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A scientometric review of research in Translation Studies in the twenty-first century 

 

Xuelian Zhua, b and Vahid Aryadoustb 

a Sichuan International Studies University | b National Institute of Education, Nanyang 

Technological University 

 

The field of Translation Studies has expanded rapidly in the twenty-first century, 

largely due to the growing demand for translation and interpreting professionals. This 

study provides a scientometric review of Translation Studies to identify its 

developmental trends and patterns over the past two decades. Document co-citation 

analysis was conducted on 6007 journal articles published in the fifteen translation 

studies journals indexed in the Web of Science between January 2001 and December 

2020. Twelve document co-citation analysis networks were generated and compared. 

Quantitative analyses, including temporal and structural metrics, confirmed the 

robustness and reliability of a network comprising ten discrete research clusters. A 

timeline view was generated to visualize how these clusters have evolved over time. 

Ten clusters were identified as major research subdomains in Translation Studies, 

namely translation competence, translation in conflict zones, translator training, 

collaborative translation, translation and society, language policy, post-editing and 

revision, media translation, the translation profession, and web localization. In 

addition, burst detection analysis identified the twenty most influential publications in 

this sample. Based on these findings, we discuss how the observed trends in each 
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cluster contribute to further developments in Translation Studies. The implications for 

teaching, research, and theory are discussed and some methodological guidelines are 

proposed for future research. 

 

Keywords: Translation Studies, co-citation analysis, burst, temporal metrics, 

structural metrics 

 

1. Introduction 

 

Translation has played an essential role in promoting trade, religion, and scholarship exchange 

between societies for centuries (Munday 2016). Partly due to this historical significance, 

Translation Studies (TS) emerged as an academic discipline in the second half of the twentieth 

century and continues to undergo changes in its paradigms, models, and methodologies (Van 

Doorslaer 2007, 223; Candel-Mora and Vargas-Sierra 2013, 318; Li 2015, 184; Munday 2016, 

43). To delineate the scope and focal areas of TS, a number of scholars have attempted to 

identify historical and disciplinary movements in this field (Hatim and Munday 2004; Holmes 

[1988] 2004; Snell-Hornby 2006), although some of these attempts have been criticized for 

their parochial outlook. Notably, Holmes’s ([1988] 2004) tripartite model of descriptive, 

theoretical, and applied TS has been critiqued for its emphasis on text rather than translators 

(Chesterman 2009; Pym 2010). It has been argued that technological innovation and social 

development have driven TS beyond linguistics into the cultural, cognitive, and sociological 

research domains (Chesterman 2009, 2019). 
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Within TS a data-driven stream of research aiming to analyze the development of the 

discipline and research trends has emerged. This research stream applies bibliometric methods 

– such as page-number counting, keyword search, author and production center identification, 

theme coding, social network analysis, and co-citation analysis (see Grbić [2013] for a review) 

– in an attempt to establish the identity of the field of TS. Pioneering review studies have 

focused mainly on interpretation, such as conference interpreting (Gile 2000), interpreter 

training (Mead 2001), and community interpreting research (Grbić and Pöllabauer 2008a). 

However, attention has gradually shifted to translation research in specific regions, such as 

Spain (Rovira-Esteva and Orero 2011), China (Li 2015), and Iran (Nouraey and Karimnia 

2015). This stream of research has also examined emerging disciplinary subareas such as 

neurobiology and interpreting (Hervais-Adelman and Babcock 2020), corpus linguistics and 

translation (Candel-Mora and Vargas-Sierra 2013), and discourse analysis in TS (Zhang et al. 

2015).  

Although the above-mentioned studies have shaped our understanding of the 

knowledge domains in TS, the scope of investigation and research methods can and should be 

enhanced. Specifically, there have been calls for systematic reviews of TS research with an 

emphasis on quantitative methods. As Gile (2000, 2) points out, “very few quantitative analyses 

have tried to measure the phenomena and/or check general impressions and trends” in TS 

research. This emphasis on quantitative methods is further underscored by Rovira-Esteva, 

Aixelá, and Olalla-Soler (2019, 148), who find that citation-based reviews of TS do not 

“systematically [employ] generally accepted statistical methods for their analysis of 

bibliographic data.” Furthermore, slicing TS into independent branches and reviewing them 
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separately may result in an oversimplified portrayal that ignores advances in the general field. 

In addition, previous scientometric studies of TS have not built their arguments around the idea 

of change in accepted theories, applications, and instrumentations (Kuhn 1970, 42). Against 

this backdrop, the present study aims to identify research trends in TS with a particular focus 

on determining whether there are scholars who have gathered around one major theme or core 

idea in TS research. 

The research questions informing this study are as follows:  

(1) What are the dominant research trends in TS in the early twenty-first century and what 

are they characterized by? 

(2) What are the most influential publications and authors in the intellectual domain of TS 

in the early twenty-first century? 

To address these research questions, we use document co-citation analysis (DCA) to 

detect clusters of publications that are thematically distinct from other publication clusters. 

With DCA, each cluster is characterized by its members (publications), their cohesion 

(relatedness), and the theme(s) running through the cluster (Aryadoust, Tan, and Ng 2019). 

Thus, adopting Aryadoust, Tan, and Ng’s (2019) methodology, we devise a theory-driven 

framework to examine the distinctive features of the major clusters in TS research detected by 

DCA. 

