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Introduction

Technology shapes the ways we interact and communicate, with profound implications for the 
field of translation. The growing significance and complexity of translation technologies such as 
CAT tools, MT and LLMs require a sustained analysis of their societal and cultural implications 
and consequences. This chapter aims to explore how various sub-fields related to the Critical 
Theory of Technology (CTT) (Feenberg 2002, 2012) may help illuminate the relationship between 
translation and digital technologies. The first section provides a definition and explanation of 
CTT and its role in the debate about technological determinism. The second section focuses on a 
nascent Critical Theory of Translation Technology (C3T), outlining issues related to the design, 
development, and application of translation technology (TT). Finally, the third section explores 
emerging perspectives in the fields of translation studies (TS) and TT.

Critical theories of technology

Critical theories encompass a range of frameworks that aim to understand and examine the power 
structures and ideological foundations that influence social, cultural, economic, and political phe-
nomena. Emerging primarily from the Frankfurt School of critical theory which included think-
ers such as Max Horkheimer (1972), Theodor Adorno (Horkheimer and Adorno 2002), Marcuse 
(1980) and later Jürgen Habermas (2014), critical epistemologies seek to engage with social injus-
tice, inequality and domination in modern societies. A Critical Theory of Technology then, delves 
into the intricate relationship between technology and society. Unlike perspectives that perceive 
technology as neutral or predetermined, CTT argues that technological artefacts and systems are 
deeply embedded in political and economic contexts. This implies that technology is neither inde-
pendent nor impartial; instead, it reinforces existing power structures and ideological interests. 
The intellectual lineage of CTT can be traced back to Marxist and post-Marxist traditions such 
as the Frankfurt School’s archetypal approach to critical theory (Feenberg  et  al. 1991; Haber-
mas 2014; Horkheimer and Adorno 2002; Marcuse 1980). Andrew Feenberg’s Critical Theory of 
Technology (1991) is a seminal work in this line of scholarship which combines insights from the 
Frankfurt School’s theory, with perspectives from the field of Science and Technology Studies. 
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The synthesis of these two approaches provides a framework for understanding technology’s soci-
etal and political implications. Feenberg’s CTT argues that technology is not a neutral tool, but a 
product influenced by ideologies, values, and power dynamics. Unlike technological determinism, 
which uncritically views technology as a force that is shaping society, Feenberg’s theory suggests 
that technology is deeply intertwined with individual, social, and cultural factors. Accordingly, 
technological artefacts and systems are created and implemented within socio-political contexts 
and thus carry the imprints of those contexts including the power relations and ideologies they 
uphold. In order to appreciate the potential of CTT as a theoretical and methodological frame-
work to study translation in the digital era it is necessary to explain the concept of technological 
determinism and compare it to the insights to be gained by a socio-constructionist approach to 
technological evolution.

Technological determinism

Technological determinism is a philosophical principle, perhaps even a pervasive instinct, that 
asserts technological change as the primary cause of social evolution and progress. This per-
spective is based on two theses: 1) technology operates autonomously and independently from 
apparent outside social influences; 2) technology is inherently neutral from socio-economic and 
ideological interests.

Technology as autonomous and independent of social influences

According to a version of determinism known as technological essentialism, technology operates 
according to its own inherent laws and dynamics existing beyond the control of human will (Ellul 
2018; Ellul and Illich 1995). This suggests that once the initial conditions are established, techno-
logical development will inevitably produce both positive and negative outcomes. Technological 
determinism also functions as an ideology aimed at justifying the status quo and reinforcing the 
dominance of technology. This ideology convinces people that the core issues for human and 
social progress are of a purely technical nature (López Cerezo, Luján, and González García 1996; 
López Cerezo and Lújan 2003). Only technology experts and scientists are believed to have the 
ability and authority to make informed decisions about positive progress. In a society governed 
by techno-scientific rationality, there is no space for citizen involvement or ethical considerations, 
since democratic participation is viewed as an interference with the progress of technology and in 
turn of humanity and society. Addressing this mode of instrumental thinking requires an examina-
tion from political, philosophical, and ethical viewpoints within information technology theory 
(Floridi 2001, 2006, 2016).

