
In order to fully appreciate the complexity of Bourdieu’s sociology of cul-
tural production and its implications for (re)conceptualizing translation as 
a socially situated activity, this chapter seeks to achieve a double goal: first, 
mapping the theoretical assumptions underpinning Bourdieu’s sociology and 
its conceptual apparatus against the backdrop of the French intellectual scene 
in the 1950s and 1960s; second, exploring the implications of these assump-
tions for the study of translation. Bourdieu’s key notion of ‘field’, together 
with other interrelated concepts, will be discussed in detail, testing their via-
bility for understanding the structure and dynamics of the generic field of 
translation into Arabic and within it the specific field of translating drama.

1  QUESTIONING DUALIST SOCIOLOGIES: A NEW  
PARADIGM IN SOCIOLOGICAL RESEARCH

Bourdieu developed his own sociology within the context of the then cur-
rent debates on social practice and the available models for studying it. His 
is a polemical sociology, which took shape in response to how other sociolo-
gists conceived of the social world. In Questions de sociologie (1980: 18), he 
pinpoints his goal as follows:

My goal is to contribute to preventing people from being able to utter 
all kinds of nonsense about the social world. Schönberg said one day 
that he composed so that people could no longer write music. I write so 
that people, and first of all those who are entitled to speak, spokesper-
sons, can no longer produce, apropos the social world, noise that has 
all the appearance of music.

(Cited and translated in Wacquant 1992: 53)

Bourdieu’s attempts to ‘prevent the nonsense’ and ‘stop the noise’ are better 
understood when read against the backdrop, not only of contemporary soci-
ological research but also of the wider intellectual scene in France in the late 
1950s and 1960s. The 1950s France saw the dominance of existentialism, 
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championed by Sartre, which maintained that “the world of action is . . . 
entirely dependent on the decrees of the consciousness that creates it, and 
therefore entirely devoid of objectivity” (Bourdieu 1990: 42) and that the 
human subject is the instigator of all actions that happen in the world. The 
Sartrian subject, as seen by Bourdieu, is “what it makes itself” (ibid.: 44), 
not what it is made into by objective social structures. For Sartre, the human 
subject’s immediate experience of, and direct involvement with, the world 
should be the main and only concern of both epistemology and sociology. 
In direct opposition to this line of reasoning, structuralism emerged in the 
French intellectual scene, mainly through the work of Claude Lévi-Strauss, 
during the late 1950s, arguing for ‘the death of the subject’ and effecting a 
shift of emphasis from the human subject to objective structures, whether 
linguistic, cultural or social (Lane 2000: 88–9). Given the influence of these 
two iconic figures, Sartre and Lévi-Strauss, the French intellectual scene 
during the 1960s was caught between two diametrically opposed positions 
regarding social practice and the way sociologists should relate to it. The 
first believed in the active voluntarism of the consciousness of the human 
subject and that the (re)formation of social classes is the effect of the ‘praxis’ 
individual subjects exercise in social reality. Sociologists who subscribe 
to this view conceive of social agents as free subjects whose actions are 
unconditioned by any external factors. Each individual action, according 
to this view of the social world, is “a kind of antecedent-less confrontation 
between the subject and the world” (Bourdieu 1990: 42). In other words, 
whatever happens in reality is solely due to what the individual subject does 
in and to the social world. The second position, argued by Lévi-Strauss and 
all other sociologists and anthropologists who belonged to the structuralist 
mindset, “conceives the social world as a universe of objective regularities 
independent of the agents and constituted from the standpoint of an impar-
tial observer who is outside the action, looking down from above on the 
world he observes” (Bourdieu 1993b: 56). Brubaker outlines the map of the 
French intellectual field at the time and Bourdieu’s awareness of these two 
opposite ways of conceiving the social world as follows:

Bourdieu came of intellectual age when phenomenology and existential-
ism, dominant in the immediate post-war years, were being challenged 
by structuralism, Sartre by Lévi-Strauss, the unconditional and uncon-
ditioned freedom of the subject by the unconscious determinism of the 
structure. It is scarcely surprising that Bourdieu, generalizing from this 
confrontation in the French intellectual field . . . should interpret them 
as instances of a fundamental, pervasive opposition between subjectiv-
ism and objectivism.

(1993: 222)

Subjectivism and objectivism instigated two modes of sociological rea-
soning, what Bourdieu terms ‘social phenomenology’ and ‘social physics’ 
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(1990: 27): the former makes explicit the subjective meaning1 of the social 
world as experienced by social agents, whereas the latter constructs the 
objective meaning inherent in social structures (ibid.: 27). However, Bour-
dieu does not see these two modes of sociological reasoning, together with 
subjectivism and objectivism, as necessarily exclusive. It can be safely said 
that the driving force behind his sociology, which makes his “intellectual 
trademark”, as Brubaker (1993: 227) puts it, is “his assault on the ‘false 
antinomies’ that structure social theory and sociological practice”.

Bourdieu’s sociology seeks to dismantle the subjectivism/objectivism 
dichotomy and through it the subsets of other ‘dichotomies’2 that feed into 
it: structure and agency, reality and representation of reality, practice and 
theory, ideology and epistemology, the material and the symbolic, “the exter-
nal and the internal, the conscious and the unconscious, the bodily and the 
discursive” (Wacquant 1992: 19). The methodology he devises to achieve 
that goal seeks to “recapture the intrinsically double reality of the social 
world” (Wacquant 1992: 11) and effect “a double reading” of that reality 
(ibid.: 7). This bidirectional reading deploys “a set of double-focus analytic 
lenses that capitalise on the epistemic virtues of each reading while skirting 
the vices of both” (ibid.: 7). The first reading, or what Bourdieu alternatively 
terms ‘social physics’ (1990: 27), seeks to investigate society from the outside, 
viewed here as a materially observable and measurable structure that can be 
grasped “independently of the representations of those who live in it” (Wac-
quant 1992: 8). It is through the objectivist lens which this reading makes 
available that the observer can decode the “unwritten score which lies behind 
the actions of the agents, who think they are improvising their own melody 
when, in reality . . . they are acting out a system of transcendent rules” (Bour-
dieu 1993b: 56).

Although the major strength of this reading lies in the fact that it is capa-
ble of producing “a knowledge of the social world which is not reducible 
to the practical knowledge possessed by lay actors” (Thompson 1991: 11), 
it suffers from inherent flaws which make it inadequate, if used alone, for 
a comprehensive investigation of human social practice. Bourdieu supple-
ments it with a second reading that takes on board the role of social actors 
in representing and constructing social reality. Through this reading, which 
Bourdieu alternatively terms ‘social phenomenology’, society becomes “the 
emergent product of the decision, action, and cognitions of conscious, alert 
individuals” (Wacquant 1992: 9). However, crude subjectivism, as viewed 
by Bourdieu, has its own limitations (ibid.: 9). This reading reduces social 
structures to “the mere aggregate of individual strategies and acts of clas-
sification”, and hence turns a blind eye to the objective social structures that 
“these strategies perpetuate or challenge” (ibid.: 9–10). Bourdieu’s aware-
ness of the necessity to see ‘subjectivism’ and ‘objectivism’ as complementary 
rather than exclusivist approaches that would together guarantee adequate 
knowledge of the social world is behind his persistent critique of the false 
dichotomy between them, which underpins research in the social sciences.
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2 REFLEXIVE SOCIOLOGY

Bourdieu’s alternative to both subjectivist and objectivist knowledge is what 
he terms praxeological knowledge. The morphology of the term is indica-
tive of a mode of knowledge where praxis and logos—the practical, pri-
mary knowledge of the social world, nurtured by subjectivist approaches 
and the detached constructions of social reality endorsed by objectivist 
approaches—are both involved in one mode of knowledge. Praxeological 
knowledge avoids the reductionism of both subjectivism and objectivism by 
projecting a dialectical relationship between the objective social structures 
and the dispositions of individuals who are themselves the product and the 
producer of these structures (Bourdieu 1973: 53).

Praxeological knowledge, as perceived by Bourdieu, avoids the scholastic 
fallacy which induces objectivism to associate its ‘representation of real-
ity’ with reality. If objectivist knowledge breaks from primary experience in 
order to investigate the objective structures which condition primary expe-
rience, praxeological knowledge shifts into what Bourdieu calls a “sort of 
third-order knowledge” (Bourdieu 1977: 4), where the social scientist is not 
only content with gaining primary knowledge of the world, or investigating 
the grounding of this knowledge in objective social structures, but also, in 
the words of Wacquant speaking of Bourdieu’s sociology, turns “the instru-
ments of his science upon himself” in order to achieve both “a self-analysis 
of the sociologist as cultural producer and a reflection on the sociohistorical 
conditions of possibility of a science of society” (Wacquant 1992: 36). This 
epistemological shift turns sociological analysis into a kind of practice that 
is itself conditioned by both the field of sociology, its distribution of capi-
tal, hierarchy, system of classification and the habitus and trajectory of the 
sociologists themselves. Although Bourdieu is not the first to highlight the 
concept of ‘self-reflexivity’ in sociology, his formulation of the concept is 
significantly different from its developments in other sociologies.

Unlike other sociologists, who regard the ‘I’ of the sociologist as the only 
possible target of the act of reflexivity, Bourdieu pinpoints “three types of 
biases” which “may blur the sociological gaze” (Wacquant 1992: 39) and 
hence should be the object of the act of reflexivity. The first circle of bias 
is the one induced by the researcher’s membership in a particular social, 
ethnic and gender class. This circle of bias is what other sociologists usually 
mean when they speak of ‘reflexivity’ (ibid.: 39). The second circle of bias 
which may alter the gaze of the sociologist is engendered by the researcher’s 
membership “not in the broader social structure, but in the microcosm of 
the academic field, that is, in the objective space of possible intellectual posi-
tions offered to him or her at a given moment, and, beyond, in the field 
of power” (ibid.: 39). Thus, the gaze of sociologists is determined by the 
position they occupy in the field of sociology, the capital they have accu-
mulated in the field and the habitus they have developed as a result of their 
membership in that field. We can even go a step further here to claim that 
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the marketability and canonization of the sociologist’s findings and points 
of view are also determined by his or her position in the field.

The third circle of bias which shapes the sociologist’s point of view is the 
“intellectualist bias which entices us to construe the world as a spectacle, as 
a set of significations to be interpreted rather than as concrete problems to 
be solved practically” (Wacquant 1992: 39). This intellectualist bias or what 
Bourdieu (1998: 127) elsewhere calls ‘the scholastic point of view’ consists 
in the fact of “thinking the world, of retiring from the world and from action 
in the world in order to think that action”. Bourdieu speaks out of a per-
sonal experience when he found himself “in a number of research situations 
where to understand my strategies or materials I was compelled to reflect 
upon the scholarly mode of knowledge” (ibid.: 130). This enabled him to 
elucidate the limitation of the ‘scholastic vision’, which “risks destroying 
its object or creating pure artefacts whenever it is applied without critical 
reflection to practices that are the product of an altogether different vision” 
(Bourdieu 1998: 130).

Reflexivity, as perceived by Bourdieu, not only enables the social scientist 
to achieve a better understanding of practices, of ‘first-order knowledge’, or 
of the social phenomenon in question, but it also sharpens the researchers’ 
awareness of the instruments, structures and models they devise in order 
to understand social practices. Practising sociological research unreflexively 
would blind the social scientist to the possible limitations inherent in the 
methods they use. Bourdieu illustrates this by giving the example of ques-
tionnaires that ask interviewees to be their own sociologists, by asking them 
such questions as “according to you, how many social classes are there?” 
(Bourdieu 1998: 132). The point that Bourdieu wants to drive home here is 
that this reflexive sociology bears its own practical implications.

Furthermore, reflexivity in Bourdieu’s sociology is meant to sensitize 
the social scientist against the tendency, which is inherent in the ‘scholastic 
vision’, to universalize hypotheses and postulations usually made by positiv-
ist and structuralist approaches. It is this reflexivity which injects sociologi-
cal research with the awareness that whatever we used to regard as universal, 
such as law, science, ethics, “cannot be dissociated from the scholastic point 
of view and from the social and economic conditions which make the latter 
possible” (Bourdieu 1998: 135). In other words, the apparently universal 
precepts of law or science are but the product of their respective fields of 
cultural production, i.e. the legal field and the scientific field; and these pre-
cepts are constructed by the agents in these fields who fought for the right 
to determine what is universal and what is not (ibid.: 135).

Exercising reflexivity in relation to the universalizing attitude inherent in 
the scholastic point of view does not lead, Bourdieu argues, to relativism, 
but rather to “a genuine realpolitik of reason”, where universals in human 
and social sciences are seen as engendered by the outcome of the politi-
cal3 struggle between the agents in a particular field of cultural production 
(Bourdieu 1998: 139). The legitimacy lent to what is believed to be universal 
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precepts of science is due to the belief that these universals are the product 
of an apolitical and disinterested scientific reason. Bourdieu, via his reflexive 
sociology, highlights the political grounding of all scientific reason, includ-
ing sociological research. The fact that sociological knowledge is not totally 
disinterested implies that the theory of knowledge is an effect of political 
theory, in the sense that the legitimacy of a given principle of constructing 
reality is conditioned by the power which underpins it (1977: 165).

Bourdieu’s preoccupation with the necessity of transcending the dichot-
omy between objectivism and subjectivism constitutes his metatheory, his 
reflexive sociology, which underpins his critique of an interrelated series of 
dichotomies. His key concept of field, together with a host of other relevant 
concepts, is put forward as an alternative to the dichotomous reasoning 
which pervaded the social and human sciences at the time.

3 THEORIZING FIELDS OF CULTURAL PRODUCTION

3.1 Field, Structure and System: Delineating the Distinctions

Bourdieu’s concept of ‘field’ developed in response to other conceptual tools 
designed to represent and explain social reality. Among these, the two con-
cepts of ‘structure’ and ‘system’ form the backdrop against which Bourdieu 
constructs his theory of social/cultural fields. The concept of ‘structure’ in 
structuralist anthropology and sociology serves two purposes: first, taking 
a step back from the social world in order to understand and describe it 
objectively; and second, rendering this understanding into a model endowed 
with explanatory force that is capable of delineating and predicting the tra-
jectory of social phenomena. Objectivism and predictability of phenomena 
cause the structuralist model of social reality to be static and neatly defined, 
in the sense of both excluding all anomalous phenomena that do not fit into 
the model and explicitly stating the relations between its internal units in 
terms of clear-cut binary oppositions. This neat delineation of social phe-
nomena which underlies the concept of ‘structure’ purportedly provides a 
tool for describing and predicting phenomena, but in fact it constrains social 
reality within deterministic patterns by means of which all phenomena are 
projected as exact actualizations of the structuralist model. To further con-
solidate the objectivist character of their model, structuralists confine them-
selves to describing the material reality of the social world, excluding the 
social agents’ representations of this reality.

In addition to Bourdieu’s critique of the concept of ‘structure’ as employed 
in structuralist approaches (see section 2 this volume), his theory of field 
distances itself from another concept which informs a number of approaches 
in both human and social sciences, i.e. the concept of ‘system’. When asked 
about the difference between his concept of ‘field’ and the concept of ‘sys-
tem’, especially in the sociological theories of Niklas Luhmann (1927–1998), 
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Bourdieu answers: “An essential difference: struggles, and thus historicity!” 
(Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992: 102). For Bourdieu, the concept of ‘system’ 
is premised on “internal cohesion and self-regulation” (ibid.: 103). In con-
tradistinction with the ‘cohesion’ inherent in the concept of ‘system’, the 
‘field’ in Bourdieu’s sociology involves positions which relate to each other 
in terms of difference, distinction and conflict (ibid.). Even in such system- 
oriented approaches as Even-Zohar’s polysystem theory, which sought to 
inject the concept of system with a degree of conflictual tension, the hypoth-
esized conflict remains within an abstractly defined network of relations 
between texts (Bourdieu 1993a: 33). In other words, the stakes of this 
assumed conflict in polysystem theory, as an instantiation of system-oriented 
approaches, are invisible: no individuals, nor institutions, are involved in 
this conflict, only texts, models and norms (Hermans 1999: 118). In contrast 
with the abstract and agent-less concepts of ‘structure’ and ‘system’, Bour-
dieu’s concept of ‘field’ features struggles among real agents, with real stakes:

we know that in every field we shall find a struggle, the specific forms of 
which have to be looked for each time, between the newcomer who tries 
to break through the entry barrier and the dominant agent who will try 
to defend the monopoly and keep out competition.