 

2. Scientometrics in TS  

 

Scientometrics or science mapping is a generic cross-disciplinary procedure that combines 
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applied mathematics, information science, and computer science to systematically analyze and 

visualize knowledge domains (Morris and Van der Veer Martens 2008; Chen, Ibekwe-SanJuan, 

and Hou 2010). Scientometrics has been used to identify global interrelations of different 

scientific disciplines (Chen 2017, 5) as well as to describe networks of knowledge within 

different fields of study (Chen and Song 2019, 2). A scientometric study usually includes the 

literature in a specified research field, scientometric and visualization tools, and metrics and 

indicators that capture significant patterns and trends (Chen 2017). Some widely used methods 

in scientometrics include co-citation analysis, network analysis, keyword analysis, and 

publication counting (Gile 2005; Li 2015; Lim and Aryadoust 2021; Rovira-Esteva, Aixela, 

and Olalla-Soler 2019). Garfield (1965, 85) identified fifteen reasons for citations, noting that 

citations can help alert readers to forthcoming work, authenticate data, and provide correction 

and criticism in a network of authors. Sociologists like Zuckerman (1987, 329) regard citations 

as indicators of authors’ “intellectual influence” in a research field, whereas others, like Latour 

(1987), suggest that citations are an effective way of evoking alliances to reinforce and 

substantiate researchers’ own claims. Notably, these citation measures are widely adopted as 

key performance indicators for academics and researchers and can exert sizable impact on the 

“balance of power” to the advantage of authors when applying for research funding, tenure, or 

promotion (De Bellis 2014, 39). Pertinent to the present study, these measures also permit (a) 

the mining and visualization of latent knowledge structures in research fields, and (b) the 

identification of thematically distinct research clusters and cluster inter-connections based on 

co-citation. 

The above-described citation measures are suitable for the analysis of TS, which is an 
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established academic discipline focusing on the phenomena, practice, and theory of translation 

and interpreting (Pöchhacker 2009; Munday 2016). Since Holmes’s ([1988] 2004) initial 

mapping of TS, there have been many developments and transformations in this field. Munday 

(2016, 35) points out that TS “has now become one of the most active and dynamic new areas 

of multidisciplinary research,” and its expansion can be seen from the increasing number of TS 

training programs worldwide, publications, general and analytical instruments, and 

international organizations and conferences. Whereas Munday’s (2016) comment is based on 

observations and descriptions, other scholars use more objective scientometric methods to 

describe or provide evidence of the development of TS and its subfields (Gile 2000, 2015; 

Grbić and Pöllabauer 2008a, 2008b; Zanettin, Saldanha, and Harding 2015; Rovira-Esteva, 

Aixelá, and Olalla-Soler 2019). Computing the frequencies of languages, authors, themes, 

and/or text types has been one of the most commonly adopted review methods (Šajkevič 1992; 

Grbić 2007; Rovira-Esteva and Orero 2011). For example, Zanettin, Saldanha, and Harding 

(2015) use a corpus-driven method to investigate how the research orientation of TS has shifted 

and how its key areas have been defined over the years. They use the Translation Studies 

Abstracts (TSA) 1 , a collection of the abstracts of journal articles, book chapters, and 

dissertations in the field of TS from 2003 to 2009, to generate the results, including keywords 

and categories over time. The researchers identify the influence of linguistic corpora and 

culture-oriented research on TS at that time, whereas research on topics like literary translation 

and religious translation was in decline. 

 
1 St. Jerome launched Translation Studies Abstracts (TSA; https://www.stjerome.co.uk/tsa/; defunct) in print form 
in 1988 and it was merged with John Benjamin’s Translation Studies Bibliography (TSB) in 2015. It now can be 
accessed from https://benjamins.com/online/tsb/ 

https://www.stjerome.co.uk/tsa/
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Citation analysis, which is a scientometric method, has also been employed to explore 

developmental trends in the different subfields of TS (Gile 2000, 2005; Albres and De Lacerda 

2013; Li 2015). Gile (2000) uses a scientometric approach to conduct a quantitative analysis 

of conference interpreting studies. The analysis reveals that while the total number of authors 

researching TS increased over time, most authors did not sustain their productivity in the long 

run. Furthermore, empirical studies represented only a small portion of published studies, 

although they accounted for a higher portion of theses submitted to fulfil academic degree 

requirements. Using a similar scientometric method, Gile (2005) analyzes forty-seven papers 

on translator and interpreter training, finding that (a) the most-cited publications were written 

in English; (b) the most-cited texts were introductory books on TS rather than journal articles; 

and (c) there was a much lower rate of citing journal articles compared to book chapters in 

edited volumes. Gile (2005, 8) thus argues that liberal arts studies are more likely to receive 

citations than empirical TS studies, which warrants further inquiry. Interestingly, Grbić and 

Pöllabauer (2008c) carry out an author-centered citation analysis on Gile’s published works, 

and find evidence supporting Gile’s contribution to and influence on the TS research 

community.  

These works have provided insights into the historical developments and emerging 

trends in TS, which are important for understanding the field. However, traditional co-citation 

analysis mainly focuses on the co-citation clusters themselves, not on the citing article 

information, even though reviewing the citing articles in each co-citation cluster could help 

reveal the dynamics of the specialty (Schneider 2009; Chen, Ibekwe-SanJuan, and Hou 2010, 

1390). Moreover, due to the rapidly evolving face of TS in the early twenty-first century, further 

https://benjamins.com/catalog/persons/956046190
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objective and comprehensive reviews using advanced scientific tools are necessary to identify 

changes in TS research as the field progresses.  

Using the DCA technique, our study aims to provide a quantitative overview of TS in 

the twenty-first century. This study will contribute to the understanding of TS by identifying 

the major knowledge domains in the field and detecting research trends and impactful 

publications. The following section elaborates on the source of data and the analysis method, 

providing an introduction to the DCA technique. 