Technology as inherently neutral from socio-economic and ideological interests

In this view, technological objects are tools that are inherently devoid of value judgments. Embrac-
ing this perspective has grave implications for understanding the relationship between technology 
and society. According to this line of thinking, the interaction between technological object and 
human subject is asymmetrical since any negative consequences that arise from using technology 
cannot solely be attributed to the object itself. While technology does influence society and can 
enhance its capabilities, it operates, as an apparently neutral mechanism, according to its own 
internal logic (Feenberg 2009). And in case technology is used for negative purposes, it is ulti-
mately the responsibility of the individuals who use it. Technology, however, cannot be considered 
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neutral because it always influences and is influenced by a given sociocultural system (Feenberg 
2009: 146). By extension, every artefact and technological system is inextricably intertwined with 
ideological interests and societal values which renders it into a patently political phenomenon 
(Feenberg and Hannay 1995; Misa, Brey, and Feenberg 2003; Winner 1980).

Technological determinism adorns technology with particular properties of autonomy and 
neutrality. Technological determinism, however, overlooks the influence and actions of capital 
owners, designers, technologists, and other stakeholders. As a result, an influential group often 
emerges, known as the “active technocracy”, while the governance of the system is managed 
by the “passive technocracy” (Romero Moñivas 2009). Active technocracy tends to be espoused 
by economic elites, often positively designated as “visionaries” that tend to hold neoliberal and 
anarcho-capitalist views on information technology, which they regard as a means to expand social 
and economic capital. A logical extension of active technocracy would involve the attempted lib-
eration of human life from its natural biological shackles, which has come to be known as transhu-
manist ideology (Braidotti 2021; O’Thomas 2017).

Social constructionism

Social constructionism stands in contrast to technological determinism, presenting an entirely 
divergent perception on the relationship between technology and society (Pinch and Bijker 1984). 
Unlike determinism, which regards technology as a neutral agent driving inevitable social pro-
gress, social constructionism argues that technology is shaping and is shaped by social forces such 
as values, interests, and power dynamics.

Central to constructionism is the epistemological frameworks of Social Construction of Tech-
nology (SCOT) (Pinch and Bijker 1984) and Actor Network Theory (ANT) (Latour 2007), both 
falling under the broader field of Science and Technology Studies (STS). These frameworks offer 
methodologies for examining the interplay across power dynamics, technology, society, and the 
economy. They promote non-essentialist research by rejecting the belief that technology is inher-
ently autonomous and neutral. Instead, they interpret technology as a functional driver that medi-
ates values on behalf of individuals or social groups. Through a social constructionist prism, STS 
places emphasis on (the interaction of) human and non-human agency in shaping technological 
systems. It provides scholars with tools to analyse and pinpoint ideologies and values that are 
embedded within these systems, which complements the CTT focus on power dynamics and 
ideological structures. The epistemology of constructionism, as articulated in the SCOT model, 
emphasises the role of networks, human choices, and social interpretations in the process of tech-
nological development. While sharing some similarities with determinism, constructionism goes 
further by examining the interactions and negotiations between social groups. This approach 
offers a nuanced understanding of technology as a product shaping and being shaped by various 
societal forces.

Andrew Feenberg’s CTT effectively incorporates elements of constructionism and thus 
enhances its ability to examine both the expressions of power and ideology in technological 
arrangements and the subtle social mechanisms that structure them. This methodological synthe-
sis leads to a comprehensive view of technology that goes beyond simplistic divisions between 
technological determinism and social constructionism. Instead, it portrays technology as a blend 
of logic and societal influence. CTT aligns closely with STS in that it emphasises agency whilst 
also providing an insightful critique encompassing power dynamics, ideological elements, and 
social negotiations. This chapter focuses on Feenberg’s social constructionist interpretation of 
CTT. A social constructionist approach allows for a nuanced and ethically driven examination of 
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power structures in the translation technology industry. Drawing on insights from CTT helps us to 
understand how technology plays a multifaceted – both positive and often controversial – role in 
the translation field.

Towards a critical theory of translation technology

Critical theories challenge the notion of translation as a neutral or transparent process and instead 
highlight the ways in which translations are influenced by and contribute to power relations, ideo-
logical stances, and cultural exchange. They argue for a heightened (self-)reflexive and responsi-
ble, perhaps even empowering, approach to translation that recognises the agency of the translator, 
the translatorial network, and the socio-political dimensions of translation practice (Fernández and 
Evans 2018).

