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Summing up the shift in translation studies that started in the 1980s, Hatim 
(2012: 83– 84) writes:

Under what may be termed ‘the ideology of translation’, translation the-
orists…have become interested in such aspects of the process as:

•	 the choice of works to be translated (what is valued and what is 
excluded)

 • the power structure which controls the production and consump-
tions of translations

 • who has access to translation and who is denied access?
•	 what is omitted, added or altered in seeking to control the message?

This shift came about because translation examined ‘under the auspices of 
traditional dichotomies experienced a crisis when the untenable nature of 
value- free and detached point- of- view and the embeddedness of human 
sciences in culture and ideology started to be foregrounded in Translation 
Studies’ (Dizdar 2012:  58). As such, the injection of ideas and paradigms 
from a basket of disciplines (discourse, cultural, colonial, postcolonial, 
gender, conflict studies, and so forth) into the exploration of translation and 
translating has contributed a great deal to the enlargement of the discipline 
and the areas it is deployed to investigate. In particular, the view of culture- 
modelling through translation has raised questions that cannot be adequately 
answered by the conventionalized notions of equivalence, accuracy, fidelity, 
or ‘sourceer vs targeteer’ approaches to translation and translating.

Examined through the prism of discourse analysis, translation, as both 
theory and practice, can bring together a number of analytical tools, lin-
guistic and non- linguistic, to explore language in use and the agenda- setting 
or framing involved in such use. As such, translation naturally involves all 
that discourse analysis (or critical discourse analysis) entails, including cul-
ture, as Robyns (1994: 406) appropriately argues:

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



2 Said Faiq

[I] n order to study the role that translation plays in the dynamics of self- 
definition, the focus of attention has to be shifted from individual texts 
or linguistic features in translation (however ‘contextualized’ the analysis 
may be) to interference between discourses and discursive structures and 
strategies.

However, despite the many shifts, there are still those who see little contribu-
tion to the study of translation through the prism of disciplines such as dis-
course analysis. Pym (1992: 227– 228), for example, suggests:

I believe that most existing forms of  discourse analysis are fundamen-
tally inadequate to the problems of  translation and therefore potentially 
misleading for the development of  translation theory. My arguments 
will take the form of  three general points: 1) Contemporary use of  the 
term discourse is in a mess and probably deserves to be abandoned; 
2) The only kind of  discourse analysis strictly pertinent to translation 
is that which sees translation as discursive work; 3) Far from passively 
receiving externally derived analyses, translation itself  should become 
a discovery procedure for the location and delimitation of  discourses. 
That is, the limits and frustrations of  most forms of  discourse analysis 
might profitably be overcome through a judicious application of  trans-
lation analysis.

It is certainly true that, like any other social science and humanities frame-
work, discourse analysis has gone through a number of redefinitions and 
repositioning to investigate old and emerging social phenomena. It has often 
been examined under different rubrics, but all share one common denomin-
ator: human interaction through language should be examined at both the 
macro and micro strata of communication. Such rubrics include cognitive- 
structural models of discourse analysis, frame analysis, and narrative ana-
lysis, for example. Still, most models of discourse analysis consider textual 
realizations by users within particular contexts (culture/ ideology).

This is the very job the chapters in this volume attempt to do, and what 
Basil Hatim has advocated for some five decades:  the study of texts (tex-
ture and structure) within contexts (pragmatic, semiotic, and communica-
tive dimensions). As a discourse, translation does not exist! It occurs when 
a text is utilized by a user (= translator) to produce another text with all 
the likes, dislikes, prejudices, ideology, and so forth of this user. Translation 
is thus based on the translator, as user in the dynamics of information– 
communication– knowledge base/ body. In the case of the source culture, a 
text is information communicated with the purpose of being used by receivers 
to add to exiting similar works, or to create new ‘files’ in the knowledge body/ 
base. Axiomatically, the same process and purpose are assumed to apply to 
the target text and its receivers.
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As noted above, this web of communication is what discourse analysis 
explores at two levels of communication: macro and micro. The macro- level, 
or what Gee (2004) calls Discourse (with a capital D), investigates aspects of 
intentionality, acceptability, situationality, informativity, and intertextuality 
(sociocultural practices of discourse analysis). The micro- level, or what Gee 
(2004) labels discourse (with a lower- case d) largely investigates aspects of 
cohesion and coherence (socio- textual practices of discourse analysis). Gee 
(2004: 6) writes:

The distinction between ‘Discourse’ with a ‘big D’ and ‘discourse’ with 
a ‘little d’ plays a role throughout this book. This distinction is meant to 
do this: we, as ‘applied linguists’ or ‘sociolinguists’, are interested in how 
language is used ‘on site’ to enact activities and identities. Such language- 
in- use, I will call ‘discourse’ with a ‘little d’. But activities and identities 
are rarely ever enacted through language alone.

