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ACTIVITIES: BEYOND THE MONOLINGUAL PREMISE  

IN FOREIGN LANGUAGE EDUCATION 

Abstract 
 

The article presents theoretical considerations pertaining to the use of trans-
lation in foreign language teaching and argues for the reinstatement of trans-
lation activities in language teaching to contribute to the development of in-
tercultural sensitivity among language users. The authors build upon critical-
ecological reflections in language education. They posit that a globalized 
world requires a departure from the monolingual language teaching para-
digm, particularly in multicultural and multilingual contexts such as, for ex-
ample, a united Europe. The argument touches upon the issues of neoliberal 
skills training, intercultural education, language pedagogy (glottodidactics), 
language acquisition and translation theories as well as observations of the 
practicalities imposed on L2 users by the postmodern reality and market 
forces. The authors present the incorporation of translation practices into 
foreign language teaching as a means of enhancing intercultural sensitivity 
and a way of fighting linguistic and cultural colonization. The ultimate goal – 
the new “paradigm shift” (Butzkamm and Caldwell, 2009) – is to contribute 
to social justice via foreign language education.  
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1. Introduction  
 
The authors intend to present the theoretical foundations for perceiving 
translation as one of the key skills for bilinguals and plurilinguals. Such a view 
contrasts with traditional understandings of language skills in language teach-
ing literature, such as speaking, reading, writing and listening. Capitalizing on 
the concepts of multi-competence (V.J. Cook, 1991) and the tenet of social 
justice through foreign language education (e.g. Lankiewicz, 2015), as well as 
recent calls for the reinstatement of translation in language teaching (TILT) 
(e.g. Butzkamm and Caldwell 2009; G. Cook, 2010), we offer a reconceptual-
ization of the function of translating and interpreting in the process of lan-
guage learning and language use for people who function within more than 
one language system. Subsequently, assuming a sociocultural constitution of 
language learning, as defined by Lantolf (2000), we posit that interlingual 
translation activities may contribute to the growth of intercultural sensitivity. 
The bridging platform for this line of thinking is drawn from Kramsch’s contri-
bution to the perception of the place of culture and language teaching (1993) 
and the application of the ecological metaphor to language learning (2002, 
2012) as well as the concept of cultural grammars by Wierzbicka (1996). Val-
uable insights for developing intercultural sensitivity via translation are also 
derived from the concept of the third culture (Damen, 1987), third place 
(Kramsch, 1993) or tertiary socialization (Byram, 1989). 

Such an attitude stands in contrast to the dominant monolingual vision 
of language as documented in language teaching methodology books and lan-
guage teaching manuals, promoting the monolingual development of four 
skills (listening, speaking, reading and writing; cf. Malmkjær, 1998: 5), as it is 
the case in the still dominant communicative approach. Inherent incompati-
bilities between languages require the application of translation techniques 
by bi- and plurilinguals1 in the communication of meanings as they are al-
lowed by a particular language system and manifested by a particular culture. 

                                                             
1 Assuming the ecolinguistic metaphor in language learning and capitalizing on SLA 
research pertaining to the abolishment of the dichotomy language learner/ language 
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It is in the translation process, be it only mental (characteristic of language pro-
cessing – e.g. intercomprehension in translingual practices, cf. Mazak and Car-
roll, 2017), or exteriorized (spoken or written) that intercultural differences are 
made more visible in the language system itself. In the process of language 
learning the said dichotomy may be construed in relation to receptive and pro-
ductive skills. Ultimately, we perceive translation, after Susan Bassnett (1998: 
xx), as “the performative aspect of intercultural communication” and posit the 
incorporation of translation as a constitutive skill for a foreign language 
learner/user and a way of developing their language awareness level. 

 
2. Translation and language teaching  
 
Language teaching methodology in the communicative era, triggered by the 
functional approach to language study, articulates four basic language skills 
within the receptive (reading and listening) and productive (writing and 
speaking) continuum. This well-grounded taxonomy may be perceived as in-
adequate, and provides an additional proof of the monolingual conceptual-
ization of foreign/second language learning discussed widely in modern lan-
guage teaching literature in the context of bi- and plurilingualism (Malmkjær, 
1998). Accordingly, Todeva and Cenoz (2009) claim that second language ac-
quisition (SLA) has neglected prior or simultaneous language learning experi-
ence and instead focused either on linguistic and communicative competence 
in the target language, students’ interlanguages influenced by L1 interfer-
ences, or on “the cognitive outcome of being proficient in both languages” 
(2009: 3). This shortsighted perception of SLA is unanimously referred to as a 
“monolingual bias” (cf. Grosjean, 1985; Block, 2003; Pavlenko, 2005). Eventu-
ally, as Todeva and Cenoz point out, L2 skills have “typically been judged by 
strict native speaker norms and have invariably been found lacking” (2009: 3).  