 

3. Methodology 

 

3.1 Data source 

 

We reviewed the fifteen TS journals indexed in the Social Sciences Citation Index or Arts & 

Humanities Citation Index databases of the Web of Science Core collection (see Table 1; 

accessed at: https://clarivate.com/webofsciencegroup/solutions/web-of-science-core-

collection/). Web of Science is one of the few databases that provides a set of data that is 

“updated, used at any time by any computer program which it is connected to, and operated 

all times according to different criteria” (Martínez 1995, as quoted in Sánchez, Del Río, and 

García 2017, 8). Accordingly, data retrieved from Web of Science are generally considered to 

fulfil the requirements for scientometric studies (Chen, Ibekwe-SanJuan, and Hou 2010, 

1389; Sánchez, Del Río, and García 2017, 8). However, we recognize that Web of Science 

and other general databases (like Scopus) have been criticized by some scholars who claim 
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that they underrepresent the humanities and social sciences (Mongeon and Paul-Hus 2016). 

The reasons for this underrepresentation are vast and varied and include, most notably, the 

quality of publications and lack of consistency between the publications and requirements of 

Web of Science. Given that our aim is not a cross-disciplinary comparison, this 

underrepresentation of humanities and social sciences does not introduce a bias effect.  

The data used for analysis comprise 6007 journal articles and 99 178 references 

published between January 2001 and December 2020. Table 1 presents the number of articles 

published in the twenty-first century (2001–2020) indexed in Web of Science, the journal 

impact factor as of 2019 (the most recent value at the time of writing), the journal five-year 

journal impact factor, and the Scimago Journal & Country Rank index. The journal impact 

factor 2019 indices of Meta: Translator’s Journal and Translation Review and the five-year 

journal impact factor indices of The Journal of Specialised Translation were unavailable at the 

time of writing. 

------------------------------------------------- 

INSERT TABLE 1 HERE 

------------------------------------------------- 

Table 1. The number of articles and journal impact of the fifteen TS journals indexed in Web 

of Science  

Journal title 
Number of 

articles 

JIF 

2019 

Five-year 

JIF 

SJR 

2019 

Across Languages and Cultures 208 0.36 0.5 0.65 

Babel: International Journal of Translation 421 0.13 0.292 0.3 

Interpreter and Translator Trainer 329 0.881 1.333 0.87 
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Interpreting: International Journal of Research 

and Practice in Interpreting 
209 0.571 0.804 0.27 

Linguistica Antverpiensia, New Series – 

Themes in Translation Studies 
193 0.5 0.833 0.16 

Meta: Translator’s Journal 1300 NA NA 0.23 

Multilingua 36 0.815 1.081 0.65 

Perspectives: Studies in Translatology 439 0.654 1.143 0.47 

Target: International Journal of Translation 

Studies 
444 0.485 0.886 0.64 

Terminology 48 1.286 0.86 0.18 

The Journal of Specialised Translation 480 0.792 NA 0.65 

The Translator: Studies in Intercultural 

Communication 
483 0.565 0.827 0.37 

Translation and Interpreting Studies 226 0.644 0.692 0.23 

Translation Review  713 NA NA 0.11 

Translation Studies  478 0.947 1.076 0.27 

Note: JIF = the journal impact factor; SJR = the Scimago Journal & Country Rank 

 

3.2 Data analysis 

 

3.2.1 Construction of DCA networks 

 

There are two major co-citation analysis methods for determining the intellectual structure of 

research fields, namely author co-citation analysis (ACA; White and Griffith 1981; White and 

McCain 1998; Chen, Ibekwe-SanJuan, and Hou 2010) and DCA (Small 1980, 2003; Schneider 

2006). ACA is used to cluster authors who are co-cited in the literature, whereas DCA is used 
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to identify clusters of publications that likely form specialized intellectual communities, which 

are often overlooked in traditional narrative reviews (White and McCain 1998).  

In the present study, DCA was applied based on co-citations that occur when two 

publications cite a third publication (Small 1980). In this technique, the aggregation of co-cited 

publications in a dataset can help identify research themes and specialties in a scientific domain. 

The more co-cited items there are between two publications, the higher their co-citation 

strength and the stronger their possible thematic connection (Chen, Ibekwe-SanJuan, and Hou 

2010). This co-citation technique allowed us to examine the rise and progress of specialized 

domains by mining data extracted from large-scale databases (Aryadoust 2020).  

We used CiteSpace software, version 5.6.R5 (Chen 2016) to create the DCA network 

and visualize the results. The data were downloaded from Web of Science and input in 

CiteSpace for analysis. The dataset included bibliographic records consisting of publication 

titles, keywords, abstracts, author names, and references. A time-slicing technique was applied 

to set the value for ‘Years Per Slice’ at 1 so that the number of networks would be the same as 

the number of years in the period 2001–2020.  

Next, we conducted a node-selection procedure by generating multiple networks 

through the configuration of different parameters in the properties, including Look Back Years 

(LBY) and Linking Retaining Factor (LRF), as well as selection criteria such as g-index, Top 

N, and Top N% (Chen, Dubin and Schultz 2014). LBY controls the number of years between 

the publication dates of the citer and the cited reference. For example, a value of 8 means that 

only citations made to the cited references within the last eight years will be considered. LRF 

manages the factors to be retained for each node in the network. For example, a value of 3 
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indicates that all links to a node beyond the three strongest links will be ignored. In the current 

version of CiteSpace, the default settings of LBY and LRF are 8 and 3, respectively. 

 Regarding the selection criteria, the g-index is the maximum number (g) of papers that 

together received a number of citations equal to g squared or more (Egghe 2006). This index 

is especially sensitive to the number of citations that an author’s most influential publications 

received. The influence of authors in their field is thus made more discernible through the g-

index. A scaling factor, k, in CiteSpace can flexibly adjust the overall size of the network. The 

default value of k (25) was used in this study. The top N per slice, where the value N represents 

the N most cited or frequent items, was also used to construct the network. Top N% is the N% 

most cited or most frequently occurring items per slice. Top N and Top N% were set at the 

default values of 50 and 10%, respectively.  

