in the development of CTIS. 
Competence was the model of reference for empirical projects investigating 
developmental differences, mainly by testing professionals’ (allegedly experts) and 
students’ (novices) performance in order to identify performance differences across 
populations (PACTE 2005; Alves & Gonçalves 2007; Göpferich 2009). The rejection 
of a deductive model and the interest in developmental differences in performance led 
to another borrowing, this time from psychology —expertise, which would prove 
instrumental to the development of the field as an explanatory tool of empirical data 
and as a stepping stone for theoretical advancement (Shreve 2002). 

During the first decade of the 21st century, Gregory Shreve published a series of 
papers introducing the expertise construct from expertise studies, a research strand within 
experimental psychology. Defined as “consistently superior performance on a specified 
set of representative tasks of the domain that can be administered to any subject” 
(Ericsson & Charness 1997: 6; see also Shreve 2002, 2006, 2009), the new construct 
modeled skills acquisition from a different, inductive perspective amenable to the 
investigation of behavioral indicators as dimensions that did not set any must-haves in 
advance (cf. Pym 2003: 485–487). Also, borrowing the construct from experimental 
psychology, a field with a long empirical tradition, moved research into the translation 
and interpreting processes away from the legacies of initial frameworks and constructs 
that posed incommensurability issues (Marín 2021).  

10 In the pilot Tuning project (2001–2004) to launch the Bologna process of modernization and 
normalization of European universities, competence was understood as qualities, abilities, capacities 
or skills developed by students, consisting of a dynamic combination of cognitive and metacognitive 
skills, demonstration of knowledge and understanding, interpersonal, intellectual and practical skills, 
and ethical values. Competences, however, could not be measured, and were thus replaced in the 
Dublin descriptors by learning outcomes, understood as measurable attainment targets, i.e., results of 
learning experiences which allows assessors to ascertain to which extent / level / standard a competence 
has been formed or enhanced.
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The 1990s saw the publication of several models of translation drawing on the 
information-processing paradigm and psycholinguistics (Neubert 1994; Wilss 1996). 
The same can be said of Gutt’s model (1991) based on Sperber & Wilson’s (1986) 
relevance theory. Gutt’s model combined a modular view of the mind with Chomskian 
notions of competence and it was highly idealized. For instance, the definition of 
translations as texts that yield a sum of explicatures and implicatures equal to their sum 
in the original cannot be tested because meaning cannot be measured —understanding 
is often measured as a proxy for meaning, which it is not— and implicatures may or 
not have been implied by the speaker/writer and may or not be identified and 
interpreted by the listener/reader. 

 
6. METHODOLOGICAL ADVANCES 

 
By 1995, TAPs had been the main method to indirectly access the mental processes 

of translators for more than a decade (Jakobsen & Alves 2021). Technological 
advancement together with increasing criticism on the validity of TAP-based data 
spurred the development of Translog, a keylogging software that would allow for the 
machine recording of keyboard and mouse activity (Jakobsen & Schou 1999). This was 
a genuine breakthrough that opened up new possibilities to identify and measure effort, 
difficulty, typing rhythms or the role of attention in addressing translation problems. 

The colleagues spearheading this new push for empirical research formed several 
groups (e.g., LETRA, PACTE, PETRA, TRAP), gathered with more informal structures, 
or were nearly lone wolfs in their institutions. There was, nevertheless, one particularly 
influential center of activity that would be the engine to foster progress in the field in 
both research production and methodological refinement: the Copenhagen Business 
School in Denmark, where Arnt Lykke Jakobsen founded in 2005 the Centre for Research 
and Innovation in Translation and Translation Technology (CRITT).11 Jakobsen and his 
colleagues would lead the way in the use of keylogging and eyetracking software as 
applied to TPR. CRITT works would become very influential, as they would mark a 
period of great technological development. The team would also relaunch the 
publication of collected volumes initiated in Leipzig and retaken by Tirkkonen-Condit, 
a strategy that would define the publishing practices in the minority TPR community 
in the years to come. TPR —let us remind the reader— has to date been mainly 
associated with the cognitivist paradigm. 

Empirical research grew exponentially in the next decade, consolidating an incipient 
CTIS field with an increase in specialized publications and conferences that would set 
the main methodological concerns in the discipline for years (Göpferich et al. 2008; 
Mees et al. 2009; Göpferich 2009, 2010; O’Brien 2011). Research topics diversified 
considerably and so did data-collection tools, including eyetracking, screen recording, 
EEG and fMRI (Alvstad et al. 2011; O’Brien 2011; Ehrensberger-Dow et al. 2015; 
Schwieter & Ferreira 2017; Lacruz & Jääskeläinen 2018; Risku et al. 2019). The volume 
of available data skyrocketed although, admittedly, projects were not always motivated 
by theories or models, but technology-driven (Jakobsen & Alves 2021). In Shreve’s 

11 Today CRITT is in Kent State University, Ohio, led by Michael Carl.
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terms, TPR researchers were able to document processes and describe empirical facts in 
unprecedented ways, but they could not always explain them (cf. Shreve 1997). 

In 1997, Danks et al. published Cognitive Processes in Translation and Interpreting, and 
scholars around the world were starting to gather around an “invisible college”.12 A 
disperse college based on interests and affinities that included experimental psychology 
and expertise studies, but also and with growing influence, cognitive linguistics, cognitive 
science, neuroscience and bilingualism. The TPR domain widened to include new topics, 
such as human-computer interaction, cognitive ergonomics, post-editing and community 
interpreting; multi-method approaches became nearly the norm; and the cognition of 
other parties in a multilectal mediated communication event, such as the watchers of 
audiovisual products, came to be part of this enlarged and diversified object of study. 

While TPR and the incipient new approaches followed an empirical agenda (Danks 
et al. 1997; Shreve 1997; Alves 2003), they lacked an empirical tradition like that of 
the scholars they borrowed their concepts from. In this context, Shreve published a 
“prolegomenon to an Empirical Translation Studies”, where he emphasizes the need not 
only to be empirical, but scientifically so: “all scientific inquiry proceeds from 
observation and description of empirical facts; and all scientific inquiry seeks to explain 
relationships or patterns observed” (1997:42). Still at its infancy, CTIS had not 
developed models or gathered the relevant evidence to move beyond mere description 
of empirical facts, but it did still fit well in the role assigned to cognitive approaches in 
Holmes and Toury’s disciplinary view. 