So, translation as Discourse invokes higher- order levels of analysis (often 
pre- existing translation itself  as both process and product). Discourse may 
be said to encompass culture, understood as what the members of a par-
ticular community ought to know about how to act, interact, and interpret 
their experience and texts in distinctive ways. These ways are based on specific 
components of culture, including a particular history, social structure, values 
and beliefs, religion, and language, where the latter expresses and gives shape 
to the other components of culture (Discourse). So, Discourse involves the 
totality of attitudes towards the world, towards events, other cultures and 
peoples, and the manner in which the attitudes are mediated (Fairclough 
1995) or, as van Dijk (1998: 8) succinctly puts it,

the basis of the social representations shared by members of a group. 
This means that ideologies allow people, as group members, to organize 
the multitude of social beliefs about what is the case, good or bad, right 
or wrong, for them, and to act accordingly (emphasis in the original).

Culture is also assumed to cover material elements (material culture), which 
generally refers to products and habits such as food, clothes, sleeping norms, 
marriage and divorce ceremonies, prayers, modes of transportation, habitat, 
flora and fauna, and so forth. The elements of microculture do not usually 
represent serious difficulties in translation, and can be remedied through foot-
notes, although this may affect readability. When celebrating cultural differ-
ences, almost all media outlets and both governmental and non- governmental 
bodies unfortunately focus on aspects of microculture (programmes, shows, 
campaigns, festivals, and so forth, on different dance traditions, cuisines, and 
clothes, which are seen as instances of cultural otherness). But, aspects of 
microculture may well become signatures (icons) reflecting macroculture, and 
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as such they trigger underlying perceptions derived from Discourse (turban, 
beard, veil, camel, and so forth).

Although language is considered an element of culture (Discourse), it is 
rather one side of a coin whose other side is culture in its totality. They are 
both so intertwined that it is difficult to conceive of one without the other 
(Bassnett 1998). A very basic definition of language is that it is no more than 
the combination of a good grammar book and a good monolingual dic-
tionary. But these two do not capture what users actually do with the gram-
mar rules and the words neatly listed in dictionaries; instead, language use 
very much depends on users, and language assumes its importance as the mir-
ror of the ways members of a culture perceive reality, identity, self, and other 
(Discourse), and so language use is the domain of discourse.

For translation, and in the case of the target culture, the semiotic triad of 
producer, text, and receiver of D/ discourse is theoretically supposed to be 
‘replicated’. But is this always true? Perhaps for certain pragmatic texts, as 
Lefevere (1999) labels them, but it is not the case with non- pragmatic text 
such as literary, political, and so forth, for which decisions at the Discourse 
level influence and guide choices at the discourse level. Within intercultural 
encounters and particularly in colonial, post- colonial, post- positivist, gender, 
and such contexts, as Niranjana (1992: 1) aptly writes, translation ‘becomes a 
significant site for raising questions of representation, power, and historicity. 
The context is one of contested stories attempting to account for, to recount, 
the asymmetry and inequality of relations between peoples, races, languages’. 
In other words, competing Discourses of translation and how they employ 
discourses in translation.

This volume

It is within this web of intercultural mediation through translation as D- 
discourse that this volume is located. Translation becomes. This becoming is 
a multi- layered process of negotiating discourse as communication (source 
and target texts) and Discourse of the becoming.

Dedicated to Basil Hatim (a Festschrift), the ten contributors address both 
in and of  translation as discourse: from the macro aspects of  translation as 
intercultural project to actual analysis and synthesis of  textual ingredients 
that contribute to translation as discourse (communication). The interplay 
between the ‘in’ and ‘of ’ applies to both inter-  and intralingual modes of 
communication, whereby the centrifugal and centripetal forces are exam-
ined vis- à- vis text in context, agency, power, and patronage as they relate to 
all stakeholders and theories involved in the translation industry. The ten 
chapters represent different interrogations of  ‘global’ theories of  discourse 
and translation, including interpreting, within different sociocultural envir-
onments:  Western (European and North American), African, Arab, and 
Chinese.

  

 

 

 



Translation as D-discourse 5

For the sake of  the usual human inclination of  generalizing objects, 
people, and events, Chapters 1 to 6 explore translation as Discourse and 
how it relates to itself  as discourse. Chapters  7 to 10 can be said to do 
the opposite, exploring translation as discourse and how it relates to its 
Discourse.

In Chapter  1, Ernst Wendland explores the nature of what is labelled 
translation, particularly given that today the term is so dynamically and flex-
ibly used. Is this flexibility useful in treating translation and translating as 
D- discourse? Through a critical review of the major approaches/ models in 
translation studies, Wendland considers concepts such as frames of reference, 
multimodal translation, globalization, and the vital influence of orality in 
translation. This chapter can be read as a call for an informed enlargement 
of translation studies whereby translators are empowered (Tymoczko 2014).

In Chapter 2, Richard Jacquemond teases out the ideological dimension in 
translation Discourse and how as discourse it serves that ideological dimen-
sion. Reflecting on the link between theory and practice and with a focus on 
France and the Arab world, Jacquemond considers the dialogical relation-
ship between cultures as they translate (from) each other. Ultimately, the dis-
cussion of translation as Discourse leads to consideration of aspects of the 
French orientalist academic field and French– Arab cultural relations.