Translation studies include diverse currents of thought which may also be understood as “criti-
cal theories”, such as feminism, gender studies, critical race theory, postcolonial criticism and 
critical cultural theory (Arrojo 1998; Bassnett and Trivedi 1999; Niranjana 1992; Venuti 1992, 
1995, 1998; Baker 2001, 2009; Bennett 2006, 2017; Tymoczko 2007, 2010). Critical theories of 
translation aim to transform the activity of translators and their surrounding networks by engag-
ing with ideology, politics, and ethics (Baker 2001; Baumgarten 2012, 2016). These theories urge 
translators to go beyond merely “transferring” one language into another. They must be aware of 
their decision-making processes, which can reflect personal and societal biases. Critical theories, 
therefore, recognise translation not just as a linguistic but also as a cultural and ideological act. 
Some authors have contributed to the critical analysis of translation technologies from a socio-
logical (Olohan 2011; Kenny 2011; Kenny and Doherty 2014; O’Hagan 2016; Littau 2016) and 
also ecological perspective (Cronin 2017). These approaches pursue a kind of normative ethics 
that is firmly rooted in a human-centred ontology, thus marking a crucial shift towards a more 
all-encompassing and less reductionist understanding of translation (O’Brien 2012; Moorkens 
2020; Sakamoto 2019). There are “complex” approaches that address translation as a dynamic, 
multifaceted system. Marais’ (2014) complexity theory approach, for instance, provides a valu-
able framework for understanding translation as a complex sociocultural and ideological system 
involving multiple agents and interactions. Robinson (2022) integrates and expands on Marais’ 
theory, suggesting that translation operates at the edge of chaos, where order and disorder inter-
sect dynamically. There is also a shift in critical thinking against approaches that centre largely 
on human perspectives. Some studies are exploring critical posthumanist conceptions (Braidotti 
2021; Ferrando 2019; Wolfe 2010) that challenge a narrow human focus by recognising non-human 
elements as an influential factor in shaping translation practices and ethics (Cronin 2012, 2017; 
O’Thomas 2017; Fenoulhet 2020).

In the evolving landscape of translation studies, especially within the framework of CT and critical 
theory of translation technology (C3T), the concept of “discourse” (Foucault 1971) and the schol-
arly practice of critical discourse analysis (CDA) serve as foundational theoretical-methodological 
parameters (Baumgarten and Schröter 2017: 135–136). In this context, “discourse” goes beyond 
mere textual analysis to encompass a broader examination of the social practices, ideologies and 
power dynamics through which language is both constructed and reflected. CDA  thus becomes 
a methodological-analytical tool that not only examines the text itself for biases, ideologies and 
power relations (Tymoczko and Gentzler 2002) but also explores the broader socio-political con-
texts that influence and are influenced by language use (Baumgarten 2017, 2016).

This broad conceptualisation of the key concept of discourse allows us to make an initial dis-
tinction between two main orientations with relevance to critical translation theories: those with 



The Routledge Handbook of Translation Technology and Society

104

a socio-linguistic or textual bias (Munday and Zhang 2015) and those rooted in philosophical and 
sociological epistemologies (Olohan 2017).