 
7. THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT 

 
The wealth of possibilities for empirical study that new tools offered TPR researchers 

set the pace for an eminently empirical agenda over the first decade of the 21st century. 
Researchers addressed mostly empirical problems with increasing accuracy due to multi-
method and triangulated designs (Sirén & Hakkarainen 2002; Alves 2003; O’Brien 2011). 
In parallel, the domain expanded, research topics diversified, and researchers looked again 
to other disciplines in search of methodologies and theoretical constructs (O’Brien 2013). 
CTIS experienced an important upsurge in the next two decades, outgrowing TPR and 
drawing more scholars to the community.13 An ever larger community that started to 
present specialized panels on process research at nearly every TS international conference 
—focused process and cognitive research conferences and workshops proliferated. 

Theoretical development, however, had stagnated. For instance, the alternative 
accounts of translating as a chain of micro problem-solving instances vs as a single macro 
problem-solving instance comprising the whole task remained essentially unaltered for 
decades (e.g., Gaddis Rose 1979 and Krings 1986 vs Nitzke 2019). Empirical works 

12 With this we mean that it also hosted cognitive approaches other than those typical of TPR and it 
welcomed back researchers from neighboring disciplines. An invisible college is an informal community 
of scholars and professionals who communicate and share research and ideas. Participating in an 
invisible college inspires a sense of purpose and focuses interest on particular issues, and thus it 
influences the development of ideas (Crane 1972).

13 Muñoz (2014) identifies 11 books between 2006 and 2013, and Xiao & Muñoz (2020), 13 more 
between 2013 and 2020 —that is, 24 edited CTIS books in 14 years.
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were oftentimes steered by methodology or simply led by the possibilities that new 
technologies offered. The creation of Translog and then the use of eyetrackers allowed 
researchers to gather considerable sets of behavioral data. The data would be described 
according to constructs borrowed from sister disciplines in small-scale exploratory 
studies that focused on technical or methodological aspects of research. Mees et al. 
(2009) offer a good summary of the research conducted in the field during the first 
decade after Translog was developed. This collected volume reflects the central research 
concerns at the time (mainly related to the practicalities of empirical research rather 
than to construct and hypothesis development and testing). Translog (developed in 
1995) predates the more widely used constructs and models in TPR as we have known 
them thereafter: the revised version of PACTE Group competence model (2003), 
Shreve’s take on expertise (2002, 2006) or Göpferich’s competence model (2009), and 
the whole novice-expert paradigm used in empirical research at the time would still be 
contested from a theoretical perspective for more than ten years (cf. Jääskeläinen, 2010). 
Potential problems derived from the incommensurability of borrowings or the lack of 
validity of explanatory tools remained unproblematized.14  

In 2010, a collected volume edited by Gregory Shreve and Erik Angelone would 
mark the beginning of “meta-theoretical turn” in CTIS that would gain strength over 
the next decade. Contributors to that volume identified theoretical issues that still 
engage the community today, such as the use of legacy concepts and interdisciplinary 
borrowings, the validity of long-standing constructs or methods, and the assumptions 
and tenets of research traditions or referential frameworks that inform our explanations 
of empirical phenomena (Jääskeläinen 2010; Muñoz 2010; Shreve & Lacruz 2015). 
These more recent takes on validity, applicability and their relation to referential 
frameworks take up on disperse, early critical works that were outshone by empirical 
and methodological developments (e.g., Dancette & Ménard 1996; Malmkjær 2000).  

This interest fueled the development of cognitive translatology as an alternative to 
the information-processing paradigm (Muñoz 2010, 2016; Risku 2014, Rojo & Ramos 
2018).15 The new paradigm, rooted in embodied, embedded, enacted, extended and 
affective cognition (4EA cognition, Protevi 2010 or, simply, situated cognition), has 
developed over the last decade into theoretical models and empirical projects, moving 
away from problem-solving and towards explorations of expertise acquisition, workplace 
practices and ergonomics (Ehrensberger-Dow 2015; Angelone & Marín 2017; 
Ehrensberger-Dow & Jääskeläinen 2018; Risku et al. 2020). However, theoretical 
contributions just put names on what was already happening. The second decade of the 
21st century witnessed a growing interest in the social and emotional aspects of 
cognition, together with a strong interest in distributed activities and human-computer 
interaction. Ethnographic approaches spearheaded by Hanna Risku, at the University 

14 They still often are, as in the case of cognitive load, which has become enormously popular, although 
nobody seems to be willing or able to define it, whereas the metaphorical thought it facilitates may 
be plagued with errors (cf. Cañas 2017; Muñoz de Escalona, Cañas & Noriega 2020). Another 
borrowing growing in popularity that often looks very little like the original psychological notion is 
that of priming.

15 Which had already been formulated by Kiraly (2000) as he proposed a socioconstructivist approach 
to translator and interpreting education.
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of Graz and later Vienna, focused on crucial aspects of actual professional practices that 
were not amenable to quantification. 

Three of the main postulates of cognitive translatology are that (a) cognition is embodied 
and is not reduced to the brain, (b) cognition is embedded and therefore relies on social 
and physical underpinnings, and (c) cognition is extended and therefore not bound to the 
limits of individuals (Robbins & Aydede 2009: 3). In opposition to the linear, sequential 
view of cognitivist approaches, situated cognition proponents argue that cognitive processes 
are based on adaptive, probabilistic constructions of the world and the inputs it offers 
(Spivey 2007). Such a view of the mind poses major challenges to researchers willing to 
narrow down multilectal mediated communication to operationalized variables. It is 
therefore not surprising that cognitive translatology started to gain momentum as a 
theoretical stance. Fortunately, recent empirical applications to the investigation of 
workplace dynamics (Risku 2010; Risku et al 2019), task structure (Muñoz & Apfelthaler, 
2022), cognitive ergonomics (Ehrensberger-Dow & Jääskeläinen 2018) and emotions (Rojo 
& Ramos 2018) evidence that the paradigm bears promise for finding empirical support. 