(Bourdieu 1993b: 72)

In what follows, Bourdieu’s concept of ‘the field of cultural production’, 
its boundaries, structure and dynamics will be discussed, with particular 
emphasis on the socio-cultural fields in Egypt which condition and shape 
the production and consumption of the Arabic translations of Shakespeare’s 
dramatic work; these fields include theatre, literature, translation and drama 
translation.

3.2  Social Space and Field

Mahar, Harker and Wilkes (1990: 9–10) explain the difference between two 
concepts used by Bourdieu, ‘field’ and ‘social space’. ‘Social space’ is a wider 
category which comprises multiple fields (cultural, political or economic), 
and the social space of an individual includes the fields within which he or 
she operates. ‘Field’ is used in Bourdieu’s sociology to refer to a structured 
space of possible positions which are occupied by agents. The structure 
of the field is dynamic and changeable and is always conditioned by the 
struggle among its members over different types of capital. The terms ‘mar-
ket’ and ‘game’ are also used by Bourdieu to refer to ‘field’, although with 
slightly different connotations. In ‘market’, the emphasis is on the distribu-
tion of ‘products’ and their ‘producers’ in the field according to the ‘value’, 
symbolic or economic, attached to them. In ‘game’, the emphasis is on the 
agents’ compliance or, otherwise, with conditions of field membership, 
the ‘rules of the game’ or what Bourdieu would call the doxic beliefs and 
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practices which constitute the foundations of the field and make its bound-
aries (see section 3.3 this volume). For the purpose of this study, the focus 
will be mainly on fields of cultural production, although references will be 
made to ‘fields of power’, i.e. politics and economy whose dynamics exercise 
a significant impact on the structure and functioning of cultural fields.

3.3  Field Boundaries: Who/What Is in and Outside of a ‘Field’?

For Bourdieu, the boundaries of cultural fields are not static limits drawn 
once and for all between the field in question and other fields in the social 
space. These boundaries are the outcome of a continuous struggle between 
two groups of culture producers: those who believe in the autonomy of the 
field and that the cultural products of the field are not meant to conform 
to any laws other than the laws of the field itself, and those who maintain 
that these products serve economic, political and social purposes. In the field 
of art production, for instance, the struggle is between the proponents of 
‘pure art’ and the proponents of ‘bourgeois art’ or ‘commercial art’ (Bour-
dieu 1996: 223). In the field of drama translation, the struggle is between 
those who maintain that the drama translator should serve nothing but the 
intentions of the source playwright and the aesthetics of the source text and 
those who believe that translated drama, particularly when put on stage, 
is conditioned by a range of socio-political and economic factors to which 
the translator must attend. This struggle has as its goal the delimitation and 
imposition of the boundaries of the field. In view of their own interests and 
in order to consolidate their positions in the field, each of these two major 
groups endeavours to set the conditions of true membership of the field and 
hence, its boundaries (ibid.: 223). In fields of cultural production, the conflict 
between these two groups is about who is the true writer, artist, transla-
tor, etc., and hence defining the boundaries of a particular field is about the 
inclusion/exclusion of individuals and groups. When a certain group in the 
field of art production declares that the only true members of that field are 
those who produce cultural products that serve no cause other than that of 
art itself, they implicitly exclude producers of bourgeois and commercial art; 
and when a translator claims in the introduction of his or her translation that 
historical drama must be translated in the standard language, he or she tac-
itly assumes that translators who use the vernaculars for historical drama are 
necessarily disqualified from membership of the field of drama translation.

The conflict within the field of cultural production is not only about the 
conditions of membership, but, more importantly, it is about the authority 
of assigning membership and the authority of consecration of both produc-
ers and their products (Bourdieu 1996: 224). The question of ‘who is the 
writer?’, or the drama translator in our case, is closely linked with the ques-
tion of ‘who is authorized to decide who is and is not a writer?’ The fact 
that the cultural field is the site of a continuous struggle over the definition 
of the category of ‘writer’, for instance, implies that the definition of writer 
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is not a given: “the semantic flux of notions like writer or artist”, Bourdieu 
asserts, “is both the product and the condition of struggles aiming to impose 
the definition” (ibid.: 224). This understanding of who the writer/transla-
tor/intellectual is casts doubt on any mode of research which embraces an 
a priori definition of these categories. In adopting a single definition of any 
of these categories to the exclusion of others, the researcher tends to over-
look the struggle within the field over the imposition of the legitimate defi-
nition, and constructs instead a monolithic representation of that field. In 
so doing, the results of research are predetermined because the researcher 
becomes alert only to the data, evidence and interpretation that fits his or 
her a priori definition and blur others which validate alternative definitions 
of the category in question. To assume, for instance, that the drama trans-
lator is only someone who translates drama for publication is to exclude 
the contributions made by translators who translate directly for the stage, 
which consequently yields a one-sided picture of the field of drama transla-
tion. This picture is the outcome of a circular definition of ‘who the drama 
translator is’ which researchers construct and strive to support to undermine 
other definitions. Rather than sticking to a static and universal definition of 
‘writer’, for instance, Bourdieu suggests as an alternative studying the range 
of definitions available at a particular moment in time and their distribution/
hierarchization within the literary field. This study requires mapping the 
“diverse indices of recognition as a writer” such as “presence in book selec-
tion or literary prize lists” (ibid.: 225). It also involves identifying the agents 
and institutions that wield the power of consecration, such as the education 
system, cultural institutions, academics, critics and authors of prize lists, as 
well as the symbolic power each of them possesses in the field. Breaking the 
circularity of the definition of ‘writer’ in the literary field can be also achieved 
by “constructing a model of the process of canonization which leads to the 
establishment of writers” (ibid.: 225, emphasis in original). This can be done 
through analysing the different forms of consecration at different historical 
stages of the field. Bourdieu lists a number of these forms of consecration: 
consecration through documents (textbooks, anthologies, miscellanies), 
consecration through monuments (portraits, statues, busts, medallions of 
‘great men’), consecration through commemorative events (inauguration 
of statues or commemorative plaques, attribution of street names, creation 
of commemorative societies), consecration through the educational system 
(inclusion into school/university curricula), and consecration through atten-
tion from critics, reviewers and cultural agents in general (ibid.: 225). Study-
ing the process of canonization through analysing the forms of consecration 
and their distribution in the literary field is supplemented by a study of the 
process of inculcation (conscious or unconscious) “which leads us to accept 
the established hierarchy as self-evident” (ibid.: 225).

The boundaries of the field do not only involve the definition of the condi-
tions of true membership; they are also about the classification of genres and 
modes of production within the field. The invention of new genres and the 
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extinction of old ones define the boundaries of the cultural field. In this sense, 
the boundaries of the field of pre-Islamic literature, for instance, when poetry 
was the main genre, are dramatically different from the boundaries of Arabic 
literature in the late nineteenth century, when such new genres as fiction and 
drama started to emerge. Likewise, the boundaries of the field of transla-
tion significantly changed in the second half of the nineteenth century in 
Egypt, when translators started to take an interest in literary translation after 
emphasis was predominantly laid on scientific translation.4 Moreover, the 
mode of production in the pre-Islamic literary field, when poetry was mainly 
communicated verbally and poets were financially dependent on rulers and 
men of nobility, is different from the mode of production characteristic of the 
field of Arabic literature in the late twentieth century, when a variety of non-
conventional modes of production and circulation of literature had emerged.

The change of the conditions of field membership and the classification 
of genres and modes of production is usually instigated by newcomers to 
the field. Newcomers, as Bourdieu suggests, not only introduce innovative 
products, but they also introduce new techniques of production and new 
modes of evaluating products (Bourdieu 1996: 225). However, their entry 
into the field and their trajectory within it are not unconditioned:

It is one and the same thing to enter into a field of cultural production, 
by settling an entrance fee which consists essentially of the acquisition of 
a specific code of conduct and expression, and to discover the finite uni-
verse of freedom under constraints and objective potentialities which it 
offers: problems to resolve, stylistic or thematic possibilities to exploit, 
contradictions to overcome, even revolutionary ruptures to effect.

(Bourdieu 1996: 235, emphasis in original)

Control over newcomers is exercised through the codification of entry to 
the field. Bourdieu identifies two types of codification of entry: high degree 
of codification, where getting into the field is conditioned by subscribing to 
explicit rules and possessing a minimum of qualifications (a degree, a title, 
a distinguished social position or a close kinship relation to already existing 
members of the field, etc.); and a weak degree of codification, where the 
rules of entry into the field are negotiable and function at a more subtle and 
implicit level (ibid.: 226). In contrast with the academic or judicial field, for 
instance, the literary and artistic fields are characterized by a weak degree 
of codification and, hence, by “the extreme permeability of their boundar-
ies and the extreme diversity of the definition of the posts they offer and the 
principles of legitimacy which confront each other there” (ibid.: 226). The 
same is true of the field of drama translation, whose weak degree of codifica-
tion makes it difficult to decide who the drama translator is. The fuzziness of 
the boundaries of this field allows for the intensification of struggle over the 
conditions of membership and leaves room for deploying a range of manoeu-
vres by means of which membership is legitimized, contested or discredited.
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Boundaries of the field are also delineated through the acts of naming 
exercised by its members in order to define themselves in opposition to 
members of other fields. The presence or absence of a particular group in 
the social universe depends, as Bourdieu observes, on “its capacity to get 
itself recognized, to get itself noticed and admitted, and so to win a place 
in the social order” (1984: 480–1). Members of this social group strive to 
avoid the uncertain existence of a nameless social body, because their fate 
is “bound up with the words that designate them” (ibid.). Hence the ability 
of this group to gain recognition from other existing groups is largely con-
ditioned by their “capacity to mobilize around a name”, and “to mobilize 
the union that makes them strong, around the unifying power of a word” 
(ibid.). However, the name that any particular social group accepts for itself 
is the outcome of a struggle among its members. Individual members have 
their own vision of the identity of the group, which they seek to impose 
through the act of naming and turn into a legitimate division that distin-
guishes the members of that group from members of other groups.

3.4  Structure and Properties of the Field:  
Positions and Position-Takings

The field is defined by Bourdieu as “a network of objective relations . . . 
between positions” (1996: 231) which are available to be occupied by mem-
bers of the field. These positions and the relations between them can be objec-
tively defined independently of the characteristics of those who occupy them 
(Bourdieu 1993b: 72). The positions available in a field are distributed in 
oppositional terms. In the literary field, for example, the following positions 
can be identified: novel versus poetry, social novel versus avant-garde novel, 
politically committed literature versus arts for arts’ sake literature, dominant 
versus dominated, consecrated versus novice, orthodox versus heretic, old 
versus young, etc. (Bourdieu 1996: 239). In the literary field, positions also 
include forms of grouping of individual producers (salons, writers’ unions, 
literary clubs, different literary movements), modes of production (private vs. 
government publishers, paper vs. electronic publishing, paperback vs. hard-
cover editions, publishing in a prestigious book series for established writers 
vs. publishing in a series for avant-garde writers, etc.). The status of each of 
these positions is defined in relation to the other positions in the field (ibid.: 
231; Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992: 97) and in relation to the distribution of 
forms of capital possessed by their occupants or the power relations between 
them (Bourdieu 1996: 231). For example, the primacy of a particular genre, 
such as the novel, at a particular moment in the history of the literary field is 
conditioned by the availability of novelists who have accumulated a consider-
able amount of symbolic capital that renders it possible for the genre they use 
to gain relative superiority over other available genres in the field.

The available positions in the field allow for a range of decisions and 
choices, or what Bourdieu terms position-takings, to be made by members 
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of the field. Position-taking is the concretization of the agents’ positions 
in terms of actual works, discourses or stances. Apart from generic, sty-
listic and thematic choices by members of the literary field, for instance, 
position-takings also comprise “political acts and discourses, manifestos or 
polemics” of writers (ibid.: 231). The range of available positions and the 
range of position-takings are inseparable and should be analysed together, 
because the space of position-takings, decisions and choices by agents are 
conditioned by the space of available positions, and the space of positions 
is itself only apprehended in terms of its concretization in actual works and 
discourses. In other words, any change in the range of available positions 
in the field results in a change in the stances taken by agents. Introduc-
ing change in the available positions is usually done by newcomers to the 
field, usually young and non-consecrated (Bourdieu 1993a: 58). Seeking to 
“assert their difference, get it known and recognized” (ibid.), newcomers 
strive to introduce “new modes of thought and expression” (ibid.) and add 
new positions to the existing ones. This induces a reorganization of the hier-
archy of available positions and position-takings:

When a new literary or artistic group imposes itself on the field, the 
whole space of positions and the space of corresponding possibilities . . . 
find themselves transformed because of it: with its accession to existence, 
that is, to difference, the universe of possible options finds itself modified, 
with formerly dominant productions, for example, being downgraded to 
the status of an outmoded or classical product.

(Bourdieu 1996: 234)

It should be noted that changes in positions and position-takings are always 
the outcome of the generative principle which governs the field, i.e. struggle 
among agents with different interests (Bourdieu 1996: 232).

Studying the sociology of cultural fields, then, involves analysing the rela-
tion between positions and position-takings, the relation between the range 
of possibilities available for producers of culture and the actual choices made 
by these producers. The change in cultural works is the outcome of struggles 
among agents who have particular interests in transforming or conserving 
the relations between positions and position-takings (Bourdieu 1996: 234).

3.5  Positions and Position-Takings in the Field of 
Drama Translation

Following the logic outlined by Bourdieu, we might delineate the various 
positions in the field of drama translation5 as follows:

1 Positions relevant to the medium and consumers of translation. Two 
major positions can be identified here: translation for the stage and 
translation for publication.
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2 Positions relevant to the genre of the source text. These include the 
specific range of dramatic genres which the field makes available 
for translation, such as tragedy, social comedy, comedy of manners, 
romantic comedy, tragicomedy, melodrama, realist drama, avant-
garde drama, political drama, etc.

3 Positions relevant to the time frame of the source text and author. 
These are usually distributed along a scale of three time slots: old, 
modern and contemporary. The position of old texts and authors is 
probably the most attractive to translators, because ‘being old’ is in 
most cases taken to mean ‘canonized’, and hence guarantees success 
when translated. ‘Modern’ and ‘contemporary’ texts might also prove 
successful in translation, particularly if they happen to respond to a 
specific need in the target culture, whether political, social or aesthetic. 
A case in point is the rising demand for translations of works by such 
playwrights as Chekhov, Bernard Shaw and Bertolt Brecht in the 1950s 
and 1960s in Egypt when the regime, which controlled all publishing 
and theatre venues at the time, was very welcoming of theatre and lit-
erature that promoted its ideological agenda.6 In the 1970s, however, 
the tendency was to promote depoliticized literature and theatre: no 
wonder that this period witnessed a growth of interest in New Criti-
cism among Egyptian academics. This same period also saw the flour-
ishing of commercial theatre in its crudest forms.