In Chapter 3, Sandra Hale explores the often sidelined and ignored dimen-
sion of ethics in intercultural communication. With a focus on community 
translation and interpreting, Hale considers the double/ triple victimization 
of groups such as refugees or immigrants at the hands of well- intended, but 
poorly equipped translators and interpreters. This ultimately leads to injustice 
in the name of translation and interpreting. Not since World War II has 
humanity been in as great a need of specialist translators and interpreters to 
guarantee that participants exercise their basic human right of understanding 
and being understood. Importantly, specialists in translation are here consid-
ered as giving attention to both Discourse and discourse, which ultimately 
contributes to a fairer justice system.

Considering the interlingual interface between two superpowers, Chapter 4 
by Hui Wang explores how different translations, as discourse, are generated 
by the Discourse of translation that precedes actual translations. It is a case 
of one source, but many targets. Why? The answer provided by Wang lies in 
how intercultural mediation is deployed through translation to produce cer-
tain, often- intended, effects on the audience.

Remaining within the domain of intercultural encounters and the role of 
translation as both Discourse and discourse, in Chapter 5, Gavin N. Picken 
examines how translation was utilized by medieval Arabs to produce an essen-
tially Arab– Islamic discourse of their own. From almost obscurity, the Arabs 
managed through their unique translation movement as a social and political 
project to transform their nation, Ummah, into an acknowledged knowledge 
society par excellence.
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In Chapter 6, Ovidi Carbonell Cortés challenges the notion that the trans-
lation of specialized discourse is as innocent or stable as is widely believed. 
Particularly in the current context of globalization, the assumption is that 
specialized information is transferred across cultures in a seamless and 
unproblematic manner. Carbonell- Cortés argues that this is not the case. 
Specialized discourses project certain realties that are loaded with ideology 
(Discourse) and as such require a particular tool box to handle them as dis-
courses through translation. Here, translation requires integrated approaches 
that are characterized by critical awareness, a focus on social interaction, and 
the use of corpora as a key research tool.

Moving on to translation as discourse and how it affects and is affected by 
translation as Discourse, Chapter 7 by James Dickins considers connotation 
as language use that is very much interrelated with users. Dickins explores 
a number of forms of connotative meaning in terms of their relayed mean-
ing as symbolic, indexical (also quasi- indexical) or iconic, fuzzy- meaning 
boundaries, and the phenomena involved: reference- focusing, parenthetical, 
secondary- referential, or pseudo- referential. These meanings are related to 
translation choices and decisions by users, translators.

With a focus on legal discourse, Chapter 8 by Mohammed Farghal explores 
the problematic nature of modality in language use, in general, and, in par-
ticular, investigates how Arabic modality markers are employed in the Oman 
Basic Statute of the State (issued in 1996 and amended in 2011) and their offi-
cial English translations. Farghal provides an analysis of some 200 examples 
to demonstrate the translational strategies deployed to handle this important, 
yet challenging, discursive tool.

The way the Discourse of translation employs translation as discourse (lan-
guage use) provides a fertile site for the exploration of how media produ-
cers usually guide audiences toward readings and interpretations that favour 
existing norms of representations of their culture (Discourse) and along the 
way promote any distortions and misrepresentations of other cultures, all of 
which is realized by translation as discourse (language in use). Within this 
context, Chapter 9 by Muhammad Y Gamal explores the subtitling of titles 
in Egyptian films. By exploring the various historiographical and technical 
elements of cinematic production, Gamal teases out the dominant strategies 
adopted in this subtitling in Egypt. Findings can easily be applied across the 
Arab world and similar communities

Keeping media in focus, Chapter 10 by Rajai Al- Khanji considers a sensi-
tive issue in media discourse and how it produces representations and images 
of the other. This is particularly pertinent, as Al- Khanji explores the politics 
of such a discourse in the context of a longstanding, persistent and contested 
cause, namely the Arab– Israeli conflict. Al- Khanji investigates the discursive 
strategies employed by the Hasbara (2009 manual) ‘to frame the position of 
Israel vis- à- vis that of the Palestinians with the end- product of a pro- Israel 
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set of strategies’. This is another example of how Discourse animates dis-
course where translation is framed as representation.

Each in its own fashion, the ten chapters indicate how the norms of pro-
ducing, classifying, interpreting, and circulating texts within the contexts of 
one Discourse tend to remain in force when approaching texts transplanted 
through translation, as discourse, from other Discourses. As such, the chap-
ters show how explorations of the ways in which D- discourses operate might 
contribute to more efficient self- monitoring on the part of users (producers 
and receivers) and lead to making translation a true process of intercultural 
understanding, including issues of identity (self  and other), translation 
enterprise (patronage, agencies, translators), and norms of translation as 
representation.
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