At the same time that cognitive translatology evolved over the 2010s, computational 
investigations of the multilectal mediating mind continued to generate theoretical 
models and empirical evidence and further developed computational translatology with 
new accounts of human-computer interaction and enactivism (Carl 2013; Carl, Tonge 
& Lacruz 2019; Carl 2021). CTIS is at an extraordinarily dynamic and exciting juncture 
in its history: there are two main research traditions or paradigms that inform empirical 
and theoretical research, evolving in competition as they take up fundamental objects 
of analysis and overlapping domains that span from audiovisual translation to workplace 
workflows, from cognitive effort to reception studies. For the first time in its history, 
CTIS has gained enough disciplinary maturity so that it is no longer only a borrower. It 
is also a lender, as scholars interested in as varied objects of study as the processual nature 
of translation (Blumczynski 2021) or auto ethnographic case studies of adaptations or 
“inter-semiotic translations” (Marais 2021) are turning to CTIS to inform their research. 

 
8. BACK TO DESCRIPTIVE TRANSLATION STUDIES? 

 
There is no such thing as an autonomous internal history of a discipline. If we have 

learned something from post-modern stances, it is that social, political and cultural 
forces have a definite impact on the dynamics and the evolution of research fields. The 
convergence with interpreting studies, the growth in publications and the existence of 
two dedicated conference series, the geographical expansion of the field in universities 
in, e.g., Argentina, Brazil, China, Ireland, Poland and Turkey, the strengthened 
cooperation with neighboring fields such as bilingualism and accessibility, point to a 
field that is flourishing.16 Xiao & Muñoz (2020) show that CTIS meets Holmes’ (1972) 
criteria for disciplines to be autonomous and that it is indeed shaping up as such, but  

 

16 The two conference series are the International Conference on Cognitive Research on Translation and 
Interpreting (ICCRTI), started in 2014 by the University of Macau’s Centre for Studies of Translation, 
Interpreting and Cognition, and the International Conference on Translation, Interpreting and Cognition 
(ICTIC), supported by the international research network TREC since 2017.
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they also caution that only applicable results supported by clear conceptualizations and 
valid empirical data can legitimate CTIS as a new applied science. 

Similar processes seem to be impacting areas such as audiovisual translation, 
accessibility, didactics, computer-assisted translation and interpreting studies—and also 
linguistic and literary strands making use of scientific empirical methods, such as 
corpora translation studies. As argued elsewhere (Muñoz & Olalla-Soler 2021) the 
problem is that TS at large is a body with two hearts, one in the humanities, and another 
one rooted in scientific methods, that necessarily beat at different paces: different 
assumptions, different goals, and different ways. Sweeping these fundamental differences 
under the rug is an ill service both to scientific and humanistic endeavors in a 
challenging context for higher education institutions. Rather than rejoicing for the 
success of CTIS at times when the competition to publish is fierce, the criteria to 
evaluate research are troublesome, the programs struggle to survive and the universities 
see their budgets cut rather than enlarged, we should be considering who do we want 
to travel and compete with. When contemplated from some distance, the bottom line 
seems to be rather the collective growth and success of TS strands doing scientific 
empirical research, which seem to have survived countless turns unscathed. The map 
envisioned by Holmes and Toury needs today to be updated and brushed up. We need, 
for instance, room for artificial intelligence and NLP, and for neuroscientific approaches 
as well. But that is a topic for another chapter. CTIS seems ready and able to fulfil its 
role within the old disciplinary dream laid out by Toury and Holmes: one strand among 
several contributing to an empirical discipline based on the scientific method. 

 
REFERENCES 

 
ALBRECHT, Jörn. 1987. “Wissenschaftstheoretischer Status und praktischer Nutzen der 

Übersetzungswissenschaft” [The scientific-theoretical status and practical applictions 
of the Science of Translation]. In Ehnert, Rolf and Schleyer, Walter (eds.) Übersetzen 
im Fremdsprachenunterricht. Regensburg: FaDaF, pp. 9–24.  

ALVES, Fabio. 2003. Triangulating translation: Perspectives in process oriented research. 
Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

— 2015. “Translation Process Research at the interface: Paradigmatic, theoretical, and 
methodological issues in dialogue with cognitive science, expertise studies, and 
psycholinguistics”. In Ferreira, Aline and Schwieter, John (eds.) Psycholinguistic and 
cognitive inquiries into translation and interpreting. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, pp. 
17–40. 

ALVES, Fabio; GONÇALVES, José Luiz Vila Real. 2007. “Modelling translator’s 
competence: Relevance and expertise under scrutiny”. In Gambier, Yves; Shlesinger, 
Miriam and Stolze, Radegundis (eds.) Translation Studies: Doubts and directions. 
Amsterdam: John Benjamins, pp. 41–55. 

ALVES, Fabio; JAKOBSEN, Arnt. 2020. The Routledge handbook of translation and cognition. 
London: Routledge. 

ALVSTAD, Cecilia; HILD, Adelina; TISELIUS, Elisabet. 2011. Methods and strategies of 
process research: Integrative approaches in Translation Studies. Amsterdam: John 
Benjamins. 

From the Black Box to Cognitive Translation and Interpreting Studies, but Still Part of the...

83



ANGELONE, Erik; MARÍN GARCÍA, Álvaro. 2017. “Expertise acquisition through deliberate 
practice: Gauging perceptions and behaviors of translators and project managers”. 
Translation Spaces, 6 (1). Amsterdam: John Benjamins, pp. 122–158. 

BASSNETT, Susan. 1998. “The translation turn in cultural studies”. In Bassnett, Susan 
and Lefevere, André (eds.) Constructing cultures: Essays on literary translation. 
Clevedon: Multilingual Matters, pp. 123–140. 

BASSNETT, Susan; Lefevere, André (eds.) 1990. Translation, history and culture. London: 
Pinter.  

BLUMCZYNSKI, Piotr. 2021. “Processualizing process in Cognitive Translation and 
Interpreting Studies”. In Halverson, Sandra and Marín García, Álvaro (eds.) 
Contesting epistemologies in Cognitive Translation and Interpreting Studies. London: 
Routledge, pp. 32–50. 

BRUNER, Jerome; GOODNOW, Jacqueline; AUSTIN, George. 1956. A study of thinking. 
New York: John Wiley & Sons. 

CAÑAS DELGADO, José J. 2017. “Fatigue and theories of resources: The energetic 
metaphor of the mind functioning might be reconsidered”. In Hale Kelly S.; Stanney, 
Kay M. (eds.) Advances in Neuroergonomics and Cognitive Engineering. Cham: 
Springer, pp. 269-277. 