The first orientation of C3T, which also draws on CDA, focuses on the analysis of texts – espe-
cially translated texts – to discover how linguistic choices, narrative structures and textual strate-
gies reveal underlying ideologies, prejudices and assumptions (Venuti 1995; Cronin 2006). There 
is also a strand of text-oriented CDA that pursues a socio-cognitive approach, exploring the ration-
ality of decision-making (van Dijk 1998; Baumgarten and Schröter 2017: 141; Munday and Zhang 
2015: 328). It is important to consider how forms of historical rationality influence translation 
practices and reinforce hegemonic discourses. Karen Bennett, for instance, highlights two forms 
of “longue durée” rationality that have influenced translation practices through the diffusion of 
hegemonic discourses: French non-empiricism and English rationalism (Bennett 2017: 224–225). 
Baumgarten (2017) argues that in order to better understand the expansive growth of a historically 
evolving rationality of domination, it is essential to analyse 1) the epistemic fragments linked to 
translation events and translated texts. This analysis, in turn, helps us 2) to understand how stake-
holders in translation events tend to accommodate their “language to the prevailing hegemony of 
market relations” (Baumgarten 2017: 257–258). Translation itself, seen from a global viewpoint, 
may contribute to the standardisation and homogenisation of knowledge by erasing its plurality 
(Cronin 2017: 111). From the perspective of power structures, such processes of “erasure”, which 
diminish epistemological and linguistic plurality, are facilitated by unequal linguistic and cultural 
exchanges. For instance, adapting translations into English to meet academic standards can be 
seen as a form of self-censorship called “epistemicide” (Santos 2001: 251–279). The concept of 
epistemicide describes the erasure of native knowledge systems which eliminates valuable cultural 
resources. In the processes of translation, however, it is significant to strive for new ways of think-
ing and communicating, in an effort to create and engender new discursive worlds.

The academic publishing industry (Bennett 2006: 111) perceives issues such as style, fluency 
and structure as technical problems but not as challenges of (cultural) assimilation and conformity. 
By adopting a ‘technically neutral’ discourse, a conceptual and epistemological “loss” is admitted 
on behalf of academic discourse for the sake of scientific progress. To explore these issues, Baum-
garten (2017) analyses Adorno’s philosophical work Ästhetische Theorie and its English transla-
tions, arguing that translation has the capacity to “enrich” hegemonic knowledge structures of 
capitalist societies (Baumgarten 2017: 246). This approach pushes for a non-essentialist perspec-
tive on translation, claiming that translations are complex forms of meaning-making (Marais 2014, 
2019) rather than mere technical reproductions of original texts. Although a hegemonic, largely 
Anglophone, discourse strives to present texts as neutral products, they are, in fact, historical enti-
ties that perpetuate power structures that foster inequality (Baumgarten 2016: 120). In a similar 
sense, the theory of knowledge underpinning C3T challenges traditional notions of fidelity and 
equivalence and encourages a view of translation that acknowledges its historical, socio-cultural, 
and ideological embeddedness. Baumgarten also proposes a new epistemology based on the con-
cept of hegemonic “non-translation” (cf. Santos 2006) and a critical framework for examining 
the need for uniformity in translation theories in order to foster cultural pluralism and to reduce 
Eurocentrism in translation studies (Baumgarten 2016: 123–124).

The second orientation of C3T has also drawn on philosophical and sociological paradigms 
such as CTT and post-Marxist theories, with the addition of STS methodologies such as SCOT 
and ANT. The focus is on how translation as a practice shapes and contributes to wider social and 
cultural dynamics, such as the commodification of language services, the ethical implications of 
machine translation and AI, and the role of translators as mediators not only between languages 
but also between cultures, economies, and technological paradigms. In this context, we can refer 
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to a techno-capitalist discourse on translation, grounded in a sociotechnical epistemology. At both 
the theoretical and empirical levels, CDA and STS can serve as C3T methodologies to explore how 
technological hegemony functions within the realm of translation technologies. Critical transla-
tion theorists tend to employ SCOT (Olohan 2017, 2019; Sakamoto and Yamada 2020) and ANT 
(Kung 2021; O’Hagan 2016) to challenge the notion of technological determinism in translation 
technologies. They argue that cultural contexts shape and are shaped by technological artefacts 
and that users impose their own, partly cultural, and ideological, meanings on these technologies. 
On that basis, C3T scholars try to develop theoretical and methodological frameworks (O’Brien 
2012; Sakamoto 2019; Olohan 2017; O’Hagan 2016).