Criticism of the monolingual bias may be made on different grounds, as 
will be manifested in the latter part of the article. Temporarily, limiting our 
considerations to language skills, we posit that the focus on four language 
skills in foreign language teaching methodology constitutes a blatant example 
of bias. The existence of the skills seems to be derived from a structural anal-
ysis of native speaker competence, or the psycholinguistic understanding of 
L1 acquisition. Language teaching methodologists have even gone so far as to 
recommend a progression from listening to speaking, reading, and writing in 

                                                             
user (cf. Kramsch (ed.), 2002; Firth and Wagner, 1997), we consider any communica-
tive knowledge of language in addition to one’s mother tongue respectively as bi- or 
multilingualism.  
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developing them, to mirror the natural process of L1 acquisition. This was a con-
sequence of equating L1 and L2 acquisition as similar processes. Hence, regard-
less of age, Krashen and Terrell, proponents of naturalistic language acquisition in 
their Natural Approach (presented in 1983) to language learning, accentuated the 
importance of the development of listening comprehension in pre-speech in the 
form of comprehensible input without “having to respond in the target language” 
(1995: 76). Speaking was supposed to develop as a result of a stress-free class-
room atmosphere and subsequently fostered by properly organized instruction. 
Reading and writing activities were to come later. Similarly, earlier methods such 
as the Direct Method and its more scientifically grounded European Oral Ap-
proach (cf. Richards and Rodgers, 2001: 31) were informed by the empirical ob-
servations of the native speaker. The monolingual bias is also inscribed in the 
tenet that the language of instruction should be exclusively the target one.  

The above-mentioned teaching methodology, proposed as a remedy 
for the Grammar- Translation Method and being a corollary of Chomskyan 
mentalism “colonizing” linguistics, did not allow space for translation activi-
ties. The functional approach to language learning and teaching, triggered by 
the concept of communicative competence, has been basically distrustful to-
wards an incorporation of translation activities into language teaching (Savi-
gnon, 1983: 47).The desire to acquire the target language underscored the 
concept of appropriacy and authenticity as the parameters for the learner’s 
language competence. Translation activities, in this perspective, were unwel-
come, since they might have facilitated transfer from the learner’s mother 
tongue, which was not perceived of as capital for building genuine personal 
meanings, or as a way of developing linguistic or cultural awareness.  

Nonetheless, translation was considered an integral part of language 
teaching for decades within the Grammar-Translation Method, alternatively 
referred to as the Prussian Method in the United States, due to the German 
origins of its exponents (cf. Richards and Rodgers, 2001: 3). In short, its advo-
cates assumed L1 to be a reference point for acquiring L2, thus the grammar 
system and lexis of the known language became a point of reference for the 
learning of the new one. Ultimately, grammar items were the main organiza-
tional hubs within the syllabus. Both grammar and accompanying vocabulary 
were presented in reference to mother tongue equivalents, or approximations 
if one-to-one correspondence was difficult to find. With the focus on devel-
oping receptive skills, particularly preparing students to read original foreign 
language texts, this way of teaching dominated much of the history of lan-
guage teaching and became referred to as classical or traditional, and was se-
verely criticized by the majority of “well-informed” theoretical methodolo-
gists and practitioners, lamenting the still common use of translation activities 
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by some teachers. Consequently, this marriage of translation and language 
teaching, as Munday (2016: 14) posits, has negatively influenced translation 
in general as a type of linguistic activity, and for a long time “academia con-
sidered it of a secondary status” and the “[s]tudy of the work in translation 
was generally frowned upon once the student had acquired the necessary 
skills to read the original” (ibid.).  

Much of the criticism of translation within the paradigm of formal linguistics 
is justified. It needs to be underscored here that linguistically driven concepts of 
equivalence were restricted to the level of the sentence in translation theories and 
have, in a sense, been detrimental to Translation Studies. Translation techniques 
derived from the Grammar-Translation Method were form- rather than meaning-
oriented and lacked full semantic, pragmatic and intercultural validity and were 
taught in the contextual vacuum. The controversial issue was the assumption that 
different language systems can be effectively compared with each other and simi-
larities or differences (equivalents) identified (cf. Newmark 1981: 52). 