 

3.2.2 Comparison of networks  

 

We generated twelve networks in total and compared their features to choose the optimal one. 

Following Chen and Song (2019), we generated an initial network using the default parameters: 

LBY = 8; LRF = 3; g-index (k = 25), as previously stated. This network consisted of multiple 

research clusters, each comprising nodes (publications) and their links. To label the clusters, 

we used the log-likelihood ratio method, which is an algorithm based on the probability index 

to determine the most likely words or phrases that represent a cluster. Compared to other 

thematic labeling approaches like latent semantic indexing, log-likelihood ratio tends to have 

higher reliability for detecting unique themes, whereas latent semantic indexing is more likely 



14 

 

to find common themes (Chen and Song 2019). Next, we generated another network whose 

LBY and LRF values were set at -1, thus removing all limits from these two parameters. The 

steps were repeated with the g-index changed to k = 50 to generate two more networks. Next, 

four more networks were generated with Top 50, Top 100, Top 50%, and Top 100% 

configurations. Considering that this study sought to identify dominant trends in TS along with 

the most influential publications and authors, we opted to examine networks that included more 

than six major clusters and a large number of publications per cluster.  

We also examined various aspects of co-citation networks via proposed metrics to 

ascertain the robustness of networks, notably temporal metrics (i.e., citation burstness), 

structural metrics (i.e., betweenness centrality, modularity Q, and the silhouette score), and 

combined metrics (i.e., sigma; Chen, Ibekwe-SanJuan, and Hou 2010). Citation burstness 

quantifies sudden increases in co-citation of a publication (Chen, Dubin, and Schultz 2014). 

When a topic emerges in a publication stream, it is signaled as a burst of activity (Kleinberg 

2003) – in other words, when publications are frequently cited over a certain period of time, 

they are marked as bursts in the literature. Betweenness centrality, a metric that measures the 

significance of a node (e.g., a publication), is the number of times a publication is a part of the 

shortest path that connects other publications in the network; it is therefore used to measure 

how much one node influences other nodes by controlling the flow of information between 

them (Freeman 1977; Brandes 2001). As betweenness centrality is calculated based on the 

macrostructure of a network, it is regarded as a better indicator of the long-term influence of a 

publication (Shibata, Kajikawa, and Matsushima 2007). In a co-citation network, high 

betweenness centrality measures thus provide a rough prediction of citations in the future by 
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suggesting that centrally located articles are likely to continue to be cited in future scientific 

research. The publications that connect otherwise unconnected research clusters typically gain 

more citations over time, despite receiving few citations at the initial stages. Thus, as 

Leydesdorff (2007) argues, betweenness centrality can be used as an indicator of the 

interdisciplinarity of publications and journals and to examine how close to the borders of 

disciplines new developments take place. 

The sigma metric (Σ) is a proxy of the novelty of a scientific publication. Sigma is 

calculated as (betweenness centrality+1)burstness (Chen, Ibekwe-SanJuan, and Hou 2010), and is 

thus a combination of temporal and structural metrics. A high sigma metric indicates a higher 

likelihood that a publication introduces novel concepts and/or methods (Chen, Ibekwe-SanJuan, 

and Hou 2010). In Chen, Ibekwe-SanJuan, and Hou’s (2010) study, both betweenness centrality 

and burstness metrics were found to be strongly related to transformative scientific discoveries, 

like Nobel Prize winning achievements. Another index is the modularity Q metric, which is 

used to measure the extent to which a network can be divided into disparate clusters or 

independent blocks (Newman 2006). Modularity values fall between 0 and 1, with low values 

indicating that a network cannot be branched into discrete clusters, while high values suggest 

that a network has thematically distinct clusters (Chen and Song 2019). Finally, the silhouette 

index (Rousseeuw 1987), which ranges between -1 and 1, indicates certainty in a network when 

interpreting the nature of a cluster. For example, a value of 1 represents perfect separation 

among clusters, whereas negative values indicate poor or implausible separation (ibid.). 

According to Chen, Ibekwe-SanJuan, and Hou (2010), a silhouette index value of 0.7–0.9 or 

higher is desirable in an analysis.  
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After selecting the appropriate network, we generated a timeline view to identify the 

dominant trends in the field and computed the burstness strength, duration (the period during 

which the publications enjoyed popularity, as quantified by their strength), sigma, and 

betweenness centrality per node to identify the most influential publications in TS.  

 

3.2.3 Cluster analysis 

 

Following Aryadoust, Tan, and Ng’s (2019) DCA study, the major clusters in the selected 

network were singled out for post-hoc analysis to confirm the running theme of each cluster 

and extract meaningful information. Cluster analysis aims to provide basic bibliographic 

information, research aims, and models with research foci categories developed by previous 

publications. 

First, the bibliographic information of each article was recorded, including the authors, 

publication year, and journal in which the article was published. Next, the research topic or 

major aim of each article was investigated by scanning the abstract and keywords. If the 

abstract and keywords were insufficient to identify the key research topics, the entire paper was 

read. This step was used to confirm the appropriateness of the automatically derived log-

likelihood ratio labels for each cluster and to determine their theme.  

In addition, we qualitatively examined the different foci of the articles (Saldanha and 

O’Brien 2013). Four categories were used: product-oriented (examining written or oral texts 

of translation), process-oriented (investigating cognitive processes during translation), 

participant-oriented (investigating individuals involved in the process of translation), and 
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context-oriented (examining external factors and circumstances of translation). In using this 

framework, we are aware that categorization is “not determined by the methodology itself or 

even the source of data but by the ultimate aims of the researcher” (Saldanha and O’Brien 2013, 

5) and that the categories inevitably overlap. For the purpose of this study, the coding of the 

category is based on the primary focus or research goal of the articles coded. Although an in-

depth review of each cluster falls outside the scope of this study, this framework for content 

analysis provides useful information for differentiating the major clusters. 