Ontological and epistemological perspectives

From an ontological perspective, C3T argues that reality emerges from the interactions between 
people and technology, highlighting the complexity of translation as a socio-cognitive activity 
mediated by technology. The reality of translation work is seen as a dynamic process that unfolds 
through the interaction between CAT tools, such as terminology management tools, machine 
translation, and increasingly AI tools. Authors such as O’Brien (2012) and Olohan (2017) take 
a non-essentialist stance towards technology and its societal framings, arguing that technology 
does not have an inherently neutral meaning but that people attribute meaning to it within spe-
cific societal and thus ideological environments. By analysing power structures and informed 
decision-making, Sakamoto and Yamada (2020) explore the social dynamics within the practice 
of machine translation post-editing (MTPE) with a SCOT methodology. They examine how dif-
ferent social groups interpret and negotiate the implementation of MTPE and thus reveal various 
underlying power structures and critical negotiations. The authors conclude that ethical and sus-
tainable translation workflows need to be harmonised with the complexities of social group inter-
actions (Sakamoto and Yamada 2020: 94). Similarly, O’Hagan (2016: 933) is one of a handful 
of scholars who adopt a CTT perspective that highlights the ethical dilemmas of the translation 
profession arising from the proliferation of crowdsourcing and mass open translation practices, 
which tend to contribute to the perception that the profession may become obsolete due to the 
activities of untrained, non-professional translators (O’Hagan 2011). Technology is not a mere 
artefact, but a social construction. This ontological stance implies that especially AI-based trans-
lation technologies– as societal agents in their own right – acquire their meaning through inter-
actions between different social groups. The reality of AI-based MT is not predetermined but 
depends on the perceptions, actions, and negotiations between different actors throughout the 
translation process.

From an epistemological point of view, C3T approaches foster interdisciplinary (O’Brien 2012) 
or transdisciplinary methods (De la Cruz Recio 2018, 2024), leaning on fields such as STS. Eth-
nographic observation methods and experimental studies are significant in order to understand the 
impact of technology on everyday translation work. These approaches also focus on interpretive 
aspects, aiming to understand and examine the social processes in which actors interact with tech-
nology. O’Hagan (2017) studied social dynamics and meaning-making processes by examining 
the crowdsourcing initiative Facebook Translation. Here, ANT proved useful for analysing how 
a collective translation platform, such as the Facebook initiative, creates spaces where human 
translators interact with technology. This interaction is not limited to the use of technology for 
translation tasks since it also involves negotiations around power, control and trust across human 
participants and the technological infrastructure. Such an approach not only highlights the impor-
tance of ethical considerations in the use of technology but also argues for a better understanding 
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of how technology affects translator autonomy, professionalism, and the broader social perception 
of the translation profession.

Another essential epistemological aspect of C3T that is common to this type of critical analysis 
concerns a critique of positivist epistemology and instrumental rationality. A positivist epistemol-
ogy tends to be reductionist because it assumes that technical solutions cannot only solve practi-
cal but also social problems. This type of thinking is based on the belief that all problems are 
technical, that technology has the answer to all problems and that it is synonymous with progress. 
A positivist perspective overlooks the cultural, environmental, and social contexts in which tech-
nologies arise. A positivist perspective is reductionist because it renders socio-economic relations 
invisible and thus oversimplifies the answers to complex questions concerning social interchange 
and human nature (O’Brien 2012; Moorkens 2020). Reductionism, in turn, presupposes the inevi-
tability of technological progress, and it tends to equate human intelligence with artificial intel-
ligence, leading to a competitive rather than collaborative approach to translation. However, this 
dichotomy is a “categorical error” (De la Cruz Recio 2018) that leads to the reification of the trans-
lator and the assumption of a technological predetermination. For instance, the dichotomy between 
human and machine, human translation and machine translation, human intelligence and artificial 
intelligence is a “categorical error”, as it reduces the human being to an artefact and human cog-
nitive processes to mechanical computation. This creates a false dichotomy between human and 
machine translators (O’Brien 2023; De la Cruz Recio 2018; Baumgarten 2017: 253). Humans 
as living organisms and machines as artificial items are still different (cf. O’Thomas 2017), both 
in the nature of their interactions and in their constitution. A human being is an ethical subject 
with the capacity to make democratically informed rational decisions about reality that include 
interactions with translation technology. In response to this reductionism, C3T calls for an ethi-
cally grounded integration of technology (e.g., TM, MT, AI) into translation processes. O’Brien 
(2023) argues against the frequently invoked binary opposition between human translators and 
artificial intelligence and proposes a collaborative model in which technology augments rather 
than impedes human intelligence and skills. Translation technology should be human-centred and 
focus on empowering translators rather than emulating or replacing them (O’Brien 2012, 2023; 
Sakamoto 2019). O’Brien (2012: 10) thus criticises prevailing trends that prioritise efficiency and 
automation over human skills and autonomy.