Consequently, the sentence-oriented structural linguistics continued by 
Comparative Linguistics, featured in language teaching in the form of the Con-
trastive Analysis Hypothesis, and in Translation Studies inspired equivalence 
theories. The concept of equivalence was initially triggered within the Russian 
school of linguistics and it looked for one-to-one correspondence, while the 
French school searched for an equal functional value and ultimately laid the 
foundations for the concept of dynamic equivalence. The two different strains 
of equivalence theories “argue that translation is possible despite cultural or 
grammatical differences between SL[source language] and TL [target lan-
guage]” (Panou, 2013: 2). On the other hand, they “both recognize the fact 
that the role of the translator should not be neglected and acknowledge some 
limitations of the linguistic approach, thus allowing the translator also to rely 
on other procedures that will ensure a more effective and comprehensive ren-
dering of the ST [source text] message in the target text” (ibid.). 

This approach to language teaching has been criticized by developments 
in linguistics offering post-structural visions of language (functional or interac-
tional theories of language), developments in SLA allowing for a new understand-
ing of how language functions and how the process of language learning works. 
An additional impetus for accentuating productive skills has been undoubtedly 
enhanced by the communication of the postmodern world with the predominant 
characteristics of oracy (Fairclough, 1992: 33) or secondary orality, as maintained 
by Ong (1982), who claims we are seeing the “technologizing of the word” via the 
mass media dominating the construction of our reality (Jameson, 1991: xiii).  

The orality of the era of late capitalism has been reflected in the so-
called Communicative Approach, encompassing a wide spectrum of practices 
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(cf. Richards and Rodgers, 2001: 64ff.). The new language teaching practice 
“stressed students’ natural capacity to learn language and attempts to repli-
cate ‘authentic’ language-learning conditions in the classroom. It often privi-
leged spoken over written forms, at least initially, and generally avoided use 
of the students’ mother tongue. This led to the abandoning of translation in 
language learning” (Munday, 2016: 14).  

With the articulation of translation studies as a separate field of lan-
guage studies by James Holmes (1972/ 1988), in his seminal paper presented 
at the conference in Copenhagen in 1972, and the communicative turn in lan-
guage teaching, academics representing foreign philology departments natu-
rally presumed that translation as a skill should be restricted to professional 
courses. It became considered an extra ability, outside the repertoire of lan-
guage skills characteristic of a person possessing a practical knowledge of at 
least two linguistic systems. The strong version of the Communicative Ap-
proach, which could be characterized by the slogan “using English to learn” 
(Howatt, 1984: 279; after Richards and Rodgers, 2001: 66), assumed that 
knowledge of the language does not necessarily entail knowledge about the 
language (KAL), as Language Awareness has primarily been defined (cf. An-
drews, 2008: 289). Therefore, it was believed that L2 learners are not able to 
carry out interlingual translation due to the incommensurability of the two 
linguistic systems, which actually might have been the case (cf. Lankiewicz, 
2015: 133-195 for the criticism of the Communicative Approach in the context 
of Language Awareness). Additionally, research in SLA focused around the no-
tion of interlanguage fostered the conviction promoting the separation of 
translation from the four basic language skills.  

Only recently, in the aftermath of the “sociolinguistic revolution” (John-
son, 2008: 56) and the emergence of the sociocultural approach to language 
study and language learning (Lantolf, 2000; van Lier, 2004), have voices de-
claring the value of translation in language learning been heard again. One of 
them is G. Cook (2010), who in his ground-breaking book argues that “trans-
lating should be a major aim and means of language learning” (p. xv) and he 
presents the reasons for relegating translation from language teaching tech-
niques, a process which has been initiated by the so-called Reform Movement 
at the end of the 19th and continued through the 20th century and caused by, 
as Munday (2016: 14) posits, “the attempts to replicate ‘authentic’ language-
learning conditions in the classroom”. G. Cook (2010) articulates basic peda-
gogical, cognitive and practical misconceptions regarding the withdrawal of 
interlingual translation techniques from pedagogical practices, such as the 
fact that translation is a boring classroom activity, it does not facilitate L2 ac-
quisition or the claim that students do not need it in the real world. He also 
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maintains that some decisions regarding the withdrawal form the incorpora-
tion of translation into language teaching were of a political and commercial 
character (related to neoliberal policies). Hence, he argues, that there reason 
were totally external to academic reflections pertaining to language pro-
cessing or language acquisition and ultimately promoting exclusively mono-
lingual language teaching. Eventually, the author calls for the reassessment of 
translation practices during foreign language education, pointing to the inter-
disciplinary character of translation and its formative place in language teach-
ing. We may add that, alternatively, language teaching is equally formative for 
professional translation processes as such. 