4 Positions relevant to the cultural milieu of the source text. Although 
the preference of translators in Egypt since the 1970s has tended to be 
for texts from English-speaking cultures, there have been times when 
texts from other cultures were given priority. During the second half 
of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, French texts were in 
demand for translation; this is largely due to the political hegemony of 
France in the whole Middle East region during that time, its cultural 
policy which supported the spread of the French language through 
French schools and the activities of missionaries. For ideological rea-
sons, the sixties witnessed a tendency to prioritize texts from both the 
Russian and German traditions. There are other source text/culture 
related factors which determine the hierarchy of positions of cultural 
traditions in the field of literary translation in general. Internationally 
acclaimed prizes such as Nobel or Booker, for instance, help to pro-
mote the position of the cultural tradition of writers who win these 
awards and render texts belonging to that tradition more likely to be 
selected for translation than texts from other traditions.7

5 Positions relevant to the degree of canonization of the source play-
wright. These include the two positions of canonized versus non- 
canonized playwrights. The position of canonized playwrights is bound 
to be a site for struggle among drama translators, because translating a 
canonized author secures a minimum of success. When placed on the 
cover of a published translated drama or the billboard of a theatre, 
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the very name of the canonized playwright, with the symbolic value 
it holds, promises and guarantees a quality product, regardless of the 
contribution of the translator. For consumers of translated drama, the 
name of a canonized playwright is like the brand name of a guaranteed 
product. For a translator to have his or her name placed close to the 
name of a canonized playwright is itself a sign of consecration. Aware 
of this fact, drama translators mobilize their entire arsenal of capital 
in order to win the honour of translating canonized playwrights; and 
when the translation is produced, they strive to demonstrate to fellow 
producers as well as consumers of the translation that they have been 
worthy of this honour. Book covers, in the case of published trans-
lated drama, often reveal the translators’ interest in asserting their 
worthiness of the position of ‘translators of canonized playwrights’. 
As regards the translations of Shakespeare’s drama into Arabic, one 
way of doing this is highlighting the academic title of the translator, 
particularly if he or she is a specialist in English literature or drama. 
The academic title functions as a cultural capital and a competitive 
asset that distinguishes the translator from others who fight over the 
same position (see section 3.6.1 on cultural capital in this chapter). If 
the translator happens to have already occupied the position of trans-
lating for a canonized playwright, he or she makes sure this is well 
exhibited in order to consolidate their position: Sāmī al-Juraydīnī, for 
instance, mentions on the cover of his published Arabic translation of 
Shakespeare’s Henry V (1936) that he already translated Julius Caesar 
and Hamlet8(see figure 2.1). In the earliest phases of the genesis of the 
field of drama translation, when the field is still in the making and 
when canonized playwrights happen to be translated for the first time, 
translators naturally do not possess capital that is pertinent to the field 
of drama translation, and hence they tend to deploy the capital they 
have from other fields. This is why on the cover of his Arabic transla-
tion of Hamlet (1902), the first published translation in this language, 
the translator, Ṭanyūs ‘Abdu, imported his capital from the field of 
journalism and wrote under his name “the owner of al-Sharq News-
paper” (see figure 2.2). In a similar vein, on the cover of his Arabic 
translation of Macbeth (1911), Muḥammad ‘Iffat al-Qāḍī displayed 
the social capital he possessed in the form of a dedication to “Ṭabūz 
Zāda Ḥusayn Rushdī Pasha, Foreign Minister of the Egyptian Govern-
ment” (see figure 2.3).

Non-canonized playwrights are, however, sought by translators in a 
number of situations: first, when the field of drama translation is still in its 
earliest phases of genesis, at a time when the consumers of translated drama 
are not alert enough to who is and who is not canonized; second, when a 
particular work by a non-canonized playwright is seen to be relevant to 
the needs of a large sector of the audience, and hence success is guaranteed 



Figure 2.1 Front cover of Sāmī al-Juraydīnī’s Arabic translation of Henry V (1936).
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Figure 2.2 Front cover of the second edition of Ṭanyūs ‘Abdu’s translation of 
Hamlet (first edition was published in 1902).

regardless of the canonization of the playwright: this is usually true of social 
comedies, comedies of manners and romantic comedies; third, when the 
translator sees in a particular work by a non-canonized author elements 
that would serve his or her own political, social or aesthetic agenda. One 
example that can be given for the last case, although not directly relevant to 
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Figure 2.3 Front cover of Muḥammad ‘Iffat al-Qāḍī’s translation of Macbeth (1911).

drama translation, is of the pioneering translation of Fénelon’s Télèmaque 
into Arabic by the educationalist, social reformer and pioneer of Arabic 
translation Rifā‘a al-Ṭahṭāwī (1801–1873). François Fénelon’s work was 
not part of the canon of French literature at the time al-Ṭahṭāwī decided to 
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translate Télèmaque into Arabic, yet he chose it as his first full-length liter-
ary translation for reasons he highlights in his introduction to the transla-
tion; about The Adventures of Télèmaque he says:

[The Adventures of Télèmaque] gained popularity among [people from 
different] nations and religions, and were translated into other lan-
guages for the noble meanings they comprise, which include advice for 
kings and rulers, and morals for improving the manners of the public, at 
times communicated straightforwardly and clearly, at others implicitly.

(Introduction to translation, cited in Badr 1963: 58, my translation)

Al-Ṭahṭāwī, who was in exile at the time after the ruler of Egypt, Khedive 
‘Abbās, banished him to Sudan, found that translating Télèmaque serves as 
both a political message to the Egyptian despot and a means for social reform. 
Given these political9 and social motivations, canonicity was not an issue.

6 Positions relevant to the consecration of the translator. These include 
the two positions of the consecrated and the marginalized. Apart from 
the privilege of translating canonical works, there are other marks which 
signal the position of consecrated translators. These marks are either 
related to the recognition given to the translator by cultural institutions 
or to the trajectory of the translator within the field of drama transla-
tion. Forms of recognition include translation awards, as well as mem-
bership in official translation committees which evaluate translations, 
give awards, and set national translation policies. The achievements and 
general profile of the translator also play a significant role in determin-
ing whether or not he or she fits into the position of the ‘consecrated’. 
For instance, translators who are themselves authors and have publi-
cations as ‘original writers’ to their names are more likely to become 
consecrated than others who do nothing besides translation. The capital 
assigned to the title of ‘writer’, which evokes the image of the ‘creator’, 
exceeds that assigned to the title of ‘translator’, which is associated with 
the image of ‘imitator’. A case in point here is that of Khalīl Muṭrān, 
whose cultural profile as a major poet helped significantly in consecrat-
ing his translations of four of Shakespeare’s dramatic works.

7 Positions relevant to the translation strategies used. In the context 
of the field of drama translation in Egypt, three positions relevant to 
available translation strategies can be identified: ‘close translation’, 
‘re-actualization’ and ‘imitation’. ‘Close translation’ involves repro-
ducing the source text in the target language with the least possible 
alterations; this strategy is usually used to produce academic transla-
tions for publication. ‘Re-actualization’ and ‘imitation’ are two terms 
used by Annie Brisset (1996) in reference to the work of Patrice Pavis 
on theatre translation. Re-actualization, as a strategy, generally “pre-
serves the structure of the work, its content, and the sequence of the 
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dialogue” (Brisset 1996: 12). However, it entails a degree of both spa-
tial and temporal transposition of the source play which varies from 
a change in the name and function of some characters to changes in 
the dramatic situation itself (ibid.). In the field of drama translation in 
Egypt, ‘re-actualization’ takes one of two forms, ta‘rīb (arabization) 
and tamṣīr (Egyptianization), where the play is either transposed to 
an Arab milieu, with the characters using Classical Arabic (fuṣḥa), or 
transposed to an Egyptian milieu with the characters speaking Egyp-
tian colloquial Arabic (‘āmmiyya). Ta‘rīb is generally used in trans-
lating historical drama to give the feel of temporal distance, given 
that Classical Arabic is not the variety Egyptians use in their everyday 
conversations, whereas tamṣīr is reserved for translating social drama 
and comedies. Although most translations using these two strategies 
are generally meant for the stage, some may get published. A signifi-
cant number of the drama translations produced during the second 
half of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries were the outcome 
of ‘re-actualization’. ‘Imitation’, as Brisset puts it, “is a radical form 
of adaptation” (ibid.), where the transposition of the foreign play 
amounts to an act of rewriting in which only selected elements from 
the source text are rearranged and combined with new ones (ibid.). 
Producers of drama translation in Egypt use the Arabic term iqtibās, 
literally meaning “lighting a piece of wood from fire, hence acquisition 
or adoption” (Cachia 1990: 37), to refer to the same strategy. Theatri-
cal iqtibās, as Tawfīq al-Hakīm describes it, amounts “almost to semi-
authorship” (cited and translated in Cachia 1990: 37). Because of the 
many changes which are applied to the original play, the target text 
becomes almost independent: although inspired by the source text, it 
stands on its own.

The problem with identifying positions along the axis of translation strate-
gies, which the sociologist of drama translation should be aware of, is that 
the way producers of drama translation refer to these positions and distin-
guish between them might be fuzzy and, at times, inaccurate. For instance, 
Muḥammad ‘Uthmān Jalāl (1829–98), as Cachia (1990: 36) rightly observes, 
used ta‘rīb to refer to his own translation practice in which he mainly used 
colloquial Egyptian and cast the plot and characters into a typically Egyptian 
setting.

8 Positions relevant to the poetics of the translation. I use ‘poetics’ in this 
context to include the language variety used in the translation as well as 
whether the translation is in prose or verse. Positions along this axis can 
be formulated in terms of oppositions: Classical Arabic versus Egyptian 
colloquial Arabic, prose versus verse, traditional verse versus free verse.

9 Positions relevant to the politics of the translator. These include 
two main positions: political commitment versus noncommitment. 
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Because theatre is more capable than other art forms of raising and 
addressing political questions, agents in the field of drama translation 
tend to use their translations as a means for channelling the political 
values and stances they embrace. This is either done subtly through 
the text of the translation or straightforwardly through the paratexts 
which frame the translation. A number of examples can be men-
tioned in this context regarding the expression of political stances 
through the paratexts of the translation. On the cover of the third 
edition of his translation of Julius Caesar (1912/1928), Muḥammad 
Ḥamdī provides an explanatory subtitle for the play which goes as 
follows: “[this riwāya10] represents the eruption of nationalistic pride 
among the nations aspiring to democracy” (my translation, empha-
sis added). Opposite to an introductory brief note on Shakespeare’s 
style of characterization, we have a picture of Shakespeare under 
which is written “William Shakespeare, the democratic English poet 
and riwā’ī (playwright)” (Ḥamdī 1912/1928b: 4, emphasis added, 
my translation) (see figure 2.4). These interpretive cues which the 
translator provides for his readers are not only meant to present 
the readers with a particular reading of the play but also to signal 
the position the translator occupies in the field of drama translation 
production.

Two possible position-takings are available for the position of politi-
cal commitment: conformism and non-conformism. Muḥammad Ḥamdī’s 
position-taking was non-conformist, in the sense of being subversive of the 
British rule of Egypt, represented at the time by a British High Commis-
sioner. The call for democracy, straightforwardly stated in the explanatory 
subtitle of the translation and insinuated by characterizing Shakespeare as 
the “democratic poet and riwā’ī”, is asserted in the way Caesar is portrayed 
in the translation and the afterword written by Muḥammad Kāmil Silīm 
Bek, where an implicit connection can be identified between Caesar and the 
British High Commissioner. An example of political conformism can be seen 
in the translation of Macbeth into Arabic by ‘Amir Muhammad Biḥīrī, pub-
lished in 1966. Biḥīrī dedicates his translation to “Mr. President Jamāl ‘Abd 
al-Nāṣir, President of the United Arab Republic11” (see figure 2.5). In the 
rather lengthy dedication, which is written in traditional verse, the transla-
tor addresses Nāṣir, associating him with Macduff. The deposed King Farūq 
and the British rule are associated with Macbeth. In the dedication and 
the following introduction, the translator pays tribute to the revolution, its 
political as well as cultural implications.

In studying the hierarchy and distribution of positions in the field of drama 
translation, a number of considerations need to be put in perspective. First, 
this hierarchy is time-bound; that is, a position which is regarded as domi-
nant in the field of drama translation at a certain time may not be so con-
ceived at another moment in the history of the field. The re-hierarchization 
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Figure 2.4 An inside picture in Muḥammad Ḥamdī’s translation of Julius Caesar 
(1912).

of positions along the axis of translation strategies is a case in point: the 
dominance of tamṣīr, ta‘rīb and iqtibās as translation strategies during the 
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries started to gradually give way 
to ‘close translation’ by the beginning of the second decade of the twenti-
eth century. Second, positions in the field of drama translation overlap and 
presuppose each other: occupying the position of ‘a consecrated translator’ 
necessarily implies occupying such dominant positions as translating canon-
ized playwrights, translating in a prestigious genre, and using the dominant 
language variety and poetics. Third, the distribution of these positions is 
conditioned by the dominant capital, i.e. the principle around which the 
field is structured, as well as the capitals possessed by the agents occupying 
these positions.
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3.6  Structure and Properties of the Field: Forms of Capital

The structure and limits of any field are determined by the type of capital 
dominant in the field and the distribution of this capital among its members 
(Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992: 98–9). Bourdieu borrows the concept of 
capital from economics and adapts it into a tool for understanding social 
and cultural practices. The problem with economics, as Bourdieu suggests, 
is that by reducing the meaning of ‘exchange’ to mercantile activities which 
are “oriented towards the maximization of profit, i.e., (economically) self-
interested, it has implicitly defined the other forms of exchange as non-
economic, and therefore disinterested” (1986: 242, italics in original). In 
other words, by mobilizing the concepts of ‘interest’ and ‘capital’ in their 
monetary sense, economics ignores other types of capital (which are, as 
Bourdieu explains, convertible to economic capital), and hence character-
izes such seemingly non-economic activities as cultural or social practices as 
disinterested, in the sense of being purposeless (ibid.: 242).

In its basic sense, ‘capital’ denotes “accumulated labour” (Bourdieu 
1986: 241). However, what Bourdieu argues for in his theory of fields is 
that labour may be immaterial, and hence its accumulation may take forms 
other than monetary profit, although it can be converted, under certain 
conditions, into monetary profit. Capital, for Bourdieu, is both “a force 
inscribed in objective or subjective structures” and “the principle underly-
ing the immanent regularities of the social world” (ibid.: 241). In other 
words, capital is not only concentrated in material things and immaterial 
practices, or possessed by individuals and institutions but is also the very 
logic that structures activities in any particular field as well as the power 
relations between members of that field. In this sense, to imagine a world 
without capital is to project “a world without inertia, without accumula-
tion . . . in which every moment is perfectly independent of the previous 
one” (ibid.: 241); a world without capital is a world where “every prize can 
be attained, instantaneously, by everyone, so that at each moment anyone 
can become anything” (ibid.: 241). Capital is “what makes the games of 
society . . . something other than simple games of chance” (ibid.: 241). 
Consequently, accounting for the structure and function of the social world 
would be inconceivable without incorporating the concept of capital as an 
explanatory tool for understanding social as well as cultural practices. In 
order for this account to be effective, the sociologist must endeavour to 
identify the mechanisms of euphemization, or what Bourdieu (ibid.: 243) 
terms dissimulation, by means of which the material interests which moti-
vate and structure socio-cultural practices are disguised in such seemingly 
disinterested claims made by individual producers of culture as ‘serving the 
cause of art/literature’, ‘invigorating literature with new themes, styles and 
genres’, ‘restoring the glorious past of classical language and literature’, or 
even ‘ producing a faithful translation of Shakespeare’s drama’. At the heart 
of these claims lie identifiable forms of capital that agents seek to possess 
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and invest in and that need to be grasped by sociological research in order to 
fully account for socio-cultural practices. Apart from identifying all forms 
of capital that structure a particular field, the sociologist should be able to 
“establish the laws whereby the different types of capital (or power, which 
amounts to the same thing) change into one another” (ibid.: 243). For Bour-
dieu, capital presents itself in social spaces in three main types:

as economic capital, which is immediately and directly convertible into 
money and may be institutionalized in the forms of property rights; 
as cultural capital, which is convertible, on certain conditions, into 
economic capital and may be institutionalized in the forms of educa-
tional qualifications; and as social capital, made up of social obliga-
tions (“connections”), which is convertible, in certain conditions, into 
economic capital and may be institutionalized in the form of a title of 
nobility.

(1986: 243, emphasis in original)

Given the objectives of this study, I will focus in the next sections on cultural 
and social capital.