Techno-capitalist influence on translation: towards human-centred design

A  further key question that guides C3T research is how translation theories and practices are 
influenced by techno-capitalist ideologies that seek to dominate or control other cultures and lan-
guages (Wang and Zhang 2017; Baumgarten 2017). In CTT, technological design and develop-
ment embody the values and ideologies of the actors involved (Feenberg 2009). Technology is, 
therefore, a social and political issue, as it can reflect or impose certain views or power structures. 
Stakeholders in technology such as designers, ICT developers, LSPs, and proprietors of large 
technology companies should be aware that accessibility, ergonomics, and usability of technol-
ogy often reflect hegemonic thinking. These agents influence the development of society and its 
ecological, economic, political, and cultural contexts through their actions and decisions. Along-
side translators, these key groups should be involved in democratic decision-making processes 
and actively contribute to debates on the technical aspects of policy decisions. Their influence on 
technological issues may thus go beyond purely technical considerations, in particular, when tak-
ing into account the real-world implications of their work. Some research has pointed out ethical 
and sustainability concerns for MT that have been overlooked (Cronin 2017: 5; Kenny, Moorkens, 
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and Carmo 2020). Although the development of neural machine translation has also had a posi-
tive impact on the translation industry, the well-being of translators and society, the future of the 
profession, as well as the ethical, environmental, and political implications on sustainability have 
not yet been considered in much detail (Cronin 2020a; O’Thomas 2017).

C3T considers the design and development of TT as a process of social meaning-making 
(Floridi 2017). According to CTT, the design process must always prioritise the values that are 
politically legitimised by society (Feenberg  et  al. 1991: 152–153). Technocratic hegemony is 
embodied in design and development (Feng and Feenberg 2008), which justifies the supremacy of 
technological knowledge as a criterion of socio-economic distinction. It is, therefore, important to 
redefine techno-scientific knowledge as a feature of political consensus (Feng and Feenberg 2008: 
152–153). Political legitimacy should serve as a guiding principle for technology, ensuring that 
the organisation of knowledge is rooted, above all, in human values. One approach that may serve 
as an example but has not yet gained recognition in translation studies is Value Sensitive Design 
(VSD), which aims to incorporate values that have an impact on democratic coexistence into tech-
nological design (Friedman, Kahn Jr., and Hagman 2003).

C3T emphasise the need for translation technology to be designed with the human aspect in 
mind, suggesting a collaborative approach in which technology serves as an aid rather than a 
replacement of human translators. However, the design and implementation of TT often do not 
fully take into account the ergonomic needs of translators. Therefore, through a critical stance 
towards technology, C3T theorists advocate that its development and use should be informed by 
the needs and experiences of translators to ensure that it supports rather than undermines their 
work (O’Brien 2012, 2023; Olohan 2017). Ehrensberger-Dow and O’Brien (2015) examine the 
cognitive and ergonomic challenges faced by professional translators and the impact of word pro-
cessing software and CAT tool layout on their efficiency and job satisfaction (cf. O’Brien 2012: 
114; Moorkens 2020: 12).

Technologies such as TM and MT tools have a transformative impact on the profes-
sion. These technologies can both facilitate and complicate the translation process. Indeed, a 
technology-centred approach can lead to issues such as dehumanisation and devaluation. Accord-
ing to Olohan (2017), techno-capitalist discourse often overlooks the potential risks posed by 
translation technologies, such as de-skilling, increased precariousness, and a competitive drive 
towards technological adoption without a corresponding increase in the value of translation 
work. In the context of C3T, this devaluation of human labour and agency encompasses a deeper, 
intrinsic devaluation of the human being per se, and also relates to the state of alienation when 
individuals feel disconnected from their work, professional potential, and social interactions. 
In today’s techno-capitalist system, alienation arises from the merging of human cognitive val-
ues with socio-economic values through reification (Baumgarten and Cornellà-Detrell 2018; 
Schäffner 2018; Cronin 2017: 99–100; do Carmo 2020), a process that leads to the internalisation 
of capitalist market principles and beliefs. This affects translators through the loss of control over 
decision-making processes in translation projects, direct work organisation and time management 
(Baumgarten and Bourgadel 2023; Sakamoto 2019). In times of digital capitalism, translators are 
forced to compete in a market environment where they become just another cog in a machine 
without control over the means of production (Baumgarten and Bourgadel 2023; Moorkens 2020: 
25). Translation project management is also affected by significant changes. Sakamoto and Yam-
ada (2020) and Moorkens (2023) point to a critical juncture in translation management, where a 
drive towards digitisation and algorithmic control requires a careful balance between technologi-
cal efficiency and the preservation of human-centred values. The implication for management in 
general is the need to adapt to technological advances by developing more flexible, ethical, and 
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human-centred management approaches. In addition, Sakamoto (2019) identifies project manag-
ers’ concerns about uncertainty, the changing role of translators, post-editing prices, and new 
power dynamics within the sector.