CARL, Michael. 2010. “A computational framework for a cognitive model of human 
translation processes”. Proceedings of the 32nd international conference on translating 
and the computer. 18–19 November, London. Available at: 
http://mt-archive.info/Aslib-2010-Carl.pdf 

— 2013. “A computational cognitive model of human translation processes”. In 
Bandyopadhyay, Sivaji; Naskar, Sudip Jumar; Ekbar, Asif (eds.) Emerging applications 
of natural language processing: Concepts and new research. Pennsylvania: IGI Publishing, 
pp. 110–128. 

— 2021. “An enactivist-posthumanist perspective on the translation process”. In 
Halverson, Sandra; Marín García, Álvaro (eds.) Contesting epistemologies in Cognitive 
Translation and Interpreting Studies. London: Routledge, 176–190. 

CARL, Michael; TONGE, Andrew; LACRUZ, Isabel. 2019. “A systems theory perspective 
on the translation process”. Translation, Cognition & Behavior, 2 (2). Amsterdam: 
John Benjamins, pp., 211-232. 

CATFORD, John C. 1965. A linguistic theory of translation. London: Oxford University Press. 
CHANG, Hasok. 2012. Is water H2O? Evidence, realism and pluralism. Springer Science 

& Business Media. 
CHESTERMAN, Andrew; ARROJO, Rosemary. 2000. “Forum: Shared Ground in TS”. 

Target 12 (1), pp. 151-60. 
CHRISTOFFELS, Ingrid K. 2004. Cognitive studies in simultaneous interpreting. Doctoral 

Dissertation. University of Amsterdam. Available at: 
https://hdl.handle.net/11245/1.253465 

CRANE, Diana. 1972. Invisible colleges: Diffusion of knowledge in scientific communities. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

DANCETTE, Jeanne; MÉNARD, Nathan. 1996. “Modèles empiriques et expérimentaux 
en traductologie: Question d’épistémologie”. Meta 41 (1). Montréal: Les Presses de 
l’Université de Montréal, pp. 139–56. 

Ricardo Muñoz Martín & Álvaro Marín García

84



DANKS, Joseph; SHREVE, Gregory M.; FOUNTAIN, Stephen; MCBEATH, Michael (eds.) 
1997. Cognitive processes in translation and interpreting. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

DEJEAN LE FÉAL, Karla. 1998. “Non nova, sed nove”. The interpreters’ newsletter, 8. 
Trieste: Università degli Studi di Trieste, pp. 41–49.  

DELISLE, Jean. 1984. L’analyse du discours comme méthode de traduction. Initiation à la 
traduction française de textes pragmatiques anglais. Théorie et pratique. Revised ed. Coll. 
«Cahiers de traductologie» no 2, Ottawa: Les Presses de l’Université d’Ottawa. 

— 1988/2013. La tradution raisonée. Third edition. Ottawa: Les Presses de l’Université 
d’Ottawa. 

EHRENSBERGER-DOW, Maureen. 2015. “An ergonomic perspective of professional 
translation”. Meta 60 (2). Montréal: Les Presses de l’Université de Montréal, pp. 328–
328. 

EHRENSBERGER-DOW, Maureen; ENGLUND-DIMITROVA, Birgitta; HUBSCHER-
DAVIDSON, Severine; NORBERG, Ulf (eds.) 2015. Describing cognitive processes in 
translation: Acts and events. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

EHRENSBERGER-DOW, Maureen; JÄÄSKELÄINEN, Ritta. 2018. “Ergonomics of translation: 
Methodological, practical, and educational implications”. In Van Dam, Helle; 
Brøgger, Matilde; Nisbeth, Zethsen; Karen Korning (eds.) Moving boundaries in 
translation studies. London: Routledge, pp. 132–150. 

EMT Board. 2017. Competence framework 2017. EU. Available at: 
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/emt_competence_fwk_2017_en_web.pdf 

ERICSSON, K. Anders; CHARNESS, Neil. 1997. “Cognitive and developmental factors in 
expert performance”. In Feltovich, Paul; Ford, Michael; Hoffman, Robert (eds.) 
Expertise in context: Human and machine. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, pp. 346–
369. 

ERICSSON, K. Anders; SIMON, Herbert. 1980. “Verbal reports as data”. Psychological 
review, 87 (3). Washington, DC: APA, pp. 215–238.  

— 1979. “Polysystem theory”. Poetics today 1-2. Tel Aviv: Porter Institute for Poetics 
and Semiotics, pp. 287–310.  

FODOR, Jerry. 1983. The modularity of mind: An essay on faculty psychology. Cambridge, 
MA: MIT press. 

GADDIS ROSE, Marilyn. 1979. “Translation as problem-solving”. Translation Review, 3 
(1). Dallas: American Literary Translators Association, pp. 20–21. 

GERVER, David. 1975. “A psychological approach to simultaneous interpretation”. Meta, 
20 (2). Montréal: Les Presses de l’Université de Montréal, pp. 119–128. 

GIGERENZER, Gerd. 2002. Adaptive thinking: Rationality in the real world. Oxford: 
Oxford University Press. 

GOFFIN, Roger. 1971. “Pour une formation universitaire ‘sui generis’ du traducteur: 
réflexions sur certains aspects méthodologiques et sur la recherché scientifique dans 
le domaine de la traduction”. Meta, 16 (1-2). Montréal: Les Presses de l’Université 
de Montréal, pp. 57–68. 

GÖPFERICH, Susanne. 2009. “Towards a model of translation competence and its 
acquisition: the longitudinal study TransComp”. In Göpferich, Susanne; Jakobsen, 
Arnt L.; Mees, Inger (eds.) Behind the mind: Methods, models and results in translation 
process research, 4. Copenhagen: Samfundslitteratur, pp. 11–37. 

From the Black Box to Cognitive Translation and Interpreting Studies, but Still Part of the...

85



GÖPFERICH, Susanne. 2010. “Data documentation and data accessibility in translation 
process research”. The translator, 16 (1). London: Routledge, pp. 93–124. 

GÖPFERICH, Susanne; JAKOBSEN, Arnt L.; MEES, Inger (eds.) 2008. Looking at eyes: Eye-
tracking studies of reading and translation processing. Copenhagen: Samfundslitteratur. 