3.6.1  Cultural Capital

Cultural capital materializes in three forms: embodied, objectified and 
institutionalized. In its fundamental state, cultural capital takes the form 
of dispositions which are embodied and incorporated in the minds and 
bodies of individual agents (Bourdieu 1986: 243). Embodied cultural capi-
tal is concentrated in the range of knowledge, skills, cultural, artistic and 
political preferences which the individual agent possesses; it also involves 
the awareness developed by agents of their social space and the potentials 
they deploy in relating to it and entering into the fields which constitute 
this space. The accumulation of embodied cultural capital occurs through 
inculcation, which might be deliberate through education and mass media 
or spontaneous through the unconscious processes of socialization. The 
acquisition of cultural capital is conditioned by both the capacities of the 
individual agents and the dictates of their social classes. The social condi-
tions of the acquisition of cultural capital are “more disguised than those 
of economic capital” (ibid.: 245), and hence cultural capital is meant to 
be recognized as symbolic capital (ibid.: 245). However, in addition to its 
symbolic value, “any given cultural competence . . . derives a scarcity value 
from its position in the distribution of cultural capital” of other individu-
als, and hence “it yields profits of distinction for its owner” (ibid.: 245). 
The possession and accumulation of embodied cultural capital costs time, 
which is meant to be an investment by individual agents (ibid.: 244). The 
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value of this investment is determined by the convertibility of cultural capi-
tal to economic or social capital.

In its objectified state, cultural capital materializes in objects and media 
“such as writings, paintings, monuments, instruments, etc.” (ibid.: 246). 
The materiality of objectified cultural capital makes its transmission 
and conversion to economic capital easier than is the case with embod-
ied cultural capital. A collection of paintings possessed by an individual 
has, besides its symbolic value, its own economic value, which is condi-
tioned by their painters, and the historical period during which they were 
painted. Objectified cultural capital exists in its material and symbolic 
value insofar as it is “implemented and invested as a weapon and a stake 
in the struggles which go on in the fields of cultural production” (ibid.: 
247). That is, the value, symbolic and economic, of the reference books, 
dictionaries and other translation tools that a translator possesses is con-
ditioned by how he or she invests in them and transforms them into assets 
that help maximize his or her symbolic and economic profit in the field 
of translation.

Cultural capital in its institutionalized state takes the form of an aca-
demic degree, a title or award which is certified by an educational or cul-
tural institution. Institutionalized cultural capital, in Bourdieu’s words, is 
“a certificate of cultural competence which confers on its holder a conven-
tional, constant, legally guaranteed value with respect to culture” (Bourdieu 
1986: 248). This value is autonomous from both the cultural dispositions 
and cultural objects possessed by the individual agent; it is the effect of 
the “performative magic of the power of instituting” (ibid.), this power 
which guarantees belief in and recognition of the value and the validity of 
a particular certified qualification. In contrast with embodied cultural capi-
tal, institutionalized cultural capital is more fluid and is easily convertible 
to economic and social capital. It makes it possible to compare and price 
the qualifications of agents within the field. The certification of cultural 
competence through academic degrees allows for establishing “conversion 
rates between cultural capital and economic capital by guaranteeing the 
monetary value of a given academic capital” (ibid.). Thus high academic 
qualifications allow individual agents to “buy good jobs with good sala-
ries” (Grenfell and James 1998: 21). However, like economic capital, insti-
tutionalized cultural capital is subject to erosion or devaluation over time,  
especially when a particular degree or certificate “no longer guarantees the 
same prestigious jobs” due to qualification inflation (ibid.). The notion of 
institutionalized cultural capital and its role in determining the position of 
agents within cultural fields can explain the tendency of a group of Shake-
speare translators in Egypt to flag their certified cultural competence para-
textually. Apart from mentioning the translator’s academic title on the front 
cover, the back cover and the preface are used to highlight the distinctive 
position these translators have by virtue of their institutionalized cultural 
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capital. On the back cover of Muḥammad Enānī’s Arabic translation of 
King Lear, for instance, we read:

This [play] is translated here in a harmonious mixture of verse and 
prose, and in line with the Shakespearean original for the first time, by 
the specialist professor and playwright Dr Muḥammad Enānī, who also 
wrote an introduction detailing the development of critical commentary 
on the play since its first staging until the present day.

(Enānī 1996a, my translation)

The institutionalized cultural capital (‘specialist professor’), which is here 
augmented through reference to the translator’s cultural competence as 
a playwright, is invested by the translator in two ways, which give him 
relative advantage over previous translators of Shakespeare. The specialist 
knowledge of English drama in general and knowledge of Shakespeare’s 
theatre in particular are used to justify the claim that this is the first attempt 
to “translate in line with Shakespeare’s original”. This same capital is also 
mobilized and signalled in the academic introduction, where Enānī invokes 
the hermeneutic history of King Lear.

3.6.2  Social Capital

Social capital, the third form of capital delineated by Bourdieu, is the range 
of actual or potential social resources possessed and mobilized by individu-
als (Bourdieu 1986: 248). This may take the form of membership in a par-
ticular group which allows each of its members to enjoy “the backing of the 
collectively-owned capital” (ibid.: 248–9). This collectively owned capital is 
activated through signalling the common name of a group of which agents are 
members; this may be the name of a family, class, school, political party, liter-
ary club or movement (Bourdieu 1986: 249). The volume and effect of social 
capital possessed by any agent is dependent on “the size of the network of con-
nections he can effectively mobilize and on the volume of the capital (economic, 
cultural or symbolic) possessed in his own right by each of those to whom he is 
connected” (ibid.: 249). Group membership, being the basis of social capital, 
yields material as well as symbolic profits. Material profits include “all the 
types of services accruing from useful relationships”, whereas symbolic profits 
“derive from association with a rare, prestigious group” (ibid.: 249).

The possession of social capital in the form of networks of connections 
is itself the result of a long process of investment strategies which aim at 
transforming circumstantial relations into “social relationships that are 
directly usable in the short or long term” (Bourdieu 1986: 249). These strat-
egies, which may be individual or collective, conscious or unconscious, find 
expression in social exchange (of gifts, compliments, material and symbolic 
benefits, etc.) (ibid.: 249). Exchange consolidates the bonds formed between 
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agents and participates in the constitution and maintenance of social groups. 
Exchange, as Bourdieu puts it, “transforms the things exchanged into signs 
of recognition and, through the mutual recognition and the recognition of 
group membership which it implies, reproduces the group” (ibid.: 250). 
In this respect, social capital is characteristically symbolic. Unlike cultural 
capital, it cannot be incorporated into one individual habitus, objectified 
or institutionalized. It exists in intersubjective relations and “in the eyes 
of others” (Siisiainen 2000). Exchange also helps reaffirm the boundaries 
of the group beyond which it cannot function. In other words ‘exchange’ 
acquires its significance within the group in question and varies in its forms 
from one group to another. The gifts, compliments or support exchanged 
among family members do not function effectively outside the boundaries 
of the family, in the workplace, for instance, where other forms of exchange 
are deployed for different purposes. The mutual recognition of two literary 
translators is only symbolically effective within the field of literary transla-
tion and through the means of production available in the field: a conference 
on literary translation, an introduction to a translation of a text which has 
been translated by a fellow translator, etc.

Collective social capital accruing from group membership can be concen-
trated through delegation “in the hands of a single agent or a small group 
of agents” who are mandated “to represent the group, to speak and act in 
its name and so, with the aid of this collectively owned capital, to exercise 
a power incommensurate with the agent’s personal contribution” (Bourdieu 
1986: 251). Deans of universities, heads of workers’ unions and presidents of 
translators’ associations are all examples of collective social capital concen-
trated in the hands of delegates. In situations where it is up to the members 
of any group to “regulate the conditions of access to the right to declare 
oneself a member of the group” (ibid.), they are also in charge of defining the 
conditions according to which individuals can compete for the position of the 
delegate, and the conditions according to which the selected delegate should 
manage the collective capital of the group. Delegation may be either official 
or personally authorized (Bourdieu 1991: 239). Official delegation takes the 
form of government appointment of heads of cultural or arts councils, trans-
lation departments in ministries of cultures, language academies, heads of 
academic departments, deans of universities, etc.12 Although the agents who 
occupy these positions are not directly and explicitly delegated by members 
of the field of cultural production, the fact that the state has delegated them 
legitimates their positions as cultural or educational mandates. Personally 
authorized delegation is assigned to highly acclaimed individual agents such 
as “a great critic or prestigious preface-writer or established author”, who 
have accumulated valuable symbolic capital within the field (ibid.: 239).

Empowered by the concentrated social capital they possess by virtue of 
the position they occupy, delegates (who may be individuals or collective 
bodies) perform vital functions which affect the structure of the field. First, 
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they play major roles in delimiting the boundaries of their respective fields 
through defining the conditions of membership: who is the writer, the drama 
translator or the translator of Shakespeare’s work is primarily decided by 
those individuals whose influential symbolic capital invests them with the 
power to impose their own definitions of true membership. These defini-
tions, however, are subject to change, depending on the outcome of the 
struggle between the current delegates and those who wish to replace them. 
Second, an essential part of the function of delegates in cultural fields, which 
is again made possible by the concentrated social capital they possess, is to 
define the range of problems which structure the struggle among members 
of the field and hence affect the dynamics and outcome of cultural produc-
tion (Bourdieu 1993a: 183–4).

In the context of modern Egypt, delegation in the general field which com-
prises such scholarly activities as standardization of language use and lan-
guage and translation policies is assigned to the prestigious majma‘ al-lugha 
al-?arabiyya (Arabic Language Academy). Other collective bodies such as 
Arabic language departments in universities, the Ministry of Education and 
unofficial language associations try to compete for the role of delegate in lan-
guage matters. Before the establishment of the Arabic Language Academy, 
two institutions used to play the role of delegate in this field, and they are 
still competing for it, namely al-Azhar and Dār al-‘Ulūm13 (Hasan n.d: 11).

The central argument in Bourdieu’s discussion of the three forms of capi-
tal is that both cultural and social forms of capital are induced by and con-
ducive to economic capital. By this he meant to challenge the generally held 
idea that cultural activities, in particular, are grounded in disinterestedness 
and that such claims as ‘value-free research’ or ‘art for art’s sake’ are appli-
cable to all intellectual endeavour (Collins 1998: 725). However, the fact 
that economic capital is at the root of both social and cultural capital does 
not mean that these two forms of capital do not necessarily need to conceal 
traces of economic and material interests in order to function effectively in 
socio-cultural spaces (Bourdieu 1986: 252). Both social and cultural capital 
could be converted to economic capital whenever it is convenient for indi-
vidual agents. As indicated earlier, cultural capital in the form of academic 
degrees can be transformed to salaried academic jobs. Likewise, the social 
resources possessed by literary or drama translators, for instance, in the 
form of membership in translation associations, close relations with pub-
lishers and editors of translation series or theatre directors, can be employed 
to maximize their profits in the field of literary or drama translation. The 
social resources available to cultural producers vary across time and geo-
graphical boundaries; the social resources available to literary translators 
in Egypt at the moment may not have been at their disposal in the early 
twentieth century and may differ radically from the social resources that the 
field of literary translation in Britain, for instance, provides. In his introduc-
tion to the first complete verse translation of The Illiad into Arabic (1904), 
Sulaymān al-Bustānī accounts for the fact that it took him a relatively long 
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time (almost two years)14 to get his translation published by pointing out 
the lack of social resources in the form of connections with existing publish-
ers, editors, proofreaders, distributors, etc. To make his point, he compares 
what happens in cultural fields in both the ‘East’ and the ‘West’:

The Westerner might be surprised at this slack attitude [towards pub-
lishing and circulating books], given that in his country he no sooner 
learns of an authored book than he sees it published and circulated. To 
him who blames us for this I would say that the situation in our coun-
try is different from what you have in yours; in our country we have 
no companies that take it upon themselves to publish books, at their 
own cost . . . In our country, even if publishing costs were available, 
the writer needs to take care of publishing his book on his own. If he 
happens to have a friend, or someone else to read the manuscript, the 
author would nevertheless have to proof-read it.

(al-Bustānī 1904: 73, my translation)

Finally, if social resources can be mobilized in order to maximize the cul-
tural capital accumulated by an individual agent, cultural capital can also 
be converted to social capital.

3.7  Habitus: Overcoming the Dichotomy of  
Structure and Agency

How capital is managed, i.e. accumulated, multiplied, diminished or con-
verted to other forms of capital, is conditioned not only by the objective 
structures within the field but also by the agency of social actors. Bour-
dieu’s understanding of human agency goes against two exclusivist posi-
tions: one posits it as free-floating subjectivity that is totally dissociated 
from social conditioning, and the other conceives it as a mechanical exten-
sion of social structures, where the practices of individuals are projected as 
the direct implementation of an overall programme underlying the social 
system. Bourdieu distances himself from these exclusivist positions by defin-
ing habitus as the “systems of durable, transposable dispositions, structured 
structures predisposed to function as structuring structures” (1990: 53, 
emphasis added). This definition highlights a number of features of habi-
tus as Bourdieu understands it. First, the habitus of an individual agent is 
‘structured’, in the sense of being “neither innate nor a haphazard construc-
tion” (Simeoni 1998: 21). It is acquired and shaped, explicitly or implicitly, 
through the range of social experiences made available by socialization and 
education. Second, the system of dispositions which constitutes the habitus 
has a ‘structuring’ function; that is, it orients the practices of the individual 
within the social space. The third and most important feature of habitus, 
as defined by Bourdieu, is that it generates ‘dispositions’ or strategies for 
action, rather than rules for implementation. The habitus of an individual 
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does not predispose him/her to operate in accordance with explicit social 
norms, because the schemes of this habitus “function below the level of 
consciousness and language” (Bourdieu 1984: 466). Although objectively 
regulated through socialization, the actions of an individual are not the out-
come of abiding by rules (ibid.: 53). The relation between the habitus of an 
individual agent and the objective structures of the field is not a hierarchical 
relation that takes the form of rules or norms to be imposed by the field and 
actualized by the habitus. It is rather a dialectical relation that operates in 
two directions:

On one side, it is a relation of conditioning: the field structures the habi-
tus, which is the product of the embodiment of the immanent necessity 
of a field . . . On the other side, it is a relation of knowledge or cognitive 
construction. Habitus contributes to constituting the field as a meaning-
ful world, a world endowed with sense and value, in which it is worth 
investing one’s energy.

(Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992: 127, emphasis in original)

This dialectical relation between ‘social conditioning’ and the act of ‘cog-
nitive construction’ exercised by the habitus of individual agents involves 
another dialectical relation between ‘reproduction’ and ‘change’. Being con-
ditioned by objective social structures which are incorporated in the body 
and mind of the individual agent through inculcation, the habitus generates 
practices which relate to these structures. Relating to social structures, and 
hence partially reproducing them, is what makes the practices of individuals 
mutually intelligible and what creates the relative homogeneity (Bourdieu 
1990: 58) needed for the emergence and maintenance of any field. However, 
reproduction of social structures and institutions, according to Bourdieu, is 
not a process of replication, but rather of appropriation, by means of which 
the habitus of individuals not only reactivates structures and revives “the 
sense deposited in them” but also imposes revisions and transformations 
(Bourdieu 1990: 57). This formulation of the relation between habitus and 
social structures counters the objectivist formulation in which the practices 
of individuals conform to and assert the structures which originally condi-
tioned them. This circular representation renders the relation between social 
structure and practices deterministic and excludes the possibility of change. 
By positing habitus as a mediating mechanism between social structures and 
practices of individual agents, Bourdieu seeks to disrupt this determinism.15

In response to claims that his concept of habitus is itself deterministic and 
tends to reproduce the social structures rather than allow for introducing 
change, Bourdieu, in his later writings, highlights two further aspects of habi-
tus. First, habitus is not a closed system that is constituted once and for all; it 
is rather “an open system of dispositions” whose structure is subject to change 
and modification through the personal experiences of the individual (Bour-
dieu and Wacquant 1992: 133, emphasis in original). Being durable does not 
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mean that habitus is eternal (ibid.: 133). Second, the habitus of any individual 
is the product of history in two senses: it is both the product of the history of 
the field of which he/she is a member and the history of his/her trajectory in 
the social space. In speaking of the relation between the habitus of individual 
agents and their social trajectories, Bourdieu emphasizes the cumulative nature 
of habitus, in the sense that the habitus acquired at a particular moment along 
the trajectory of an agent underlies, and is subject to restructuring by, the 
habitus acquired at later stages (Bourdieu 1977: 86–7). The habitus acquired 
through schooling, for instance, is the product of the habitus acquired in the 
family and the basis for the habitus acquired in professional practice.