 

4. Results 

 

4.1 Network comparisons  

 

As described above, we generated and compared twelve networks by inspecting the modularity 

Q and silhouette score for each cluster. The quality of major clusters in each network was also 

considered along with average silhouette scores and the cluster sizes (see Appendix 1 for 

details). Among the generated networks, the network with LBY = -1, LRF = -1, and Top 50 had 

the largest silhouette score (0.5491). Three networks with LBY = 8 and LRF = 3, but with 

selection criteria of Top 100, Top 50% and Top 100% respectively, had the largest modularity 

Q value (0.7962), indicating a very clear structure in the clusters (Gustafsson, Hörnquist, and 

Lombardi 2006). The network comparison was carried out using these three networks with the 

largest modularity Q value. Given that these three candidate networks were of the same mean 

silhouette score of all clusters, we calculated the average silhouette score of the major clusters 
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in each network, finding the network with LBY = 8, LRF = 3, and Top 100% had the highest 

score (0.7985). In other words, these major clusters in this network are of good quality in its 

clustering and thus form the focus of our discussion.  

Finally, further exploration of the number of citing works in each cluster of the network 

with LBY = 8, LRF = 3, and Top 100% showed that all ten major clusters included over sixty 

publications, consolidating the robustness of the use of modularity Q in identifying the network, 

since modularity Q is effective in detecting comparatively big communities 

(Fortunato and Barthélemy 2007, 36). 

 

4.2 Cluster timeline view  

 

To address Research Question 1, the timeline view of the ten major clusters is presented in 

Figure 1. The ten clusters in the selected network were themed as follows: #0 Translation 

competence, #1 Translation in conflict zones, #2 Translator training, #3 Collaborative 

translation, #4 Translation and society, #5 Language policy, #6 Post-editing and revision, #7 

Media translation, #8 Translation profession, and #9 Web localization.  

In Figure 1, the development of each cluster over time is shown horizontally from left 

to right with its label on the right-hand side. The publication year is displayed at the top. For 

example, cluster #0 Translation competence, the largest cluster, maintained its influence from 

about 1995 to 2017, but has gradually started to lose its influence in the most recent years. It 

should be noted that even though our investigation focused on the developmental trends in the 

early twenty-first century, the publications cited in the papers date back to earlier years. The 
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vertical axis is based on the size of these clusters, which is determined by the number of cited 

papers (references) in a specific cluster (Chen, Ibekwe-SanJuan, and Hou 2010, 1396): The 

more cited documents there are, the larger this subcommunity of knowledge domain is. The 

largest clusters are shown at the top of the figure and are represented as #0 Translation 

competence, #1 Translation in conflict zones, and #2 Translator training. In addition, each circle 

represents a cited article, the size of which is proportionate to the number of times the article 

was cited. The colored curves show the co-citation links, while the size of the nodes shows the 

strength of the bursts, or the most prominent landmark publications (Liu and Hu 2021). In this 

way, the timeline view provides an indication of the strength of the clusters and their evolving 

trends throughout the years.  

Subsequently, we used the timeline view to identify the research frontiers of TS by 

examining which clusters received recent research attention. Our investigation showed that #3 

Online collaborative translation, #5 Language policy, #6 Post-editing and revision, and #7 

Media translation are active topics in TS in the early twenty-first century. Among them, cluster 

#3 has drawn consistent research interest from 2010 onwards. Clusters #5, #6, and #7 started 

to flourish in 2004, 2005, and 2001, respectively, and continued their influence until around 

2018. From the timeline view, we can observe many temporal overlaps among the different 

research areas, suggesting that the subdisciplines of TS did not progress linearly but moved 

forward along with other subdisciplines.  

------------------------------------------------- 

INSERT FIGURE 1 HERE 

------------------------------------------------- 
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Figure 1. A timeline view of the ten major clusters identified in TS research 

  

The number of bursts (key cited/impactful publications) in each cluster is reported in 

Figure 2. Different from the citing publications, the majority of key cited publications in the 

ten major clusters were books (97; 65.5%) while the rest were articles (51; 34.5%). However, 

in clusters #4 Translation and society, #6 Post-editing and revision, and #7 Media translation, 

the number of cited articles exceeded the number of cited books. In cluster #8 Translation 

profession, the number of cited books and cited articles was comparable. 

------------------------------------------------- 

INSERT FIGURE 2 HERE 

------------------------------------------------- 
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Figure 2. The number and type of cited publications in the ten major clusters 

 

4.3 Influential publications  

 

To answer the second research question, we identified the twenty most influential publications 

in the field through the burstness detection technique. Interestingly, all of the bursts are books, 

which is in line with Gile’s (2005, 1) finding that in the collected volumes on translator and 

interpreter training the “most-often cited texts were books rather than papers.” These books 

exerted an influential citation burst with a lag of one to six years after publication, meaning 

that they did not immediately appear as bursts after being published.  