GÖPFERICH, Susanne; JAKOBSEN, Arnt L.; MEES, Inger (eds.) 2009. Behind the mind: 
Methods, models and results in Translation Process Research. Copenhagen: Samfundslitteratur.  

GUTT, Ernest-August. 1991. Translation and relevance: Cognition and context. Oxford: 
Blackwell. 

HALVERSON, Sandra L. 2010. “Cognitive Translation Studies: Developments in theory 
and method”. In Shreve, Gregory M.; Angelone, Erik (eds.) Translation and cognition. 
Amsterdam: John Benjamins, pp. 349–369.  

HALVERSON, Sandra L.; MUÑOZ MARTÍN, Ricardo 2020. “The times, they are a-changin’. 
Multilingual mediated communication and cognition”. In Muñoz Martín, Ricardo; 
Halverson, Sandra L. (eds.) Multilingual mediated communication and cognition. IATIS 
Yearbook. London: Routledge, pp. 1–17.  

HARRIS, Brian. 1973. “La traductologie, la traduction naturelle, la traduction 
automatique et la sémantique”. In McNulty, Judith; Pupier, Paul; Querido, Antonio 
A. M. (guest eds.) Problèmes de sémantique. Cahier de linguistique, 2. Montréal, Presses 
de l’Université du Québec, pp. 133-146. 

— 1976. “The importance of natural translation” (revised version of a paper presented 
at the AILA World Congress, Stuttgart, August 1975). Working papers in bilingualism. 
Toronto: Ontario Institute for Studies in Education, pp. 96–114. 

— 2011. “Origins and conceptual analysis of the term ‘traductologie/translatology’”. 
Babel, 57 (1). Amsterdam: John Benjamins, pp. 15–31. 

HARRIS, Brian; SHERWOOD, Bianca. 1978. “Translating as an innate skill”. In Gerver, 
David; Sinaiko, H. Wallace (eds.) Language interpretation and communication. New 
York: Plenum, pp. 155–170. 

— 1993. “The distinctive nature of Interpreting Studies”. Target, 5 (2), pp. 149–167. 
HERMANS, Theo. 1985. The manipulation of literature: Studies in literary translation. 

London: Croom Helm.  
HOLMES, James S. 1988. “The name and nature of translation studies”. In Holmes, 

James S. (ed.) Translated! Papers on Literary Translation and Translation Studies. 
Amsterdam: Rodopi, pp. 67–80. Article reprinted from the Indian journal of applied 
linguistics, 13 (2), pp. 9–24 (1972). 

HOLZ-MÄNTTÄRI, Justa. 1984. Translatorisches Handeln. Theorie und Methode [Theory 
and method of translational actions]. Helsinki: Academia Scientiarum Fennica. 

HOUDEBINE-GRAVAUD, Anne-Marie. 2004. “Re-reading Georges Mounin Today”. La 
linguistique. Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, pp. 143–156. 

HOUSE, Juliane; BLUM-KULKA, Shoshana (eds.) 1986. Interlingual and intercultural 
communication: Discourse and cognition in translation and second language acquisition 
studies. Tübingen: Gunter Narr. 

HURLEY, Susan. 1998. Consciousness in action. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 
ISTRAIL, Sorin; MARCUS, Solomon. 2013. “Alan Turing and John von Neumann - Their brains 

and their computers”. In: Csuhaj-Varjú, E.; Gheorghe, M.; Rozenberg, G.; Salomaa, 
A.;Vaszil. G. (eds) Membrane Computing. CMC 2012. Berlin: Springer, pp. 26–35. 

Ricardo Muñoz Martín & Álvaro Marín García

86



JÄÄSKELÄINEN, Riitta. 2010. “Are all professionals experts?”. In Shreve, Gregory M.; 
Angelone, Erik (eds.) Translation and cognition. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, pp. 
213–227. 

— 2011. “Studying the translation process”. In Malmkjaer, Kristen; Windle, Kevin (eds.) 
The Oxford handbook of translation studies. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 105–
122. 

— 2017. “Verbal reports”. In Schwieter, John; Ferreira, Aline (eds.) The handbook of 
translation and cognition. Oxford: Blackwell, pp. 213–231. 

JÄGER, Gert. 1975. Translation und Translationslinguistik [Translating and interpreting 
and the linguistics of translation]. Halle: Niemeyer.  

— 1977. “Zu Gegenstand und Zielen der Übersetzungswissenschaft [On the object 
and goals of translation science]”. In Kade, Otto (ed.) Vermittelte Kommunikation, 
Sprachmittlung, Translation [Mediated communication, language mediation, and 
translation]. Leipzig: VEB Verlag Enzykopladie, pp. 14– 26. 

JAKOBSEN, Arnt; SCHOU, L. 1999. “Translog documentation”. In Hansen, Gyde (ed.) Probing 
the process in translation: Methods and results. Copenhagen: Samfundslitteratur, pp. 1-36. 

JAKOBSEN, Arnt L.; ALVES, Fabio (eds.) 2021.The Routledge handbook of translation and 
cognition. London: Taylor & Francis. 

JAKOBSON, Roman. 1959. “On linguistic aspects of translation”. In Brower, Reuben A. 
(ed.) On translation. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, pp. 232–239.  

KADE, Otto. 1964. “Subjektive und objektive Faktoren im Ubersetzungsprozess. Ein 
Beitrag zur Ermittlung objektiver Kriterien des Ubersetzens als Voraussetzung fur 
eine wissenschaftliche Losung des Ubersetzungsproblems” [Subjective and objective 
factors in the translation process. A contribution to the establishment of objective 
criteria for translation as a precondition for a scientific solution to the problem of 
translation]. Doctoral Dissertation. Karl Marx Universitat Leipzig. 

— 1973. “Zum Verhältnis von ‚idealem Translator’ als wissenschaftlicher Hilfskonstruktion 
und optimalem Sprach-mittler als Ausbildungsziel” [On the relationship between an 
‘ideal translator’ as a helpful scientific construct and the optimal language mediator as 
an educational goal]. In Neubert, Albrecht and Kade, Otto (eds.) Neue Beiträge zu 
Grundfragen der Übersetzungswissenschaft. Materialien der 2. Internationalen Konferenz 
“Grundfragen der Übersetzungswissenschaft” an der Sektion “Theoretische und 
angewandte Sprachwissenschaft” der Karl-Marx-Universität Leipzig vom 14.-17. 
Sept.1970. Leipzig: VEB Verlag Enzyklopädie, pp. 179–190.  