In view of this understanding of habitus as a historical and open sys-
tem, one can postulate that the translator’s habitus is not only shaped by 
the professional field of translation but is also open to transformation and 
restructuring by historical experience gained outside the realm of the pro-
fessional field. In other words, the decisions of the translator of drama are 
not wholly fashioned by the dominant codes of practice within the field of 
drama translation but are also affected by a wide range of circumstances, 
including changes in the political field, re-hierarchization of the social struc-
ture in a way that affects the position of translators within it and changes in 
the personal circumstances of the translator in question, such as having to 
move to a different country,16 or having to do another job, related or unre-
lated to drama translation, in order to survive.

3.8  Doxa, Orthodoxy and Heterodoxy

The concept of doxa is as old as Greek philosophy, although a different 
form of the term was in use then. Aristotle, as Amossy (2002: 371) sug-
gests, uses the term endoxa to describe “what appears manifest and true 
to all, or to most of the people, or to the wise”. Endoxa refers to “ideas 
acceptable enough”, in contrast with paradoxa which denotes “shameful 
or problematic opinions” (Moos 1993, cited in Amossy 2002: 371). The 
social power of endoxa is not only due to the fact that it refers to what is 
seen as reasonable and acceptable but also to the fact that it is part of the 
general consensus. This consensus, in the context of Greek philosophy, 
does not include everybody; it includes only those who wield the legiti-
mate political power of citizenship and hence excludes such disadvantaged 
and marginalized categories as slaves, barbarians, and women (Amossy 
2002: 371). Endoxa, then, is endowed with power that is drawn from 
those who support and promote it. It denotes not only what is acceptable 
but also what is seen as legitimate and powerful. It is important, in this 
context, to distinguish between doxa and ‘truth’. Doxa has nothing to do 
with what is true or false; it has to do with what is seen as acceptable or 
legitimate at a certain moment (ibid.). This implies that doxa is subject 
to change over time; what was previously seen as doxic may be later dis-
placed by another doxa.
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Doxa manifests itself in different forms. It may take the form of com-
monplaces and received ideas, or it may exhibit itself, as Grivel (1986) sug-
gests, in the “reservoir of convictions and ready-made arguments, whose 
origin or place one does not know, but only their enunciators” (cited in 
Dufays 2002: 445). Alternatively, doxa may be “a philosophy reduced to 
its commonplaces, or a doctrine reduced to its stereotypes, as well as the 
heterogeneous result of two initially distinct philosophical or doctrinal dis-
tinctions” (Sarfati 2002: 494).

3.8.1  Bourdieu’s Concept of Doxa

In Bourdieu’s sociology, the doxic practice of a social agent, in its simplest 
sense, means being attuned to what Bourdieu calls the ‘collective rhythm’ 
without necessarily being conscious of it (1977: 162). It is the outcome of 
a harmonized relation between one’s habitus and the field where one oper-
ates. This “immediate adherence” between one’s habitus and the field exists 
below the level of language and consciousness, or, as Bourdieu puts it, it is 
the “pre-verbal taking-for-granted of the world” (1990: 68). Doxa, then, 
is the almost perfect synchronization of social and subjective time, and the 
correspondence between the “objective order and the subjective principles 
of organization” of the world (Bourdieu 1977: 164); as a direct result of this 
correspondence, the natural world appears self-evident and beyond ques-
tioning (ibid.). The fact that doxic beliefs operate below the level of con-
sciousness is what makes them implicit and unformulated in language and 
hence go without saying and without questioning (ibid.: 166). When agents 
become conscious of doxa, these implicit and taken-for-granted beliefs enter 
the realm of language and become the object of two opposite discourses: 
orthodoxy and heterodoxy (ibid.). Orthodoxy is the discourse created by 
the agents occupying the dominant position in the field, who deploy what 
Bourdieu terms ‘conservation strategies’ in order to maintain the status quo 
of that field and their position in it (Bourdieu 1993b: 73). The discourse of 
heterodoxy is usually deployed by newcomers or already existing members 
occupying dominated positions in the field; these tend to use ‘subversion 
strategies’ in order to challenge the existing doxa and disrupt its dominant 
position in the field (ibid.).

Challenging the taken-for-granted beliefs and habitual practices of a par-
ticular field, i.e. its doxa, pushes this doxa into the realms of language and 
consciousness. As Bourdieu says, the questioning of doxa “brings the undis-
cussed into discussion, the unformulated into formulation” (Bourdieu 1977: 
168) (see figure 2.6). This questioning, as Bourdieu suggests, is engendered 
by either ‘culture contact’ or an objective crisis in the field (ibid.). This, in 
effect, disrupts the “immediate fit between the subjective structures and the 
objective structures”, resulting in the dismantling of the self-evidence of the 
social world (ibid.: 168–9). What previously went without saying and used 
to be conventional and taken for granted becomes, instead, questionable and 
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doxa

    

opinion

hetero- ortho-

_                                             +

doxy                                       doxy

Universe of discourse

(or argument)

Universe of the undiscussed 
(undisputed)

Figure 2.6 Bourdieu’s schematization of the two realms of ‘doxa’ and ‘opinion’ 
(1977: 168).

controversial. Each field, then, comprises a dividing line between the realm 
of doxa, “that which is beyond question”, the conventional, and the realm of 
‘opinion’, “that which is explicitly questioned” (ibid.: 169). This dividing line 
is itself the object of struggle between the dominant and dominated agents. It 
is in the interest of the dominated agents to minimize the limits of the realm 
of doxa by exposing the arbitrariness of what is conventional (ibid.). For 
them, the hierarchization of the field, which places them in the position of 
the dominated, draws for its legitimacy on the current doxa, which makes it 
worth challenging through developing and promoting a discourse of hetero-
doxy. For the dominant agents, however, stabilizing the dividing line between 
the realms of ‘doxa’ and ‘opinion’ consolidates their position. In all cases, it 
is inconceivable for both dominant and dominated agents to blur the distinc-
tion between these two universes, for the field will fail to operate properly 
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without a minimum of presuppositions that regulate the practices of individ-
uals and set the terms of reference, as well as define the stakes of the conflict.

The functioning and dynamism of any particular field is then conditioned 
by this internal tension between the universe of doxa and the universe of 
discourse; this tension is the source and outcome of the two competing dis-
courses of orthodoxy and heterodoxy.

For Bourdieu, the discourse of orthodoxy is defined as the “system of 
euphemisms, of acceptable ways of thinking and speaking the natural and 
social world, which rejects heretical remarks as blasphemies” (1977: 169). 
The discourse of orthodoxy endeavours to rationalize doxa and bring it to 
the status of the presupposed and the taken for granted after it has been 
challenged by the discourse of heterodoxy. The opposition between these 
two discourses is not only between ‘right’ and ‘left’—or wrong—opinions, 
but it is also an opposition between what goes without saying and what is 
disputable, what is conventional and what is controversial.

3.8.2  Doxa and the Field of Drama Translation

Bourdieu’s postulation of the two universes of doxa and opinion is useful 
for the sociological study of translation at more than one level. It helps 
delineate the dividing line between what is tacitly assumed about translation 
and its practice and what is seen as debatable; and within the realm of the 
debatable it helps identify the two major discourses which govern the under-
standing and representation of translation, i.e. the discourse that attempts 
to challenge doxa and unveil its arbitrariness (heterodoxy) and the discourse 
which endeavours to defend, rationalize and maintain its integrity (ortho-
doxy). This mapping of the field of translation in terms of what is doxic and 
what is discursive provides a context for understanding translation prac-
tices at a particular historical moment. It enables researchers in transla-
tion to explore the relation between translation and the representation of 
translation; the ideas disseminated about translation, whether consciously 
or unconsciously, feed into translation practice which, in turn, either draws 
on or subverts these ideas. Identifying the boundaries between the taken for 
granted and the questionable in the field of translation production makes it 
possible for researchers to decide which translations submit to the dominant 
doxa of their time and which attempt to subvert it.

The dividing line between the doxic and the discursive within the spe-
cific field of drama translation is not rigid, but rather shifts due to a range 
of factors that have to do with both the internal structure of the field and 
the effect exercised by other homologous fields. Two doxic beliefs seem to 
alternately dominate all fields of translation production in Arabic, including 
the field of drama translation. These take the form of assumptions about 
translation, one regarding the textual equivalence of the source text and 
the target text and the other regarding the acceptability of the translation in 
the target language and culture. These two assumptions surface in two sets 
of commonplaces, metonymies and representations of translation: the first 
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projects the translator as a deputy or surrogate of the source author, expect-
ing translation to function as transparent glass that lets the source text 
through ‘faithfully’. The second sets as the major criterion of ‘good transla-
tion’ the uncompromised acceptability of the translated text according to 
the aesthetics of Arabic, to the extent of erasing foreignness and negating 
the text’s status as translation; a good translation, in terms of this set of rep-
resentations, is one which does not suggest that it is a translation but which 
impresses its reader as a text originally written in Arabic.17

Each of these two sets of assumptions about translation was regarded as 
doxic at a certain point in the development of the field of drama translation 
in Egypt. For instance, the acceptability of translated drama to the largest 
sector of regular theatre goers was the doxic belief that informed all prac-
tices of drama translators in Egypt during the second half of the nineteenth 
and early twentieth centuries. There was no question about the necessity for 
translated drama to appeal to the taste of the Egyptian audience at the time, 
which meant that happy endings, singing and conforming to social conven-
tions had to be given priority if a translated play was to achieve success. This 
was necessarily done at the expense of the source text, a situation which 
posed no apparent problem to drama translators during that period. The 
allegiance of drama translators then was mainly to the dominant agents in 
the field of theatre production, those who owned theatre troupes and were 
also leading singer-actors in these troupes. The translations commissioned 
were not only supposed to meet the demands of the theatre market at the 
time but also to accommodate and cater for the capabilities of the leading 
performers. In view of these considerations, ‘fidelity’ to the source text was 
not a requirement.18

The priority of acceptability as the dominant doxa in the field of drama 
translation in Egypt was later questioned when a group of newcomers to 
the field, who were also agents in the field of literary production, challenged 
it and posited that drama is a literary genre and hence what applies to the 
translation of literature applies, they claimed, to the translation of drama. It 
was then that fidelity started to acquire the status of the central doxa of the  
field of drama translation. This group of translators held closeness to the 
source text as the primary criterion of quality in their translations, and they 
endeavoured to make it clear in their introductions that theirs was a “letter 
for letter, word for word” translation (Muṭrān 1912a: 9, my translation), 
and that in these translations “no word, phrase, simile, metonymy, nor met-
aphor is left out” (Ḥamdī 1912/1928a: 3, my translation). This shift in doxa 
implies a change in the “cognitive and evaluative presuppositions whose 
acceptance is implied in [the] membership [of the field]” (Bourdieu 2000: 
100). Starting from 1912 and until the late 1950s, membership in the field 
of drama translation was mainly restricted to drama translators who were 
capable of attending to the demands of consumers in the literary rather than 
the theatre market. What the readership needed during that period was to 
know that the Arabic version of Shakespeare’s texts they read was the closest 
possible version to, if not the exact rendering of, what Shakespeare actually 
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wrote, with the translator’s intervention kept to a minimum.  Al-Juraydini’s 
comments in the preface to the second edition of his Arabic translation of  
Hamlet, whose first edition was probably published around the second 
decade of the twentieth century, are illustrative of the dominant doxa in the 
field of drama translation during that period. Writing of the image of Ham-
let as Shakespeare portrayed it, he says:

This is the image [of Hamlet] which Shakespeare offered people, and 
I did my best in rendering the English original into Arabic in both mean-
ing and structure, given the huge difference between the two languages. 
I am not among those who suggest that Shakespeare’s plays are proper 
for acting on stage nowadays, because, for me, they are books for study, 
and not for fun or entertainment.

(Al-Juraydīnī 1922/1932: 8, my translation)

Al-Juraydīnī is keen to get his reader to believe that what he paraphrased in 
his preface and projected in his translation is the actual image of Hamlet as 
portrayed by Shakespeare and not his own understanding of it. The domi-
nant doxa in the field of drama translation at the time did not leave much 
space for the drama translator to intervene between the source text and the 
reader; it was the translator’s responsibility to transfer the dramatic text 
in its ‘meaning and structure’. It is this doxa which al-Juraydīnī, as most 
drama translators during that period, attempts to rationalize and support. 
One way of supporting it is by stating that Shakespeare’s drama belongs to 
literature rather than theatre, and hence his plays cannot be manipulated 
as is the case with dramatic scripts which are put on stage. The fact that 
the prevailing doxa in the field of drama translation during that time found 
expression in the commonly held belief that dramatic texts are to be trans-
lated as literature redefined the conditions of membership of the field, which 
then applied more to literary translators than to translators for the stage.

Another example can be given to show the role of the dominant doxa in 
drawing the boundaries of the field of drama translation and, subsequently, 
determining the definition of field membership. During the sixties, the scale 
and quality of theatre production in Egypt witnessed an unprecedented 
revival which still stands out in the history of Egyptian theatre. This was due 
to a number of reasons, most importantly the formation of a theatre super-
structure which comprised emerging playwrights as well as directors, the-
atre technicians and theatre critics, most of whom were sent abroad on state 
scholarship to study theatre. The state also provided the necessary infra-
structure in the form of newly built theatres and funding for theatre troupes, 
which were mostly run by the state. The flourishing of theatre production, 
which in turn created increased demand for theatre translation, influenced 
the field of drama translation and rendered its prevailing doxa question-
able. What went without saying for al-Juraydīnī and other translators of 
his generation became debatable for drama translators during the sixties. 
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An emerging heterodox discourse challenged the doxic belief of translating 
drama as literature, and gradually this new discourse entrenched itself as the 
dominant doxa. Membership in the field of drama translation was accord-
ingly redefined. The discourse of drama critics and commentators on drama 
translation reveals the new parameters for the ‘true’ drama translator. In 
the context of his commentary on ‘Abd al-Raḥman Badawī’s drama trans-
lations, Jalāl al-‘Ashrī (1964) highlights some of these parameters. Badawī 
was at that time an already prominent public figure and prolific writer and 
translator in the fields of Western and Islamic philosophy, literature and 
the humanities in general. However, this did not dissuade al-‘Ashrī from 
denouncing his translations of drama as “of no use for theatre” (ibid.: 56, 
my translation). “Dr Badawī is good at translation in the field of philoso-
phy”, al-‘Ashrī says, “but he [as a translator] is no good onstage” (ibid.). 
For al-‘Ashrī, drama translation constitutes a distinct field of activity that 
should not overlap with any other fields of specialized translation: “if 
Dr Badawī, being a professor of philosophy, allows himself to translate for 
the theatre, would he allow others to translate Kant’s Critique of Pure Rea-
son, or Russell’s Our Knowledge of the External World?” (ibid.). Al-‘Ashrī 
goes on to further delineate what can be seen as new boundaries of the field 
of drama translation, which implies the establishment of new doxa and the 
redefinition of field membership, as follows:

[Translating for the theatre] is not a matter of mastering the two lan-
guages . . . source and target. It is first and foremost a matter of real interest 
in the art of theatre, and an authentic responsiveness to the language that 
this art dictates . . . this language which permits what is not permissible in 
other languages, such as sacrificing a word that is more correct in linguis-
tic terms in favour of another that is more appropriate in terms of mise 
en scène, and using a variety that is as close as possible to the language 
of speech. This cannot be achieved without “a feel for acting” which is 
acquired only by those who experienced the language of theatre and actu-
ally practised it. There are numerous translations which look sound when 
read on paper, but which are totally inappropriate for the stage.

(Ibid., my translation)

This attempt at redefining what drama translation involves reinforces a new 
doxa in the field of drama translation or a new “set of core values and 
discourses which a field articulates as its fundamental principles and which 
tend to be viewed as inherently true and necessary” (Webb, Schirato and 
Danaher 2002: xi). What is worth considering in this context is that the 
discourses which subscribe to or subvert the dominant doxa in the field of 
drama translation change positions as a result of changing boundaries and 
membership of the field. What was previously seen as a discourse of ortho-
doxy may later become a subversive discourse, and what used to be a het-
erodox discourse may turn out at a different stage of the development of the 
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field to be supportive of the dominant doxa, and hence the ‘self-evident’ dis-
course which endeavoured to project drama translation as predominantly 
translation for the stage in the sixties could be regarded as unacceptable, as 
heterodox, during the period from 1912 till the late 1950s.