In conclusion, C3T scholars identify a tension between the opportunities offered by technolo-
gies to improve productivity and quality and the risk of devaluing human expertise and creativity. 
O’Brien (2012) suggests that a balance should be struck by recognising the potential of technology 
to support, rather than replace, human translators. Baumgarten and Bourgadel (2023) stress the 
importance of maintaining human supervision and control over the means of production. O’Brien 
(2012) also suggests that future developments should focus on fostering a symbiotic relationship 
between translators and technology, with machines taking over the more routine tasks, leaving 
humans free to deal with the more complex and nuanced aspects of translation.

Emerging perspectives

When contemplating the future of C3T and translation studies (O’Hagan 2013), it becomes crucial 
to address the role of technology in human society. As technology evolves at breakneck speed, 
many feel dwarfed by its increasing grip on society, resorting to technology itself as a source of 
comfort. This situation relegates humans to the sidelines of progress, with technological processes 
increasingly overshadowing human expertise. When it comes to translation, these technologies 
go beyond being tools that redefine the role of human translators. The notion of “active technoc-
racy” (Romero Moñivas 2009) highlights the responsibility of stakeholders in technology during 
the design phase, which should be grounded in ecological awareness and social considerations 
(Floridi 2017). It aligns with perspectives such as Cronin’s eco-critical theory, which advocates 
for a sustainable approach to TT with less emphasis on high-tech solutions (Cronin 2013, 2017, 
2020a). This exploration should be guided by a paradigm that promotes shared responsibility and 
collaborative development of technological, social, and ecological aspects (Kato and Allen 2023). 
Technological evolution is not autonomous but rather influenced by internal and external factors 
(Floridi 2017; Feenberg 1991).

A growing interest in posthumanist theories has sparked concerns about human identity and 
agency in the field of translation studies (Cronin 2020b). While AI-based translation achieves sig-
nificant output quality, the processes involved are fundamentally different. Human translation is 
rooted in biological processes, such as neural activity and biochemical transformations, while AI 
translation operates through mechanical, algorithmic computations (De la Cruz Recio 2024: 20–24; 
O’Brien 2012; Moorkens 2020). The idea of becoming a cyborg or homo ciberneticus, as some 
posthumanist theories suggest (Braidotti 2021; Fink 2021; Haraway 1991; Verbeek 2008), leads 
us to question whether we should sacrifice the communicative essence of human translation – and 
even human nature itself – for technological integration. Narratives in posthumanist critical theory 
often imagine a future with “superintelligences” and  – in the radical version  – “transhumans”, 
claiming that digital advancements could enhance capabilities beyond human biological limitations 
(Cronin 2020b; O’Thomas 2017). We must ask ourselves, however, whether the transformation of 
nature presented in these narratives is truly the ultimate goal for humanity and translation.

Technology is not neutral or independent, it arises from and promotes social, economic, and 
political interests. C3T challenges the prevailing notion of technological determinism that domi-
nates both professional and academic circles in translation studies. C3T encourages us to remove 
our political and ideological blinders for the benefit of an engaged and reflective approach con-
cerning the role of technology in translation. This shift is crucial not only for academia but also 
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for practitioners and broader society. By adopting a more critical perspective, by resisting the 
hegemony of techno-capitalism, one can reclaim a human-centred focus, both in translation prac-
tice and theory.
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