KIRALY, Donald C. 2000. A social constructivist approach to translator education. 
Empowerment from theory to practice. Manchester: St. Jerome. 

KRINGS, Hans P. 1986. “Translation problems and translation strategies of advanced 
German learners of French (L2)”. In House, Juliane; Blum-Kulka, Shoshana (eds.) 
Interlingual and intercultural communication. Tübingen: Gunter Narr, pp. 263–276.  

— 1992. “Bilinguismus und Übersetzen: Eine Antwort; Brian Harris”. Target, 4 (1), 
pp. 105–110. 

LACRUZ, Isabel; JÄÄSKELÄINEN, Riitta (eds.) 2018. Innovation and expansion in translation 
process research. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

LADMIRAL, Jean-René. 1989. “Pour une philosophie de la traduction”. Revue de 
Métaphysique et de Morale, 94 (1). Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, pp. 5–22.  

From the Black Box to Cognitive Translation and Interpreting Studies, but Still Part of the...

87



LOMBARDO, Claudio. 2018. “Tra von Neuman e Turing: verso la complessità 
computazionale. Le coordinate scientifiche di una visione materialistica delle basi 
naturali del pensiero”. State of Mind, article ID 151505. Available at: 
https://www.stateofmind.it/2018/01/von-neuman-turing-complessita-cervello/ 

LUDSKANOV, Alexander. 1975. “A semiotic approach to the theory of translation”. 
Language Sciences, 35. Amsterdam: Elsevier, pp. 5–8. 

MALMKJÆR, Kirsten. 2000. “Multidisciplinarity in Process Research”. In Alves, Fabio 
(ed.) Triangulating translation: Perspectives in process oriented research. Amsterdam: 
John Benjamins, pp. 163–169. 

MARAIS, Kobus; MARAIS, Jani. 2021. “’Tackling stillness through movement’; or 
constraining the extended mind. Cognitive-semiotic insights into translation”. In 
Halverson, Sandra L.; Marín García, Álvaro (eds.) Contesting epistemologies in 
Cognitive Translation and Interpreting Studies. London: Routledge, pp. 80–103. 

MARÍN GARCÍA, Álvaro. 2021. “Bridging the epistemological gap: Issues in CTS 
knowledge application to training”. Cognitive Linguistic Studies 8 (2). Amsterdam: 
John Benjamins, pp. 462–481. 

MCCLELLAND, James; RUMELHART, David; HINTON, Geoffrey. 1986. “The appeal of 
parallel distributed processing”. In Luger, George F. (ed.) Computation & intelligence: 
Collected readings. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, pp. 305–341. 

MEES, Inger; GÖPFERICH, Susanne; ALVES, Fabio (eds.). 2009. Methodology, technology 
and innovation in Translation Process Research: A tribute to Arnt Lykke Jakobsen. 
Copenhagen: Samfundslitteratur. 

MILLER, George A. 2003. “The cognitive revolution: A historical perspective”. Trends 
in cognitive sciences, 7 (3). Amsterdam: Elsevier, pp. 141–144. 

MUÑOZ DE ESCALONA FERNÁNDEZ, Enrique; CAÑAS DELGADO, José J.; NORIEGA PINTO 
MACHADO, Paulo I. 2020. “Inconsistencies between mental fatigue measures under 
compensatory control theories”. Psicológica, 41. Berlin: De Gruyter, pp. 103–126. 

MUÑOZ MARTÍN, Ricardo. 2010. “On paradigms and Cognitive Translatology”. In 
Shreve, Gregory M. and Angelone, Erik (eds.) Translation and cognition. Amsterdam: 
John Benjamins, pp. 169–187. 

— 2014. “Situating translation expertise: A review with a sketch of a construct”. In 
Schwieter, John; Ferreira, Aline (eds.) The development of translation competence: 
Theories and methodologies from psycholinguistics and cognitive science. Newcastle: 
Cambridge Scholars Publishing, pp. 2–56. 

— 2016. “Of minds and men—Computers and translators”. Poznan Studies in 
Contemporary Linguistics, 52 (2). Berlin: De Gruyter, pp. 351–381. 

— 2021. “Situated cognition”. In Gambier, Yves; van Doorslaer, Luc (eds.) Handbook 
of Translation Studies, vol. 5. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, pp. 207– 212. 

MUÑOZ MARTÍN, Ricardo; APFELTHALER, Matthias. (2022). “A Task Segment Framework 
to study keylogged translation processes”. Translation & Interpreting, 14 (2). 

MUÑOZ MARTÍN, Ricardo; OLALLA-SOLER, Christian. 2021. “Where does it hurt? 
Learning from the parallels between medicine and cognitive translation & 
interpreting studies”. In Halverson, Sandra L.; Marín García, Álvaro (eds.) Contesting 
epistemologies in Cognitive Translation and Interpreting Studies. London: Routledge, 
193–220. 

Ricardo Muñoz Martín & Álvaro Marín García

88



NEUBERT, Albrecht. 1994. “Competence in translation: A complex skill, how to study 
and how to teach it”. In Snell-Hornby, Mary; Pöchhacker, Franz; Kaindl, Klaus (eds.) 
Translation Studies. An interdiscipline. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, pp. 411–420. 

NEWELL, Allen; SIMON, Herbert Alexander. 1961. “GPS, a program that simulates 
human thought”. In Luger, George F. (ed.) Computation and Intelligence: collected 
readings. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, pp. 415–428. 

NEWMARK, Peter. 1997. “The customer as king: A response to Hans G. Hönig”. Current 
issues in language & society 4 (1). London: Taylor & Francis, pp. 75–77. 

— 1999. “Taking a stand on Mary Snell-Hornby”. Current issues in language & society, 
6 (2). London: Taylor & Francis, pp. 152–154. 

NIDA, Eugene A. 1964. Toward a science of translating. With special reference to principles 
and procedures involved in Bible translating. Leiden: E. J. Brill. 

NITZKE, Jean. 2019. Problem solving activities in post-editing and translation from scratch: 
A multi-method study. Berlin: Language Science Press. 

NORD, Christiane. 1997. “A functional typology of translations”. In Trosborg, Anna 
(ed.) Text typology and translation. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, pp. 43–66. 