3.9  Homology

3.9.1  Homology in the Field of Cultural Production

Although fields of cultural production, as formulated in Bourdieu’s socio-
logical model, are relatively autonomous, they are homologous with such 
other fields as the political and economic, in the sense that they are structur-
ally and functionally interlinked with these fields in a way that affects their 
internal dynamics. They are, moreover, homologous with the overall class 
structure of the social space (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992: 105–6). Each 
of these fields, as Bourdieu suggests, has its own dominant and dominated, 
autonomous and heteronomous poles, and each operates through the logic 
of struggle among its members (ibid.). However, these homologies do not 
amount to total identity between fields: homology, as Bourdieu defines it, is 
“resemblance within difference” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992: 106).

Because cultural institutions are not only concerned with the production 
of cultural goods but also with their circulation and marketing, they are nec-
essarily engaged in homologous relations with agents and institutions in fields 
other than the field of cultural production. This applies to cultural products 
as diverse as literature, plastic arts, performative arts, cinema, etc. (Bour-
dieu 1993a: 84). Although the outcome of a relatively autonomous field, 
cultural products are subject to the laws of “economic and political profit” 
(Bourdieu 1993a: 39) or what Bourdieu terms ‘the field of power’ (ibid.: 37). 
Moreover, the position and distribution of these institutions within the field 
of cultural production correspond to the position and distribution of social 
classes within what Bourdieu terms ‘the field of class relations’ (ibid.: 38).

Theatre, as Bourdieu (1993a: 84) suggests, is illustrative of this homolo-
gous relation between the field of cultural production on the one hand and 
both the field of power and the field of class relations on the other. In view of 
this postulated homology between the field of cultural production and other 
fields, the field of theatre production is perceived to be structurally divided 
into different institutions producing different theatrical goods, depending 
on the homologous relation between each theatrical institution and both the 
field of power and the field of class relations. In this sense, the field of the-
atre production can be seen to structure itself around an opposition between 
‘bourgeois theatre’ and ‘avant-garde theatre’ (ibid.: 84). The principle that 
governs production in bourgeois theatre is economic success. This accounts 
for the little risks it takes, as regards its choice of the authors and works to be 
performed, and the kind of aesthetics it endorses. The priority of economic 
profitability forces bourgeois theatres into “extremely prudent cultural 
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strategies which take no risks and create none for their audiences” (Bourdieu 
1993a: 84). This means presenting shows which have already hit success and 
shying away from theatrical experiments which might disrupt the expecta-
tions of the targeted audience. Tied with its maintenance and promotion of 
the existing aesthetics is its consecration of the social and political status 
quo: bourgeois theatre wields a politics of conservation, rather than trans-
formation. In contrast to bourgeois theatre, avant-garde theatre is not profit 
oriented, which is why avant-garde troupes are either subsidized (if they 
happen to have gained some consecration in the cultural field) or are on the 
verge of bankruptcy (ibid.). The relative freedom from economic constraints 
invests avant-garde theatre with the ability to challenge the established order, 
whether in terms of theatre aesthetics, or the existing socio-political struc-
ture. The distinct homologies between these two forms of theatre and the 
field of power explain the two types of audience they target. The audience 
addressed by bourgeois theatre tends to be older, economically more stable 
and willing to afford highly priced “shows of pure entertainment whose 
conventions and staging correspond to an aesthetic that has not changed for 
a century” (Bourdieu 1993a: 86). By contrast, the audience of avant-garde 
theatre tends to be “a young, ‘intellectual’ audience (students, intellectuals, 
teachers)” (Bourdieu 1993a: 84), who are more welcoming of non-conformist  
aesthetics and politics. Bourdieu describes these two forms of theatre in 
terms of the distribution of cultural and economic capital possessed by their 
respective audiences. The avant-garde theatre is identified as a ‘poor theatre’ 
catering to the class “richest in cultural capital and poorest in economic cap-
ital”, whereas bourgeois theatre is identified as a ‘rich theatre’ catering to the 
class “richest in economic capital and . . . poorest in cultural capital” (ibid.: 
86). Between these two poles, Bourdieu identifies a middle ground occupied 
by what he terms ‘classical theatres’ (ibid.: 86). These theatres share parts of 
their constituency of audience with the other two types of theatre, and hence 
their programmes are eclectic (ibid.: 86).

This structure of the field of theatre production, which is itself partially 
an effect of its homology with both the field of power and the field of 
class relations, is reproduced in an adjacent and similarly homologous 
field, namely the field of theatre criticism. Theatre critics and reviewers 
of performances in the press create a space for judging, i.e. endorsing or 
challenging the tastes to which the different types of theatre cater. In their 
judgement of theatrical taste, critics and reviewers within the field of the-
atre criticism engage in alliances with both the producers of the kind of 
theatre they endorse and the audience for which this particular theatre is 
produced. However, this alliance is not always conscious or intentional. 
What looks like an intentional alliance between critics, on the one hand, 
and both producers and consumers of theatre, on the other, is nothing but 
the consequence of the struggle between critics and their opponents, i.e. 
other critics who defend different interests, within the field of theatre criti-
cism (Bourdieu 1993a: 94–5).



54 Bourdieu’s Sociology of Cultural Production

3.9.2  The Polarization of the Field of Drama Translation

To understand the homology between the field of drama translation and 
other fields, one first needs to understand the internal structure of this field. 
‘Drama translation’ is used in this book as a generic term that refers to both 
translation of drama as literature and translation of drama for the stage.19 
Hence reference to the ‘field of drama translation’ is meant to cover both 
of these ctivities, together with the two groups of translating agents who 
constitute two opposed forces. The struggle between these two groups is 
what lends the social space occupied by drama translators the dynamism 
characteristic of the ‘field’ in the Bourdieusian sense.

The practice of drama translation along these two modes, i.e. transla-
tion for the page and translation for the stage, is reminiscent of Bourdieu’s 
conception of the field of cultural production as polarized between two 
opposed forces: one that strives to keep the field independent of and free 
from any external constraints, be they economic or political, and another 
which sees cultural production as conditioned by factors external to the 
field. The struggle between the agents who endorse translation for the page 
and those who promote translation for the stage as the legitimate practice 
of drama translation is metonymic of the tension between the autonomous 
and the heteronomous poles in the field of cultural production. Whereas 
the agents attached to the autonomous pole of the field subscribe to a mode 
of production which Bourdieu calls ‘restricted’, where the cultural product 
is targeted at a small fraction of consumers, usually intellectual elites or 
other fellow cultural producers (Bourdieu 1993a: 115), the agents mobi-
lized around the heteronomous pole adopt a ‘large-scale’ mode of cultural 
production, which is meant to target “non-producers of cultural goods, 
‘the public at large’ ” (ibid.). The large-scale mode of production seeks to 
accumulate economic capital, and hence submits to the laws of the market, 
whereas the restricted mode of production endeavours to acquire recogni-
tion and cultural capital and produces for this purpose cultural goods which 
in theory are conditioned by no factor other than their aesthetic function 
(ibid.). No wonder, then, that translation for the stage is designated by some 
drama translation researchers as ‘commercial translation’ (Bassnett 1990: 
79), whereas translation for the page is designated as ‘aesthetic’ (ibid.) and, 
at times, ‘scholarly translation’ (Johnston 1996: 9). In aesthetic translation, 
the practice of drama translators is mainly guided by the principle of ‘faith-
fulness’ to the source dramatic text; no other constraints are allowed to 
disrupt the translator’s “awe and reverence” for the original, and hence 
“closeness and literalness” to it are a priority in this translation (Bassnett-
McGuire 1981: 45). In stage translation, however, economic concerns are 
of primary importance, and hence the translator’s allegiance is to whatever 
guarantees economic success for the staged translation.20 The “key factor” 
here, as Bassnett (1991: 102) puts it, that conditions stage translation “is 
the size of the audience and the price they are willing to pay for the tickets” 
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and “certainly not the ethics of translation”.21 Prioritizing the economic 
factor, translators for the stage do not idolize the dramatic texts, which are 
“cut, reshaped, adapted, rewritten and yet still described as ‘translations’ ” 
(ibid.). All this asserts the opposition between literary translation of drama 
and stage translation as an opposition between the autonomous and the 
heteronomous poles of the field of drama translation. In view of Bourdieu’s 
formulation of ‘field’, scholarly or literary translation of drama stands at the 
autonomous pole of the field of drama translation, because it serves, from 
the point of view of its exponents, no purpose other than being “linguisti-
cally and formally faithful to the maximum degree” to the source dramatic 
text (ibid.). Like the school of art for art’s sake, scholarly or literary transla-
tion of drama does not pay much attention to large-scale and popular suc-
cess and is indifferent to the “verdicts of the market” (Bourdieu 1993a: 62). 
At the pole of ‘heteronomy’ stands stage translation for which economic 
success and relevance to particular social classes is of primary importance.

3.9.3  Homology in the Field of Drama Translation

Clearly, the intensity of the struggle between the two groups of translating 
agents is largely due to the influence exercised by two fields with which the 
field of drama translation is homologous, namely theatre production and 
literary production. The outcome of the struggle between these two groups 
and the resulting hierarchization of the field are accordingly dependent on 
the position of the two fields of literary and theatre production within the 
wider social space and in different cultural traditions.

In some traditions, the field of theatre production occupies a more domi-
nant position than that of the field of literary production. The immediacy 
of the theatrical discourse and its relevance to the ‘here’ and ‘now’ make it 
more appealing and accessible to a large sector of consumers of culture and 
hence more competitive in the market of cultural goods. In her study of the 
translation of contemporary Irish drama into Finnish, Aaltonen found that 
only six plays had been published in printed form by literary publishers 
out of 43 full-length Irish plays which had been registered for copyright in 
translation by the theatre unions (2000: 39). The conclusion she arrives at 
in her study is that “the greater part of both domestic and foreign drama 
in Finland only exists as playscripts” (ibid.). This dominance of the field 
of theatre production over the field of literary production in Finland, and 
hence its influence on translation strategies in the field of drama translation, 
was not always the norm, as Aaltonen points out. The early practices of 
drama translation in Finland were mainly influenced by the dictates of the 
literary rather than the theatre field; the publishing of drama began even 
before the National Theatre had been established, and because “some of the 
plays never reached the stage, it can be assumed that the literary system was 
primarily responsible for the translation strategies” (ibid.).
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It can be assumed, then, that the translation strategies endorsed in the 
field of drama translation are determined not only by the modes of pro-
duction in the theatre and literary fields but also by the modes of con-
sumption in the theatre and literary markets. The markets of symbolic 
goods, which reflect the preferences of consumers, have their say in plac-
ing a particular translation strategy in a higher position than another; 
Mulrine (1996: 127) observes that in “a standard BBC contract, transla-
tion and adaptation are separately costed, and the work of adaptation 
is better rewarded” (cited in Aaltonen 2000: 45). Susan Bassnett (1991: 
101) similarly reports that the British National Theatre commissions 
translators to produce what is termed ‘literal translation’, which is then 
given to a famous playwright, who is licensed to transform this purport-
edly crude material into a proper theatrical product. What is particularly 
interesting here is that the “translation is credited to that playwright, who 
also receives the bulk of the income” even if he, or she, happens to be 
monolingual (ibid.). In a similar vein, individuals who reworked the plot 
of a foreign play into an Egyptian play (in Arabic, iqtibās) during the 
period from 1952 to 1966 in Egypt were remunerated more than those 
who translated plays literally.22

In view of the homology of the field of drama translation with the fields of 
literary and theatre production, their respective fields of consumption and the 
field of drama translation criticism, the following factors can be identified as 
contributing to determining the dominant translation strategies in this field:

• The struggle over the dominant position in the social space between 
the fields of theatre and literary production;

• The internal struggle within the field of theatre production, which 
involves a number of opposed agendas and modes of production. 
These can be outlined as follows:

1 the struggle between mainstream and avant-garde theatres;
2 within avant-garde theatre one can identify two opposed modes of 

theatre: visual theatre, which downgrades, or even excludes, the ‘ver-
bal’ element, and text-based theatre, which—although it challenges 
the established modes of theatre production—still regards the dra-
matic text as an indispensable element of the theatrical experience;

3 within text-based theatre two opposed submodes of production 
can be further identified: ‘re-actualization’ and ‘imitation’ (see sec-
tion 3.5 this volume).

• The internal struggle within the field of literary production which 
again involves a number of opposed aesthetic and ideological agendas 
and modes of production:

1 the struggle between canonized and non-canonized literature;
2 the struggle between central and marginalized genres;
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3 the struggle between literature that gives precedence to aesthetic 
experience at the expense of social and political relevance and lit-
erature for which social and political commitment is a priority.

In the context of Arabic literary and dramatic culture, the aforementioned 
factors find expression in the following forms of struggle:

1 the struggle between classical and popular literature. In the Egyptian 
context, this usually takes the form of a struggle between literature 
written in classical literary Arabic on one side, and literature writ-
ten in the Egyptian vernacular (‘āmmiyya), or a language variety 
which stands midway between the classical and the vernacular, on the 
other;23

2 the struggle between poetry, which is regarded as the central literary 
genre of the Arabs, and both fiction and drama. This is essentially a 
struggle between verse and prose;

3 the struggle between committed and non-committed literature/drama;
4 the struggle between canonized and non-canonized literature/drama.

• The internal struggle within the field of drama translation criti-
cism: this field comprises the activities of competing agents who seek 
through their meta-discourses on drama translation to impose what 
they believe to be ‘the acceptable mode’ of drama translation produc-
tion. These agents include reviewers of translated drama, historians 
of drama translation and researchers in drama translation. The activi-
ties of agents in this field play a mediating role between the products 
offered in the field of drama translation and the propensities of con-
sumers in the literary and theatrical markets. It is in this field that 
supply and demand, the positions of producers of drama translation 
and the dispositions of consumers (readers or spectators) are orches-
trated. However, describing the field of drama translation criticism 
as a ‘mediating field’ is not meant to characterize the activities of the 
agents in this field as ‘disinterested’ or ‘unbiased’. ‘Mediating’ in this 
context is meant to challenge the widely held view of the relation 
between production and consumption which conceives it in terms of 
a linear, stimulus-response model. Far from being disinterested, agents 
operating in the field of drama translation criticism have their own 
interests, and they get involved in struggles over different forms of 
capital within their field. Two groups of agents can be identified in this 
field. The first views translated drama in terms of a literary text that 
should pay tribute to the ‘intentions’ of the original author and meet 
the aesthetic requirements of literature. This group mainly includes 
reviewers who are unsympathetic to translations which take great lib-
erties with source dramatic texts, those who belong to the “ ‘is-this-
what-Shakespeare-really-intended?’ school of reviewing” (Bassnett 
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Figure 2.7 Homology in the field of drama translation.

1990: 73). This group also includes literary critics and historians who 
often comment on translated drama as basically a literary genre. The 
second group, however, regards drama as mainly a performative art in 
which verbal language is only one among other languages that consti-
tute the theatrical experience, as Pavis24 (1982) suggested; the value of 
translated drama, for this group, is determined by whether or not it 
meets the requirements of the stage. Two opposed principles of evalu-
ating translated drama lie at the heart of the struggle between these 
two groups: readability and performability. The struggle between 
these two principles of evaluation helps determine the outcome of the 
struggle between the conflicting strategies of translation within the 
field of drama translation.

Figure 2.7 is a representation of the homology of the field of drama trans-
lation with the two fields of theatre and literary production and their respec-
tive fields of consumption, as well as the field of drama translation criticism. 
The struggle between two modes of production in this field, i.e. stage trans-
lation (Sg. T) versus page translation (Pg. T) is significantly influenced by 
this homology. The first mode lies at the intersection between the three fields 
of drama translation, theatre production and theatre consumption, whereas 
the second mode lies at the intersection of the fields of drama translation, 
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literary production and literary consumption. The tension between these 
two modes of drama translation finds expression in two opposed modes 
of translation agency: invisibility versus intervention. While on the side of 
translation for the page, the intervention of the translator is generally sus-
pended (in different degrees) in order to allow for a faithful representation 
of the source dramatic text, the translator at the opposite side is given more 
power over the source text and is encouraged to actively adapt it in order 
to bring it in line with the requirements of the stage (Aaltonen 2000: 41). 
Parallel to the struggle between the two modes of drama translation, the 
field of drama translation criticism is structured around a struggle between 
the two evaluative principles of drama translation, i.e. ‘readability (Read.) 
and ‘performability’ (Perf.).