Overall, the sigma scores – another index for measuring publication impact and 

innovation – remain relatively low and vary from 1.01 (Venuti [2008] in cluster #2) to 2.66 

(Baker [2006] in cluster #1). The highest betweenness centrality score of 0.10 belongs to Baker 
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(1998) in cluster #13, Saldanha and O’Brien (2013) in cluster #3, and Kelly (2005) in cluster 

#0. Among these publications, Baker (2006) in cluster #1 has the highest burst strength of 15.73, 

but its burst duration lasts only from 2010 to 2012. Cronin (2003) in cluster #4 and Pöchhacker 

(2004) in cluster #0 have the most extended burst duration of eight years, from 2004 to 2011 

and 2005 to 2012, respectively. The three bursts that received the most recent attention are 

Venuti (2008) in cluster #2 with a burst duration from 2010 to 2016, Wolf and Fukari (2007) in 

cluster #1 with a burst from 2011 to 2015, and Koskinen (2014) in cluster #2 with a burst from 

2014 to 2015. These publications focus on the ‘invisibility’ of translators, the sociology of 

translation, and the sociology of translating institutions, respectively. As to the citation 

frequency, the top three publications are Baker (2006) in cluster #1, Tymoczko (2007) in cluster 

#1, and Venuti (2008) in cluster #2.  

It should be noted that four bursts do not belong to the major ten clusters. Baker (1998) 

and Toury (1995) are included in cluster #13, while Angelelli (2004a) and Angelelli (2004b) 

are included in cluster #15. Additional details of the top twenty bursts, including their duration, 

strength, frequency, degree, betweenness centrality, sigma, and the cluster they belong to, are 

provided in Appendix 2. 

 

5. Discussion 

 

The present study adopted a scientometric approach to investigate research trends in TS in the 

early twenty-first century. After comparing multiple DCA networks, we selected the most 

representative network consisting of twenty-seven co-citation clusters, ten of which are major 
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clusters according to their silhouette scores. These clusters can be treated as the dominant 

theoretical perspectives in TS research, each having a specific intellectual base (represented by 

the cited papers and bursts) and research front (represented by the citing papers; Chen 2003). 

The timeline view provides visual evidence of the interconnections of the discrete subdomains 

(represented by clusters) in TS. In line with previous research, we noted that both cited and 

citing articles provide indispensable information for understanding the cluster (Small 1986; 

Schneider 2009; Chen and Song 2019). These findings are valuable in at least three major 

respects. 

First, the use of scientometrics, particularly DCA, allowed us to trace citation patterns 

and cluster knowledge domains in TS and to understand how its subfields have changed over 

the last twenty years. From the generated timeline view, we noted that recent digital and 

technological advancements have resulted in the emergence of new topics like post-editing in 

MT, audiovisual translation, and online collaborative translation involved in translation and 

interpreting. These findings were confirmed with concrete data from the scientometric analysis. 

For example, all of the citing articles in cluster #3 Collaborative translation were published in 

the most recent four years, namely 2020 (21; 70.0%), 2019 (7; 23.3%), 2018 (1; 3.3%), and 

2017 (1; 3.3%).  

 Second, it is notable that TS has been integrated with the discussion of society and 

culture as shown in cluster #1 Translation in conflict zones, #4 Translation and society, and #5 

Language policy. For example, the bursts with the highest sigma value in cluster #5 Language 

policy are Seidlhofer (2011), Canagarajah (2013), and Piller (2016), which focus on the 

sociolinguistics of globalization, translinguistic practice and linguistic diversity, and social 
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justice, respectively. The findings support that the focus of TS research has shifted to 

multidisciplinary and culture-oriented studies (Chesterman 2009; Munday 2016).  

Third, we carried out a network comparison to identify the optimal model among the 

twelve networks generated. While this approach to DCA network analysis is a recent 

development, it has been proven to provide a more accurate and reliable solution compared 

with single-network analysis (Trujillo and Long 2018). Our validation procedure used several 

quality control metrics to identify the most stable and accurate network among the candidate 

networks. This validation process also optimized the robustness of our evaluation of TS as a 

knowledge domain, setting an example for exploring what Gile (2015, 248) calls the 

“underutilized” quantitative aspects of scientometrics.  

In general, it appears that TS research has afforded the co-existence of different research 

themes and methods, which has facilitated the emergence of new theoretical and 

methodological approaches that have occasionally challenged previous ones (Kuhn 1970). This 

pattern is in line with the developmental frameworks that TS scholars have proposed to capture 

continuous ‘paradigm shifts’ in TS, like the cultural turn (Snell-Hornby 2010), empirical turn 

(Gile 1994), and sociological turn (Wolf and Fukari 2007). 

 

6. Conclusion  

 

In the present study, we focused on TS research trends in the early twenty-first century and 

employed scientometric methods to survey the field. There are, inevitably, some limitations of 

our data selection and analysis since there is no absolutely objective way to reveal the structure 
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of science due to the influence of institutional settings, information retrieval techniques, and 

citation network selection (Zitt, Ramanana-Rahary, and Bassecoulard 2005, 374). Considering 

these limitations, our findings should be interpreted bearing the adopted selection and 

categorization principles in mind, something that is not uncommon in scientometric research.  

First, we only included articles from the fifteen journals which have a major research 

focus on TS and are indexed in the Social Sciences Citation Index and the Arts & Humanities 

Citation Index on Web of Science. We suggest that future studies expand this selection range 

to include more articles, which might provide a more comprehensive examination of TS. Data 

can be extracted from the Translation Studies Bibliography (Gambier and Van Doorslaer 2004–

2021) for non-DCA methods of clustering (see Gerges 2015), since the Translation Studies 

Bibliography does not mine citations. We suggest that data extracted from Scopus, Web of 

Science, the Bibliography of Interpreting and Translation (BITRA), and other possible sources 

be combined in future research.2,2 This would also address the limitation of Web of Science as 

a source of data for the present study (for discussions of the limitations of Web of Science, see 

Franco Aixelá [2001–2021], Van Leuween [2010], Rovira-Esteva, Coré, Lopo, and Varona 

[2013–2021], Mongeon and Paul-Hus [2016], and Martín-Martín et al. [2018]). We 

acknowledge that some not-for-profit publishers, as well as a number of Asian, European, and 

 
2 It should be noted that due to differences in formatting, data from different databases may use 
different identifiers for publications. To pre-empt issues arising from multiple codings, researchers 
should check the identifiers per publications across different databases.  
2 For DCA investigations, the Bibliography of Interpreting and Translation (BITRA; Franco Aixelá 
2001–2021) may be suitable, but as an anonymous reviewer pointed out, “its interface and the way the 
citation data are compiled and presented do not allow for direct export of data and analysis without 
prior cleaning and preparation of the data.”  
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African languages, book chapters, and books, are underrepresented in Web of Science. 