OBLER, Loraine K. 2012. “Conference interpreting as extreme language use”. 
International journal of bilingualism, 16 (2). Thousand Oaks: SAGE, pp. 177–182. 

O’BRIEN, Sharon. 2011. Cognitive explorations of translation. New York: Continuum.  
— 2013. “The borrowers: Researching the cognitive aspects of translation”. Target, 25 

(1). Amsterdam: John Benjamins, pp. 5–17. 
OLALLA-SOLER, Christian; FRANCO AIXELÁ, Javier; ROVIRA-ESTEVA, Sara. 2021. 

“Mapping cognitive translation and interpreting studies: A bibliometric approach”. 
In Muñoz Martín, Ricardo; Xiao, Kairong (guest eds.) Cognitive Translation Studies 
- Theoretical Models and Methodological Criticism. Special issue of Linguistica 
Antverpiensia, New Series – Themes in Translation Studies, 19. Antwerp: University of 
Antwerp, pp. 25–52. 

PACTE. 2003. “Building a translation competence model”. In Alves, Fabio (ed.) 
Triangulating Translation. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, pp. 1–26. 

— 2005. “Investigating translation competence: Conceptual and methodological issues”. 
Meta, 50 (2). Montréal: Les Presses de l’Université de Montréal, pp. 609–619. 

PAVLOVIĆ, Nataša. 2007. Directionality in collaborative translation processes. A study of 
novice translators. Doctoral Dissertation. Universitat Rovira i Virgili. 

PICCININI, Gualtiero. 2012. “Computationalism”. In Margolis, Eric and Stich, Stephen 
(eds.) The Oxford handbook of philosophy of cognitive science. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, pp. 222–249.  

PORTER, Stanley E.; ONG, Hughson T. 2016. “Eugene A. Nida and Johannes P. Louw 
and their linguistic contribution”. In Porter, Stanley E.; Adams, Sean A. (eds.) Pillars 
in the history of biblical interpretation, volume 2: Prevailing methods after 1980. Eugene, 
OR: Pickwick Publications, 291–318. 

PROTEVI, John. 2010. “Deleuze and Wexler: Thinking brain, body and affect in social 
context”. In Hauptmann, Deborah; Neidich, Warren (eds.) Cognitive architecture: 
From bio-politics to Noo-politics. Architecture and mind in the age of communication 
and information. Rotterdam: 010 Publishers, pp. 168–183. 

From the Black Box to Cognitive Translation and Interpreting Studies, but Still Part of the...

89



PYM, Anthony. 1992. “La enseñanza de la traducción y la teoría autoritaria de Peter 
Newmark”. El Guiniguada, 2. Las Palmas: Universidad de las Palmas de Gran Canaria, 
pp. 305–318. 

— 2003. “Redefining translation competence in an electronic age. In defence of a 
minimalist approach”. Meta, 48 (4). Montréal: Les Presses de l’Université de Montréal, 
pp. 481–497. 

REISS, Katharina; VERMEER, Hans J. 1984. Grundlegung einer allgemeinen Translationstheorie 
[General foundations for a theory of translation]. Tubingen: Max Niemeyer.  

RISKU, Hanna. 2010. “A cognitive scientific view on technical communication and 
translation: Do embodiment and situatedness really make a difference?” Target, 22 
(1). Amsterdam: John Benjamins, pp. 94–111. 

— 2014. “Translation Process Research as interaction research: From mental to socio-
cognitive processes”. In Muñoz Martín, Ricardo (ed.) Minding translation/Con la 
traducción en mente. Special issue 1 of MonTI: Monografías de traducción e interpretación. 
Alicante: Universidad de Alicante, pp. 331–354.  

RISKU, Hanna; MILOŠEVIĆ, Jelena; ROGL, Regina. 2019. Changes in the field of translation 
project management: Findings of a longitudinal ethnographic study. Working Paper. 
Available at: 
https://socotrans.univie.ac.at/fileadmin/user_upload/p_socotrans/20190613_Working_
Paper_Changes_Risku_Milosevic_Rogl.pdf 

RISKU, Hanna; ROGL, Regina; MILOŠEVIĆ, Jelena. 2017. “Translation practice in the 
field: Current research on socio-cognitive processes”. Translation Spaces, 6 (1). 
Amsterdam: John Benjamins, pp. 3–26. 

— 2020. “Researching workplaces”. In Angelone, Erik; Ehrensberger-Dow, Maureen; 
Massey, Gary (eds.) The Bloomsbury companion to language industry studies. London: 
Bloomsbury, pp. 37–62. 

ROBBINS, Philip; AYDEDE, Murat. 2009. The Cambridge handbook of situated cognition. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

ROJO LÓPEZ, Ana María; RAMOS CARO, Marina. 2018. “The role of expertise in emotion 
regulation”. In Lacruz, Isabel; Jääskeläinen, Riitta (eds.) Innovation and expansion in 
translation process research. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, pp. 105–129. 

SALEVSKY, Heidemarie. 1992. ”Dolmetschen—Objekt der Übersetzungs- oder 
Dolmetschwissenschaft?” In Salevsky, Heidemarie (ed.) Wissenschaftliche Grundlagen 
der Sprachmittlung. Frankfurt: Peter Lang, pp. 85–117. 

— 1993. “The distinctive nature of interpreting studies”. Target, 5 (2). Amsterdam: 
John Benjamins, pp. 149–167. 

SANDROCK, Ursula. 1982. Thinking Aloud Protocols (TAPs): Ein Instrument zur Dekomposition 
des Komplexen Prozesses “Übersetzen”. Unpublished Staatsarbeit. Kassel: UGH Kassel.  

SCHÄFFNER, Christina; ADAB, Beverly. 2000. Developing translation competence. 
Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

SCHWIETER, John; FERREIRA, Aline (eds.) 2017. The handbook of translation and 
cognition. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons. 

SELESKOVITCH, Danica. 1975. “Language and memory: A study of note-taking in 
consecutive interpreting”. In Pöchhacker, Franz; Shlesinger, Miriam (eds.) The 
Interpreting Studies reader. London: Routledge, pp. 121–129. 

Ricardo Muñoz Martín & Álvaro Marín García

90



— 1980. “Pour une théorie de la traduction inspirée de sa pratique”. Meta, 25 (4). 
Montréal: Les Presses de l’Université de Montréal, pp. 401–408. 