3.10 Dynamics and Functioning of the Field

3.10.1 Illusio

The functioning of the field is necessarily conditioned by, and conducive to, 
a collective belief on the part of its members in the value of taking part in its 
internal struggles. In order for the field to emerge and function, its members 
must take interest in the stakes it offers (Bourdieu 1996: 227). This is what 
Bourdieu terms illusio. The Latin word illusio, which is derived from the 
root ludus (game), means “the fact of being in the game, of being invested 
in the game, of taking the game seriously” (Bourdieu 1998: 76). Illusio is 
about the conviction that the game is “worth playing and that the stakes 
created in and through the fact of playing are worth pursuing” (ibid.: 77). 
It is a prerequisite for all newcomers to the field to agree with the current 
members that being in the field and getting involved in its conflicts is worth-
while. Newcomers may want to subvert power relations in the field, but in 
order to do so they need to collude with all other members, even those they 
wish to oppose, in taking the stakes offered seriously (Bourdieu 1998: 78). 
Each field produces its own forms of illusio, of interest, which involve the 
participants and keep the game going (Bourdieu 1996: 227).

Bourdieu’s use of the concept of illusio in his description of the function-
ing of the fields of cultural production, or intellectual fields, is meant to chal-
lenge the idea of disinterestedness that is generally associated with cultural 
activities. Against the widely held belief that intellectuals writers, or artists 
carry out their intellectual labour independently of all interests25 other than 
the cause of art (culture, literary writing, etc.), Bourdieu maintains that intel-
lectuals have interests in all the conflicts in which they take part. They are 
not indifferent to the internal workings of the field but recognize that what 
happens in the field matters to them (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992: 116).

Illusio, as Bourdieu puts it, is the product of the “conjunctural relation-
ship between a habitus and a field” (Bourdieu 1996: 228). In other words, 
the interest which individuals develop in a particular field is engendered by 
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the dispositions of those individuals, which are in turn produced and pro-
moted by the objective structures of the field.

For members of the field, recognition of illusio goes without saying; hav-
ing stakes in the field is implicitly assumed by all participants; it is not ques-
tioned or debated. Participants in the field become part of the game without 
knowing it. By contrast, studying the field of cultural production requires 
from researchers “tearing oneself out of the illusio” in order to be able to 
objectify and construct the field, although they should not forget that illusio 
is part of the reality they are constructing (Bourdieu 1996: 230). Identifying 
the illusio, which motivates the actions of agents in any field of cultural pro-
duction, including drama translation, is obviously not possible without (re)
constructing both the forms of capital dominant in the field and the habitus 
of these agents.

The functioning of fields of cultural production is not only premised on 
the producers’ interest in what they are doing but also on the interest of the 
consumers in the cultural goods produced in the field. As argued by Gouan-
vic (2005), part of the responsibility of the translator is to (re)produce in 
the target text the capacity of the source text to provoke the illusio of the 
source readers. Translators’ awareness of what it is that makes their readers 
(or spectators) interested in consuming their translation products, i.e. their 
illusio, is what determines the success or failure of their translations and 
hence their position in the field.

3.10.2 Change: Internal Logic and External Factors

Innovation and change in the field are usually achieved by the novice, the 
non-consecrated members (writers, artists, translators, etc.) who wish to 
situate themselves in a distinct position and strive to be recognized as dif-
ferent. Those young members, as Bourdieu comments, “reject what their 
most consecrated precursors are and do, everything which in their eyes 
defines the ‘old-fashioned’ poetics” (1996: 240). In the literary field, for 
instance, the non-consecrated members tend to signal the new position(s) 
they introduce into the field through what Bourdieu terms ‘constitutive 
texts’, i.e. prefaces, programmes or manifestos (ibid.: 240). These texts 
can be used to identify the range of possible forms, figures, etc., at the 
disposal of the innovators and find out “how each of them pictured his 
or her revolutionary mission, whether it concerned forms to destroy . . . 
rhetorical devices to demolish . . . or content and sentiments to banish” 
(ibid.: 241).

However, in order to effect change in the field, innovators have to be 
aware of what it is they are changing. In other words, they have to be sen-
sitized to the history of the field in order to be able to change its direction. 
Members’ mastery of the history of the field and their awareness of the 
dividing line between the ‘thinkable’ and the ‘unthinkable’ in it is part of the 
entrance fee they pay on joining it (Bourdieu 1996: 243).
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Although the struggles unfolding within the field of cultural production 
are mostly determined by the internal logic of the field, they depend “in 
their outcome . . . on the correspondence they have with external clashes” 
(Bourdieu 1996: 252, emphasis in original). In other words, the conflicts 
occurring within the cultural field echo political and economic struggles, 
which constitute ‘the field of power’ (Bourdieu 1993a: 37), as well as the 
class struggles unfolding in the wider social space. This correspondence or 
homology, to use Bourdieu’s term, between internal and external changes is 
described in the following terms:

changes as decisive as an upheaval in the internal hierarchy of different 
genres, or a transformation in the hierarchy within genres themselves, 
affecting the structure of the field as a whole, are made possible by 
the correspondence between internal changes . . . and external changes 
which offer to new categories of producers . . . and to their products 
consumers who occupy positions in social space which are homologous 
to their own position in the field, and hence consumers endowed with 
dispositions and tastes in harmony with the products these producers 
offer them.

(Bourdieu 1996: 252, emphasis in original)

This homology can be illustrated by the case of new entrants to the cul-
tural field who reject the dominant modes and norms of production (ibid.: 
253). The success of these new entrants in imposing their own norms, 
which defy the expectations of the cultural field, is usually conditioned 
by relevant changes in the wider social space. These external changes may 
either effect a change in the power relations in the cultural field or allow 
for the emergence of a new category of consumers whose affinity with the 
new producers “guarantees the success of their products” (Bourdieu 1996: 
253). In the first case, political crises, such as revolutions, may engen-
der a shift within the cultural field from bourgeois or commercial art to 
socially committed art. To illustrate the second case, one may consider 
the emergence of a new reading public in Egypt in the late nineteenth and 
early twentieth centuries. Unlike the mainstream reading public who were 
mainly educated in religious schools and were used to such traditional 
genres as poetry and maqāma (versified narratives), the new reading pub-
lic, who had their first education mainly in secular schools, were more 
open to translated fiction, which had started to gain momentum during 
that time (Hafez 1993).

The homology between producers and consumers, supply and demand, 
is used by Bourdieu as an example of the correspondence between internal 
struggles within the field of cultural production and external changes in 
the social space. This homology is also employed to explain what Bourdieu 
terms the ‘life-cycle’ of the work of art (Bourdieu 1996: 255). The work of 
art (a book, translation, performance, painting, etc.) emerges as the result of 
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an endeavour by its producer to achieve distinction, to produce a work that 
is recognized as different in relation to other existing works in the field. This 
distinction is usually achieved by challenging existing norms of currently 
successful works, without much regard to the economic profit that the new 
work might yield. Hence the initial phase in the life-cycle of the cultural 
product consists in accumulating symbolic rather than economic capital.26 
This is followed by a stage in which the symbolic capital is economically 
exploited, and it is at this moment that this cultural product is challenged 
by another rival.

This life-cycle of the cultural product can be explained by means of the 
homology or correspondence between the fields of production and consump-
tion. The rise of a particular cultural product to a distinctive position in the 
field as a result of breaking with existing consecrated works corresponds 
to the emergence of a new category of consumers who wish to dissociate 
themselves from mainstream modes of production and hence affiliate with a 
distinctive class of taste. In other words, the struggle within the field of cul-
tural production over distinction among cultural producers runs parallel to 
another struggle in the field of consumption where consumers likewise strive 
to distinguish themselves socially by means of the cultural taste with which 
they affiliate themselves. Bourdieu explicitly delineates this homology:

To the socially recognized hierarchy of the arts, and within each of 
them, of genres, schools or periods, corresponds a social hierarchy of 
the consumers. This predisposes tastes to function as markers of ‘class’.

(Bourdieu 1984: 1–2)

The possibility for any cultural product to attract consumers is largely con-
ditioned by its ability to take a subversive position vis-à-vis existing prod-
ucts or, as Bourdieu puts it, by its “wearing out of the effect of consecrated 
works” (1996: 253, emphasis in original). In later stages, when this new 
product imposes its norms of perception and appreciation through familiar-
ization, it starts to lose the ‘effect of rupture’ it initially exercised to make 
itself recognized as different (ibid.: 253). The ‘erosion of the effect of rup-
ture’ induces the consumers of this cultural product to shift attention to 
another product which claims to take over this effect.

3.10.3 Social Ageing of the Cultural Product

The ‘life-cycle of the cultural product’ ties in with another concept that 
Bourdieu uses to explore how any cultural product fares within the field, 
namely the concept of the social ageing of the cultural product.

The existence of any product within the cultural field is conditioned, 
as Bourdieu always emphasizes, by the ongoing battle between the con-
secrated and the non-consecrated, the established and the newcomers, the 
avant-garde and the outmoded. In essence, it is “a battle between those 
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who have made their names . . . and are struggling to stay in view and those 
who cannot make their own names without relegating to the past the estab-
lished figures, whose interest lies in freezing, fixing the state of the field for 
ever” (Bourdieu 1993a: 106). The aim of the consecrated producers is to 
reproduce the current state of the field, with its dominant modes of produc-
tion and norms of perception and appreciation of cultural products. On the 
other side, the newcomers strive to gain recognition by both challenging the 
established hierarchy of cultural producers and signalling their own differ-
ence. Being aware that the dynamics of the field is governed by the opposi-
tion of new/old, or innovative/démodé, the newcomers seek to “push back 
into the past the consecrated producers . . . ‘dating’ their products and the 
taste of those who remain attached to them” (ibid.: 107). In this sense, the 
conflict in the cultural field is not only over symbolic capital (recognition, 
consecration) or economic capital (financial profit); it is also a battle over 
time: the winners in this conflict are those who manage to get recognized as 
‘ahead of time’ (avant-garde, innovative), whereas the losers are those who 
are driven by the winners to the realm of the past, where they are branded 
‘conservative’, ‘traditional’, ‘obsolete’, etc. This battle over time is what 
makes the field of cultural production, as Bourdieu suggests, a ‘temporal 
structure’ (ibid.: 108). The ageing of the work of art, or any cultural prod-
uct, is in effect conditioned by the outcome of this battle over time.

The ageing of cultural products is not only dependent on the actual pro-
ducers who wish their products to win the battle over time but is also condi-
tioned by the involvement of co-producers, those individuals and institutions 
that are entitled to preserve, analyse, interpret and classify cultural products, 
such as reviewers, critics, historians, galleries, publishing houses, educational 
institutions, etc. The contribution of these parties is not a mere accompani-
ment to the work of art; they rather share “in the production of the work, 
its meaning and value” (Bourdieu 1993a: 110). All of these parties find some 
kind of profit, material or symbolic, in reading, deciphering and commenting 
on the work (ibid.: 111). It is in the interest of these co-producers to main-
tain or challenge the classification of certain cultural products as ‘ahead of 
time’ or ‘lagging behind time’. It is also in their interest to breathe life into 
certain ‘obsolete’ cultural products and transform them from the category of 
works ‘lagging behind time’ into works ‘for all time’ or ‘classics’.

‘Retranslation’ provides an ample case that illustrates both the field 
dynamics of internal change and the battle over time between ‘ageing’ and 
newly produced cultural goods. Chapter five explores retranslation through 
the two Bourdieusian concepts of ‘social ageing’ and ‘distinction’.

3.10.4 Producers of Producers: Who Created the Creator?

The dynamic functioning of the cultural field is induced by the complex 
network of agents and institutions by means of which the cultural product 
is produced, circulated and consumed. However, to the layperson, and to 
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those who are outside the field of cultural production, a cultural work is 
normally attributed to a singular identity, to a creator who conceived of the 
work and brought it into existence only by means of his or her individual 
genius. This is due to the logic of the market that lies at the heart of the field 
of power. It is more feasible and practicable to sell a name than to market a 
group of factors, agents and institutions which contributed to the constitu-
tion of a particular cultural commodity. No reader (or theatre goer) took 
interest in the field of cultural production which helped produce the Arabic 
translation of Othello in Egypt in 1912. What mattered most to the reader 
and theatre goer at the time was the brand name of the translator, Khalīl 
Muṭrān, and maybe to a lesser degree the name of the director who staged 
the translation, Jurj Abyaḍ.

However, this should not blind the sociologist of culture to the more 
sophisticated and intricate process of the production of cultural goods. 
Bourdieu asserts that the traditional understanding of the artist/intellectual 
as an ‘uncreated creator’ has generally dissuaded sociologists from studying 
the production of culture. Their methodological tools and critical analyses 
have been primarily saved for the study of consumption, leaving untouched 
the widely held understanding of the cultural work as the outcome of an 
individual talent (Bourdieu 1993b: 139). Even when they happen to address 
the issue of production, they assert, rather than question and problematize, 
the received idea of the “uniqueness of the uncreated creator” (ibid.: 139). 
They content themselves with looking into the biographical circumstances 
which helped sharpen the creative genius of the artist/intellectual, while still 
holding fast to the quasi-religious belief in the oneness of artistic/intellectual 
creation. Bourdieu elaborates elsewhere the effect of this belief:

It is this charismatic ideology, in effect, which directs the gaze towards 
the apparent producer—painter, composer, writer—and prevents us 
asking who has created this ‘creator’ and the magic power of transub-
stantiation with which the ‘creator’ is endowed. It also steers the gaze 
towards the most visible aspect of the process of production, that is, the 
material fabrication of the product, transfigured into ‘creation’, thereby 
avoiding any enquiry beyond the artist and the artist’s own activity into 
the conditions of this demiurgic capability.

(Bourdieu 1996: 167, emphasis in original)

It is this recognition by the sociologist that the work of the artist/intellectual 
is conditioned by the activities of other agents and institutions that renders 
the concepts of ‘creation’ and ‘creator’ reductive. The viable alternative for 
the sociologist of culture is not only to try to identify the co-producers who 
contributed to the formation of the cultural work but also to ask the long 
‘forbidden question’: who created the creator? (Bourdieu 1996: 167). This 
iconoclastic questioning of the monistic conception of ‘creation’ sets the 
sociological analysis of cultural works at a new level, where the artist/writer/
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intellectual is not set apart from his/her work after becoming a commodity 
that is subject to the mechanisms of supply and demand. Writers and intel-
lectuals in general become, according to this view, part of the economy of 
cultural practice; their names and the positions they occupy in the hierarchy 
of the names of other intellectuals are made, re-made, consecrated or mar-
ginalized, rendered fashionable/innovative or obsolete/out of date by the 
cultural and ideological labour of such other producers in the field as critics, 
writers of prefaces, publishers, cultural publicists, historians of culture and 
academics (ibid.: 167). However, the relationship between producers and 
producers of producers should not be viewed as a relation of exploitation 
of intellectuals by those who contribute to making their names in the field. 
It is rather a relationship of mutual interest, of alliance, not opposition. 
When publishers commodify the manuscript of a writer by putting it on the 
market of symbolic goods, they do not only gain economic profit, but they 
also allow this particular writer to gain consecration (ibid.: 167). And when 
a historian of translation draws attention to a long forgotten translator, he 
or she not only remakes the name of this translator and gives it a new life, 
but this historian also gains consecration for him or herself as an authority 
and as an owner of the power of consecration.