Furthermore, as suggested by Van Doorslaer and Gambier (2015, 317), bibliographic data could 

be combined with the source and/or language of publication in future research.  

Second, the data for the present study, which were collected in December 2020, are 

intended to cover the period from 2001 to 2020; however, the most recent publications and 

their co-citation networks are not well represented since it typically takes one to two years to 

receive the first citation (Aryadoust, Tan, and Ng 2019; Rovira-Esteva, Franco Aixelá, and 

Olalla-Soler 2019). This is a natural consequence of using co-citation analysis, which should 

be acknowledged.  

Third, the current study used DCA, but did not include author or journal co-citation 

analysis, to accommodate our research aim of identifying research trends in TS. We suggest 

that future studies investigate the effect of different journals and authors on the field. Another 

innovative analysis would be to include country-based co-citation analysis, which determines 

the impact of research published according to the country of the author. These types of analyses, 

although not as well developed as DCA (Chen 2017), can provide information on other aspects 

of the field of TS.  

Finally, future studies could employ scientometrics to investigate the advancement of 

TS. Chen (2003) proposes that the stages of advancement of science (paradigm shift), as 

expounded by Kuhn (1970), can be examined using DCA and other scientometric methods. 

Nevertheless, we caution that trends in the development of social sciences are not as clear as 

those in the sciences (e.g., Gerges 2015), primarily due to a lack of consensus on many issues 

(e.g., Pfeffer 1993), and can be characterized with reference to the emergence of content 
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clusters, like those identified in the present study. The major research clusters that emerged in 

this study can, in part, be said to constitute the identity of TS research in the early twenty-first 

century. Establishing this identity is important as it “would influence the selection of research 

topics and the theoretical concepts and scientific methods used in it” (Gerges 2015, 24). There 

is a positive correlation between a field having a clear identity and the impressions that 

stakeholders – as well as outsiders and funders – have about the field (Gerges 2015). As a 

scientometric study of TS in the early twenty-first century, this article lends focus and support 

to the identity of some convergent research areas in the field. We call for further research using 

a more comprehensive dataset to validate and optimize the results of this work. 
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Appendix 1. Comparison of twelve networks 

No. LBY LRF 
Selection 

criteria 
Modularity Q 

Mean 

silhouette 

score 

Number of 

clusters 

Number of 

major clusters 

Silhouette score of 

the major clusters 
Major clusters Size Silhouette 

1 8 3 g-index (k = 25) 0.7682 0.368 18 7 0.7854 #0 Postcolonial critique 123 0.708 

 #1 Translation processes 80 0.836 

 #2 Translation profession 80 0.665 

 #3 Children’s literature 79 0.914 

 #4 Online collaborative 

translation 

79 0.846 

 #5 Pilot study 72 0.763 

 #6 Ing form 70 0.766 

2 -1 -1 g-index (k = 25) 0.3909 0.4087 13 6 0.6895 #0 News translation 213 0.581 

 #1 Web localization 187 0.573 

 #2 Translation competence 143 0.555 

 #3 Bilingual interaction 138 0.726 
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No. LBY LRF 
Selection 

criteria 
Modularity Q 

Mean 

silhouette 

score 

Number of 

clusters 

Number of 

major clusters 

Silhouette score of 

the major clusters 
Major clusters Size Silhouette 

 #4 Multilingual film 98 0.848 

 #5 Research need 61 0.854 

3 8 3 g-index (k = 50) 0.7916 0.3509 24 8 0.8048 #0 Terminological issue 157 0.667 

 #1 Pilot study 153 0.719 

 #2 Interpreter education 122 0.781 

 #3 Children’s literature 121 0.944 

 #4 Web text 117 0.796 

 #5 Economical trend 110 0.852 

 #6 Language practice 101 0.865 

 #7 Multilingual film 87 0.814 

4 -1 -1 g-index (k = 50) 0.4471 0.4802 20 8 0.7647 #0 News translation 388 0.57 

 #1 Web localization 329 0.581 

 #2 Translation competence 260 0.575 

 #3 Interpreting student 201 0.709 

 #4 Covid-19 pandemic 145 0.83 
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No. LBY LRF 
Selection 

criteria 
Modularity Q 

Mean 

silhouette 

score 

Number of 

clusters 

Number of 

major clusters 

Silhouette score of 

the major clusters 
Major clusters Size Silhouette 

 #5 Multilingual film 128 0.815 

 #6 Bilingual interaction 81 0.94 

 #7 German translation 

didactics 

79 0.903 

5 8 3 Top-50 0.7628 0.3446 19 6 0.7835 #0 Translation process 99 0.826 

 #1 Postcolonial critique 88 0.697 

 #2 Bourdieusian analyses 75 0.796 

 #3 Technology-mediated 

approach 

73 0.772 

 #4 Of language 69 0.662 

 #5 Audiovisual translation 67 0.948 

6 -1 -1 Top-50 0.3913 0.5491 16 6 0.7061 #0 Web localization 148 0.497 

 #1 Terminological issue 131 0.51 

 #2 Translator training 82 0.623 
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No. LBY LRF 
Selection 