— 1981. “L’enseignement de l’interprétation”. In Delisle, Jean (ed.) L’enseignement de 
l’interprétation et de la traduction: De la théorie à la pédagogie. Ottawa: Université 
d’Ottawa, pp. 23–46. 

SHREVE, Gregory M. 1997. “Prolegomenon to an Empirical Translation Studies”. In 
Wotjak, Gerd; Schmidt, Heide (ed.) Modelle der Translation: Models of Translation: 
Festschrift für Albrecht Neubert. Frankfurt: Vervuert, pp. 41–58. 

— 2002. “Knowing translation: Cognitive and experiential aspects of translation 
expertise from the perspective of expertise studies”. In Riccardi, Alessandra (ed.) 
Translation studies: Perspectives on an emerging discipline. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, pp. 150–171. 

— 2006. “The deliberate practice: Translation and expertise”. Journal of Translation 
Studies, (9) 1. Hong Kong: Chinese University Press, pp. 27–42.  

— 2009. “Recipient-orientation and metacognition in the translation process”. In 
Dimitriu, Rodica and Shlesinger, Miriam (eds.) Translators and their readers: In 
homage to Eugene A. Nida. Brussels: Les Editions du Hazard, pp. 255–270. 

SHREVE, Gregory M.; ANGELONE, Erik (eds.) 2010. Translation and cognition. 
Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

SHREVE, Gregory M.; LACRUZ, Isabel. 2015. “Aspects of a cognitive model of translation”. 
In Schwieter, John; Ferreira, Aline (eds.) The handbook of translation and cognition. 
Oxford: Blackwell, pp. 127–143. 

SIRÉN, Seija; HAKKARAINEN, Kai. 2002. “Expertise in translation”. Across Languages and 
Cultures, 3 (1). Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó, pp. 71–82. 

SNELL-HORNBY, Mary. 1986. Übersetzungswissenschaft, eine Neuorientierung. Zur 
Integrierung von Theorie und Praxis. Tübingen: Francke. 

— 1988. Translation Studies: An integrated approach. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 
SPERBER, Dan; WILSON, Deirdre. 1986. Relevance: Communication and cognition. 

Oxford: Blackwell. 
SPIVEY, Michael J. 2007. The continuity of mind. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  
SPILLNER, Bernd. 1984. “Vorwort: Linguistische Stilforschung. Von der Theoriediskussion 

zu Methoden praktischer Textanalyse”. In Spillner, Bernd (ed.) Methoden der Stilanalyse. 
Tübingen: Gunter Narr pp. 7–9. 

SUN, Sanjun; LI, Tian; ZHOU, Xiaoyan. 2021. “Effects of thinking aloud on cognitive 
effort in translation”. In Muñoz Martín, Ricardo; Xiao, Kairong (guest eds.) Cognitive 
Translation Studies - Theoretical Models and Methodological Criticism. Special issue 
of Linguistica Antverpiensia, New Series – Themes in Translation Studies, 19. Antwerp: 
University of Antwerp, pp. 132–151. 

TIRKKONEN-CONDIT, Sonja. 2005. “The monitor model revisited: Evidence from process 
research”. Meta, 50 (2). Montreal: Presses de l´Université de Montréal, pp. 405–414. 

TOURY, Gideon. 1995/2012. Descriptive translation studies—And beyond. Revised 
edition. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

VAN DOORSLAER, Luc. 2020. “Translation studies: What’s in a name?” Asia Pacific 
Translation and Intercultural Studies, 7 (2). Abingdon: Taylor & Francis, pp. 139–150. 

From the Black Box to Cognitive Translation and Interpreting Studies, but Still Part of the...

91



VÁZQUEZ AYORA, Gerardo. 1977. Introducción a la traductología. Washington, DC: 
Georgetown University Press. 

VEIT, Walter. 2020. “Model pluralism”. Philosophy of the social sciences, 50 (2). Thousand 
Oaks, CA: SAGE, pp. 91–114. 

VERMEER, Hans J. 1996. A skopos theory of translation (some arguments for and against). 
Heidelberg: TextconText Verlag. 

VIAGGIO, Sergio. 1992. “Contesting Peter Newmark”. Rivista internazionale di tecnica 
della traduzione 0. Trieste: Università degli Studi di Trieste, pp. 27–58. 

VON WARTENSLEBEN, Gabriele. 1910. “Beiträge zur Psychologie des Übersetzens” 
[Contributions to the psychology of translation]. Zeitschrift für Psychologie 57. Firenze: 
Hogrefe, pp. 90–115. 

WEAVER, Warren. 1949/1955. “Translation”. In Locke, William N. and Booth, A. 
Donald (eds.) Machine translation of languages: Fourteen essays. New York: John Wiley 
& Sons, pp. 15–23. 

WILSS, Wolfram. 1976. “Perspectives and limitations of a didactic framework for the 
teaching of translation”. In Brislin, Richard (ed.) Translation. Applications and research. 
New York: Gardner Press, pp. 117–137.  

— 1996. Knowledge and skills in translator behaviour. Ammsterdam: John Benjamins. 
WOTJAK, Gerd. 2003. “La escuela de traductología de Leipzig” [The Leipzig school of 

translatology]. Hyeronimus Complutensis, 9/10. Madrid: IULMyT, Universidad 
Complutense de Madrid, pp. 7– 26. Available at: 
https://cvc.cervantes.es/lengua/hieronymus/pdf/09_10/09_10_007.pdf 

XIAO, Kairong; MUÑOZ MARTÍN, Ricardo. 2020. “Cognitive Translation Studies: 
Models and methods at the cutting edge”. In Muñoz Martín, Ricardo; Xiao, Kairong 
(guest eds.) Cognitive Translation Studies - Theoretical Models and Methodological 
Criticism. Special issue of Linguistica Antverpiensia, New Series: Themes in Translation 
Studies, 19. Antwerp: University of Antwerp, pp. 1–24. 

ZYBATOW, Lew N. 2008. “Literaturubersetzung im Rahmen der Allgemeinen 
Translationstheorie”. In Pockl, Wolfgang (ed.) Im Brennpunkt: Literaturubersetzung. 
Frankfurt: Peter Lang, pp. 9–42.

Ricardo Muñoz Martín & Álvaro Marín García

92



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