However, the initial question of ‘who created the creator?’ should not, 
as Bourdieu suggests, take us in an endless regressive search for ‘first begin-
nings’ (1996: 169). This theological logic, as Bourdieu describes it, needs to 
be suspended in favour of a relational reasoning of the process of cultural 
production. In other words, one cannot at this stage raise the simplistic 
question of ‘who made and authorized the producers of producers’, for 
the authority of publishers, historians or writers of prefaces is not granted 
to them by individual agents; their authority as producers and consecra-
tors of producers lies in their relational existence in the field of cultural 
production. The alliance and opposition they develop with other groups of 
publishers, writers and consecrators, and the forms and degrees of capital 
(economic, social or/and symbolic) they accumulate in the field determine 
their authority of making and consecrating producers of culture. The rela-
tional position in the field and the form and degree of accumulated capital 
also determine the effect of the act of consecration exercised by produc-
ers of producers. The authority of the private publisher that was available 
for Ṭanyūs ‘Abdu’s translation of Hamlet in 1902 is significantly less influ-
ential than the authority possessed by the leading government publisher 
in Egypt, al-Majlis al-A‘la lil-Thaqāfa (the Supreme Council of Culture), 
which republished the translation in 2005 in the translation series Mirāth 
al-Tarjama (Heritage of Translation). The republishing of the translation 
by this influential institution in a series devoted to the revival of significant 
literary translations into Arabic,27 accompanied by an introduction28 that 
sheds light on the translator and his socio-historical milieu, all bring life 
to and consecrate this translation in a more forceful way than was the case 
when it was first published.
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Describing cultural production in all its complexity should be grounded 
in the sociologist’s awareness that the circulation of the cultural product 
(through commentary, catalogues, anthologies, publication, publicity, etc.) 
is not derivative of and dependent on a ready-made product. The circulation 
of the cultural work is rather part and parcel of its production, understood 
in its complex sense. “The discourse on the work”, Bourdieu asserts, “is not 
a simple side-effect, designed to encourage its apprehension and apprecia-
tion, but a moment which is part of the production of the work, of its mean-
ing and its value” (1996: 170).

Limiting the sociological enterprise to identifying the ‘creator’ as the one 
and ultimate cause of the cultural work is induced by a linear understanding 
of cultural production. Bourdieu’s genetic sociology substitutes this linear-
ity with a model which conceives cultural production in terms of a network 
of relations between individual agents and institutions. This wide scope of 
cultural production, as seen by Bourdieu, makes him include the consumers 
themselves, who play a vital role in the making of the cultural work and its 
apparent producer (Bourdieu 1993a: 78). Consumers help determine the 
value of the cultural product, and hence its hierarchical position in the field, 
by promoting/discrediting it, either materially (buying a book, a painting, 
an album of music) or symbolically (through, for instance, surveys of the 
best/worst book, translation, film, etc., of the year).

4  GENETIC SOCIOLOGY AND TRANSLATION  
HISTORIOGRAPHY

Because this book is mainly concerned with the sociology of historical rather 
than contemporary translation products, it takes particular interest in Bour-
dieu’s conceived relation between his ‘genetic sociology’ and history. Bour-
dieu uses the term ‘genetic sociology’ in the context of his critique of Sartre’s 
sociology of Flaubert’s works. Sartre, argues Bourdieu, reduces Flaubert’s 
works to an “originating consciousness” (ibid.: 193, emphasis added) and 
in so doing advocates a methodology which “seeks the explanatory prin-
ciple of a work in the author taken in isolation” (ibid.: 192). The notions 
of origin and genesis suggest two modes of thinking about the sociology of 
cultural works. The first mode conceives of cultural works as constituted 
by and starting from ‘an absolute beginning’, hence these works can only 
be understood through what Bourdieu terms the “retrospective illusion”, 
whereby a cultural work is seen as the end result of “an initial experience 
or behaviour” (ibid.: 193). Given that any cultural product according to 
this mode of thinking is uni-determined, that is, the outcome of one social 
determinant, understanding it is necessarily subject to a linear reasoning 
that traces the connection between the work and a preconceived origin. The 
origin here could be the biography of the artist who produced the work in 
question or even a presupposed generative principle, structure or genre.
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The second mode, genetic sociology, in its dismissal of the reductionist 
reasoning characteristic of the first mode, is Bourdieu’s alternative. Unlike 
the substantialist reading, which views socio-cultural practices of individu-
als and groups as “substantial properties, inscribed once and for all in a sort 
of biological or cultural essence” (Bourdieu 1998: 4, emphasis in original), 
Bourdieu’s relational model problematizes the social conditioning of cultural 
works. It locates these practices in a social universe of available positions 
to be occupied by agents with particular dispositions. Thus said, Bourdieu’s 
relational model guarantees a multidirectional understanding of socio- 
cultural practices that takes into consideration not only the objective structure 
of the cultural field within which they are produced but also the trajectories 
of the agents who contribute to the making of these practices. Genetic sociol-
ogy, in a word, takes issue with the linearity of teleological reasoning which 
posits that socio-cultural practice is a mechanical response to a unitary stimu-
lus. Instead, it conceives of this practice in terms of multiple causation and as 
the product of the dialectical relation between objective social structures and 
the subjectivity of social agents. In Bourdieu’s terms, socio-cultural practices 
emerge at the conjuncture of “history in things”—the history inscribed in 
institutional practices, social, economic and political structures—and “his-
tory in bodies”—the history hidden in people’s heads and which shapes their 
bodily and intellectual behaviour (Bourdieu 1993b: 46).

History is not accidentally deployed in Bourdieu’s genetic sociology; it 
is deemed indispensable for understanding the multi-determined nature of 
socio-cultural phenomena. As Bourdieu has commented:

the separation of sociology and history is a disastrous division, and one 
totally devoid of epistemological justifications: all sociology should be 
historical and all history sociological [. . .] we cannot grasp the dynam-
ics of a field if not by a synchronic analysis of its structure and, simul-
taneously, we cannot grasp this structure without a historical, that is, 
genetic analysis of its constitution and of the tensions that exist between 
positions in it, as well as between this field and other fields, and espe-
cially the field of power.

(Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992: 90, emphasis in original)

The notion of ‘genesis’ informs Bourdieu’s understanding of both sociology 
and history. Like sociology, history for him is about the multiple causa-
tion of historical phenomena. His attempt to develop a mode of sociologi-
cal analysis that subverts the metaphysics of origin is underpinned by an 
understanding of history that seeks to escape the trap of “unidimensional 
evolutionism” (ibid.: 91). The infusion of sociological research with histori-
cal analysis makes visible the unperceived complexity and multi-determined 
nature of socio-cultural practice.

Translation historiography has paid little attention to the social genesis 
of historical translational phenomena. The fact that translation historians 
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have been mostly concerned with constructing narratives of past transla-
tion theories rather than the actual social practices of individual transla-
tors, as Pym (1998: 10) rightly observes, may account for their disregard 
for sociology. Even in telling their stories of past theories, and in order to 
make their accounts as coherent as possible, they strove to structure their 
theories around one principle—one origin that engenders them, justifies 
their existence and lends them a logical sequence in the historical narra-
tive. Thus there have been histories of theories of translation that have 
been constructed around and reduced to such concepts as ‘fidelity’ and 
‘logocentricity’ (ibid.: 10). The reductionism of this mode of historiog-
raphy is mainly due to an underlying dissociation of the ‘historical’ from 
the ‘social’. An emerging awareness in translation studies has sought to 
remedy this reductionism by linking the social to the historical. The first 
principle Pym formulates in devising a method for translation history is as 
follows:

translation history should explain why translations were produced in 
a particular social time and space. In other words, translation history 
should address problems of social causation. This seems straightfor-
ward until you realize that narrowly empirical methods—the kind 
we find in many systemic descriptive approaches—are fundamentally 
unable to model social causation.

(1998: ix, emphasis added)

Pym criticizes what he perceives to be the flawed histories constructed by 
linguistic and systems theory approaches to translation history. Linguistic 
approaches view the translation text as conditioned only by the source text. 
In systems theories, the text is regarded as the effect of an abstract construct 
of structural relations. In neither case is the subjectivity of the translator fore-
grounded. In linguistic approaches, translators are diminished to “a mechani-
cal extension” of the source text, whereas in systems theory they become “a 
bearer of functions” within the target system (ibid.: 157). Both approaches 
are anchored, although in different ways, to an underlying notion of origin, in 
the sense of attributing historical translational phenomena to just one cause 
or one set of causes. Pym’s critique of this notion and his emphasis on multi-
ple causation echo Bourdieu’s genetic approach to both history and sociology.

Historiographies of early translations of Shakespeare’s drama into Ara-
bic have traditionally embraced an approach that can be characterized, as 
discussed earlier, as ‘unidimensional evolutionism’. In particular, the mode 
of historiography that has most dominated Arabic translations has given 
value to philological parameters, while overlooking a whole range of social 
factors that condition translation.

The detailed discussion of Bourdieu’s sociological model of the fields of 
cultural production is meant to show the viability of his methodology and 
theoretical framework for studying drama translation as a socially situated 
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activity. Bourdieu’s sociology has been shown to be useful in exploring 
drama translation at different interrelated levels: the field of drama transla-
tion within which the translation product in question is produced and the 
type of capital which structures it; the translation product itself, its char-
acteristics, the positions it occupies in the field of drama translation, and 
its relation to other products occupying other positions; the translator, the 
type and amount of capital he or she possesses and the way it is invested in  
the field in order to maximize the translator’s profits, his or her trajectory 
in the field and other adjacent fields; and the positions he or she occupies in 
the field in terms of the poetics and politics of translation. In the following  
chapters, these conceptual tools will be deployed in reading the genesis and 
development of the field of drama translation in Egypt, with particular ref-
erence to the translation of the main Shakespearean tragedies of Hamlet, 
Macbeth, King Lear and Othello.

NOTES

 1  Bourdieu sometimes terms it the ‘experiential’ meaning (1990: 27).
 2  Bourdieu’s preoccupation throughout his career with overcoming binarisms 

is clearly expressed in his interview with Beate Krais, published in The Craft 
of Sociology, where he says: “Sociology is a very difficult science. You’re 
always moving between two opposite dangers . . . That’s why I’ve spent my 
life demolishing dualisms. One of the points I would stress more strongly . . . 
is the need to move beyond couples of oppositions, which are often expressed 
by concepts ending in ‘ism’ ” (Krais 1991: 251).

 3  ‘Political’ and ‘politics’ in this context are not used in the narrow sense of 
‘political governance’, but in the sense of self-interested gains which individu-
als in a certain field of activity strive to achieve in opposition to other gains 
sought by other individuals within the same field.

 4  During the first half of the nineteenth century, scientific translation and 
translators were key factors in the process of modernization launched by 
Muḥammad ‘Ali (1805–48), the then viceroy of Egypt. For a detailed study of 
translation during the reign of Muḥammad ‘Ali, see al-Shayyāl (1946/2000).

 5  These delineations might also apply to the field of literary translation.
 6  The socialist ideology of the Nasirist regime (1954–70) made it imperative for 

producers of culture in general, and theatre in particular, to produce works 
with socialist and near-socialist leanings. This was not only true of translated 
drama but also of original drama authored by Egyptian playwrights. Hence 
the works of such Egyptian playwrights as Tawfīq al-Ḥakīm, Nu‘mān ‘Ashūr, 
Luṭfī al-Khūli, Sa’d al-Dīn Wahba, etc., which addressed issues relevant to the 
class structure of the Egyptian society and the social changes effected by the 
1952 revolution.

 7  For a detailed study of the factors that condition the distribution and hier-
archy of literary traditions in the world literary space, see Casanova (2004).

 8  To further invest in the cultural capital he possesses, al-Juraydīni mentions on 
the cover a number of publications which he himself authored (see figure 2.1 
this volume).

 9  On the political references to Khedive ‘Abbas in the translation, see Badr 
(1963: 9).
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10  On the semantics of ‘riwāya’ and its use by translators to denote ‘a play’ 
in the earliest phases of the genesis of the field of drama translation, see 
 chapter 3, section 5.1 this volume.

11  This is the name given to both Egypt and Syria on their declared union dur-
ing the presidency of Jamāl ‘Abd al-Nāṣir. Although Syria seceded from the 
union in September 1961, Nasir continued to use the same name until it was 
changed in 1971 into “The Arab Republic of Egypt”.

12  Generally speaking, the process of delegation in the context of modern Egyp-
tian society happens through the state. For a discussion of official delegation 
in the context of Egyptian theatre and drama translation in Egypt, see Hanna 
(2005a).

13  Al-Azhar is the Muslim mosque-university, founded in Cairo in 972. It was 
originally meant to be a centre for training Fatimid Shi‘a propagandists but 
later became the most prestigious centre for training ‘ulamā’ (scholars of reli-
gion) and fuqahā’ (scholars of Islamic jurisprudence and Arabic language). 
Al-Azhar has always played a significant role in the political and cultural 
history of modern Egypt. Since the mid-1930s al-Azhar has become more like 
a modern university with specialized colleges for Shari‘a (Islamic law),’Uṣul 
al-dīn (theology) and Arabic language. Dar al-‘Ulūm is a higher education 
institution founded in Cairo by ‘Ali Mubārak in 1872. It soon became a rival 
for al-Azhar as a source of government schoolteachers of Arabic and Islamic 
subjects. Some of the leading figures in modern poetry and Arabic linguistics 
have been graduates of Dar al-‘Ulūm. For further details see Goldschmidt and 
Johnston (2003).

14  It took al-Bustānī 15 years to finish the translation, as he had to earn his liv-
ing by doing other jobs. This proves that the accumulation of cultural capital, 
in the form of writing a book and having it published, is conditioned by the 
economic capital available to the individual, which would allow him or her 
to work without worrying about immediate monetary profit.

15  Some interpretations of Bourdieu’s writings fail to see this in his sociologi-
cal model and claim that his concept of ‘habitus’ is itself deterministic in the 
sense of being “a conceptual straight-jacket that provides no room for modi-
fication or escape” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992: 132, n.85).

16  The immigration of Syrian translators to Egypt during the second half of the 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries can be taken as one example in this 
context. For a detailed discussion of the activities of Syrian translators in 
Egypt, see chapter three this volume.

17  For a discussion of the representation of ‘translation’ and ‘translator’ in Ara-
bic discourses on translation, see Hanna (2006).

18  For a detailed discussion of the genesis of the field of drama translation in 
Egypt, see Hanna (2005a).

19  See Aaltonen (2000: 33) for the distinction between the two terms of ‘drama 
translation’ and ‘theatre translation’.

20  Although this characterization of the distinction between published drama 
translation and stage translation is generally valid, it is not without excep-
tions. Whereas some translations produced for the stage have avant-garde 
orientations and do not prioritize economic success, certain types of pub-
lished drama translation prioritize economic profit more than cultural pres-
tige. Examples of the latter include abridged or simplified versions of world 
drama which are produced in series with clear commercial purposes. For the 
translators producing these versions, the aesthetic integrity of the source text 
is not a priority.

21  A term that is itself problematic, the ‘ethics’ of translation is used by Bassnett 
in this context to mean ‘faithfulness’ to the source text.
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22  In its special issue on Egyptian theatre after the 1952 revolution, al-Masraḥ 
monthly (1966: 116) reports that iqtibās during this period was remunerated 
at the rate of 150 to 200 Egyptian pounds, whereas translation was remuner-
ated at the rate of 75 to 150 Egyptian pounds.

23  The Egyptian playwright and novelist Tawfīq al-Ḥakīm (1898–1987) coined 
the term ‘third language’ in reference to a proposed variety of Arabic suitable 
for the language of drama; in Cachia’s words, this is “a ‘simplified’, but ‘cor-
rect’ Arabic . . . in effect, a colloquial purged of distinctively regional expres-
sions and favouring constructions close to those of the classical, though 
without its inflections” (1990: 69).

24  Elsewhere, Pavis (1989: 25) states that “the phenomenon of translation for 
the stage . . . goes beyond the rather limited phenomenon of the interlingual 
translation of the dramatic text”.

25  Translators are similarly believed to function as bridges or disinterested medi-
ators among cultures.

26  Although Bourdieu here speaks mainly of avant-garde products, the idea is 
generally true with regard to all other cultural products.

27  The first issue of this series was a republication of the first Arabic translation 
of The Illiad by Sulaymān al-Bustānī.

28  This introduction is based on my research on the genesis of the field of drama 
translation in Egypt. See Fekry Hanna (2005).