criteria 
Modularity Q 

Mean 

silhouette 

score 

Number of 

clusters 

Number of 

major clusters 

Silhouette score of 

the major clusters 
Major clusters Size Silhouette 

 #3 Court interpreter 80 0.7 

 #4 Collaboration 

introduction 

43 0.768 

7 8 3 Top 100 0.7962 0.3529 27 10 0.7894 #0 Translation competence 145 0.678 

 #1 Postcolonial critique 108 0.798 

 #2 Translation studies 105 0.673 

 #3 Online collaborative 

translation 

98 0.765 

 #4 Bourdieusian analyses 79 0.821 

 #5 Education system 78 0.904 

 #6 Pilot study 71 0.813 

 #7 Corpus-based study 65 0.825 

 #8 Translation profession 64 0.81 
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No. LBY LRF 
Selection 

criteria 
Modularity Q 

Mean 

silhouette 

score 

Number of 

clusters 

Number of 

major clusters 

Silhouette score of 

the major clusters 
Major clusters Size Silhouette 

 #9 Web localization 63 0.807 

8 -1 -1 Top 100 0.4118 0.4659 17 5 0.6374 #0 Corpus-based study 220 0.548 

 #1 Web localization 207 0.538 

 #2 Translation competence 166 0.603 

 #3 Court interpreter 125 0.715 

 #4 Translation process 120 0.783 

9 8 3 Top 50% 0.7962 0.3529 27 10 0.7894 #0 Translation competence 145 0.678 

 #1 Postcolonial critique 108 0.798 

 #2 Translation studies 105 0.673 

 #3 Online collaborative 

translation 

98 0.765 

 #4 Bourdieusian analyses 79 0.821 

 #5 Education system 78 0.904 

 #6 Pilot study 71 0.813 
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No. LBY LRF 
Selection 

criteria 
Modularity Q 

Mean 

silhouette 

score 

Number of 

clusters 

Number of 

major clusters 

Silhouette score of 

the major clusters 
Major clusters Size Silhouette 

 #7 Corpus-based study 65 0.825 

 #8 Translation profession 64 0.81 

 #9 Web localization 63 0.807 

10 -1 -1 Top 50% 0.4118 0.4659 17 5 0.6702 #0 News translation 220 0.548 

 #1 Web localization 207 0.538 

 #2 Translation competence 166 0.603 

 #3 Court interpreter 125 0.715 

 #4 Translation process 120 0.783 

11* 8 3 Top 100% 0.7962 0.3529 26 10 0.7985 #0 Translation competence 145 0.678 

 #1 Postcolonial critique 108 0.798 

 #2 Translation studies 105 0.673 

 #3 Online collaborative 

translation 

98 0.765 

 #4 Bourdieusian analyses 79 0.821 
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Note. * represents the selected DCA network. 

 

No. LBY LRF 
Selection 

criteria 
Modularity Q 

Mean 

silhouette 

score 

Number of 

clusters 

Number of 

major clusters 

Silhouette score of 

the major clusters 
Major clusters Size Silhouette 

 #5 Education system 78 0.904 

 #6 Pilot study 71 0.813 

 #7 Corpus-based study 65 0.825 

 #8 Translation profession 64 0.81 

 #9 Web localization 63 0.807 

12 -1 -1 Top 100% 0.4118 0.4659 13 5 0.6374 #0 News translation 220 0.548 

 #1 Web localization 207 0.538 

 #2 Translation competence 166 0.603 

 #3 Court interpreter 125 0.715 

 #4 Translation process 120 0.783 
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Appendix 2. Top twenty references with the strongest citation burst 

Number Author(s) Strength Begin End Duration Frequency Degree Centrality Sigma Cluster 

1 Baker (2006) 15.73 2010 2012 3 65 46 0.06 2.66 1 

2 Cronin (2003) 13.62 2004 2011 8 39 44 0.07 2.48 4 

3 Tymoczko (2007) 13.15 2010 2014 5 60 22 0.02 1.31 1 

4 Kiraly (2000) 12.50 2003 2008 6 23 30 0.06 2.05 0 

5 Wolf and Fukari (2007) 10.77 2011 2015 5 44 33 0.04 1.59 1 

6 Baker (1998) 10.76 2002 2006 5 17 16 0.03 1.31 13 

7 Saldanha and O’Brien (2013) 10.47 2015 2020 6 32 36 0.10 2.61 3 

8 Angelelli (2004) 10.08 2008 2012 5 28 17 0.03 1.30 15 

9 Venuti (1998) 9.88 2001 2006 6 16 9 0.01 1.07 4 

10 Gentzler (2008) 9.85 2010 2013 4 25 9 0.00 1.03 1 

11 Kelly (2005) 9.42 2010 2013 4 38 31 0.10 2.49 0 

12 Bielsa and Bassnett (2009) 9.32 2011 2012 2 41 31 0.04 1.43 1 

13 Toury (1995) 9.32 2001 2003 3 41 31 0.04 1.43 13 

14 Englund Dimitrova (2005) 9.26 2011 2013 3 23 12 0.00 1.03 9 

15 Venuti (2008) 9.25 2010 2016 7 46 9 0.00 1.01 2 

16 Angelelli (2004) 8.94 2010 2012 3 18 16 0.01 1.11 15 
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17 Pöchhacker (2004) 8.66 2005 2012 8 30 20 0.04 1.36 0 

18 Olohan (2004) 8.63 2008 2012 5 24 15 0.03 1.28 9 

19 Koskinen (2014) 8.49 2014 2015 2 21 15 0.01 1.10 2 

20 Snell-Hornby (2006) 8.30 2009 2013 5 30 15 0.01 1.10 1 
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