The critical turn in Language Awareness, as initiated by Fairclough 
(1992), necessitated a general revision of non-critical language use in lan-
guage pedagogies. Significant in this regard is the problematizing of the com-
mon sense concept of language appropriacy (Fairclough, 1992: 35-56), which 
eventually led to questioning of the dominant 20th century approach of Com-
municative Language Teaching (CLT), which effaced the latent learning poten-
tial in translating activities.  

More contemporary academics delving into the language learning pro-
cess highlight different assets of language activities based on translation. Wach 
(2017) presents interlingual translation as a grammar learning strategy for bilin-
guals. She evokes other scholars who postulate that reliance on learners’ L1 
benefits them regarding the development of their language awareness and sen-
sitivity (Gozdawa-Gołębiowski, 2003) or provides them with confidence that 
they understood the relation between the meaning and form of particular 
grammar structures (Brooks-Lewis, 2009; Littlewood and Yu, 2011). Vermes 
(2010), in turn, revises basic negative reflections regarding translation practices 
in the educational milieu by providing sound counterarguments. He eventually 
concludes that “[t]he objections to the use of translation in foreign language 
teaching are all based on a limited view of translation. But translation is not only 
structure manipulation; it is primarily a form of communication” (p. 91). 

 
3. Translation as a constitutive skill for bi- and plurilinguals  
 
As foreshadowed before, the value of TILT may be re-considered with refer-
ence to the monolingual bias dominating “fashionable high-profile language 
teaching” (G. Cook, 2010: xv) as opposed to socio- and psycholinguistic reality 
of bi- and plurilinguals.  

Kramsch (2012), in one of her lectures, mentioned, in an anecdotal way, 
that the domains of research in second language acquisition and bilingualism 
seem worlds apart, manifested by two different metaphorical concepts of the 
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language learner and the language user respectively, as highlighted by Firth 
and Wagner (1997). The divide is unfounded for the fuzziness of the two no-
tions in real life situations. Capitalizing on her considerations and allowing for 
the transition from bilingualism to plurilingualism characteristic of modern 
times, particularly in the European context (cf. Widła, 2016), we extend 
Kramsch’s sociocultural or ecolinguistic perspective to our context.  

Vermes (2010), considering the use of translation in the field of foreign 
language teaching, concludes that there are no fundamental reasons for the 
exclusion of translation from language education. He elaboratively quotes and 
comments on the voices against the use of TILT. The objections, as he interprets 
them, derive from a “limited view of translation” (p. 91). By this, he means that 
the opponents of translating activities in language teaching basically perceive it 
as the process of transferring phrases or sentences in a word-for-word manner 
from one language to another, exactly the same way as it was practiced in the 
infamous Grammar-Translation Method. Keeping in mind the reflection on for-
mal equivalence (Nida, 1964: 158 in Munday, 2001: 42), the disadvantages ar-
ticulated against the efficiency of translation activities in a language class are 
basically unfounded and methodologically biased, e.g. some of them pertain 
only to written translation, or that restricted to the sentence level. In other 
words, all criticism referring to translation is modeled by “the kind of translation 
that was practiced in foreign language classroom” (Vermes, 2010: 88) rather 
than by socio- and psycholinguistic processes underlying language learning.  

The monolingual language learning bias has led to the belief that transla-
tion, being psycholinguistically more complex, is independent of the four skills 
and is available only to people who have already mastered the new language sys-
tem. Yet Vermes (2010: 88) cites opinions of other scholars demonstrating that 
translation is based inevitably on the practice of the four basic skills (Malmkjær, 
1998: 8). It needs also to be stressed that cognitive theories (e.g. Fodor, 1983 or 
Anderson, 1992) “describe the processes of speaking, listening, reading and writ-
ing as all relying on a form of mental translation” (Vermes, 2010: 88).  

Equally unfounded seems to be argument, regarding the unnatural nature 
of translation. A simple observation of bi- and plurilingual people in their natural 
milieu allows us to gain substantial evidence to show that translation is a frequent 
strategy, or an expected form of linguistic activity. Similarly, language learners use 
translation in their learning processes irrespective of teacher expectations or class-
room practices. However, for some students it may be a key strategy for language 
learning, depending on the language learning attitude (cf. Wilczyńska, 2002). Re-
search on language acquisition allows the claim that translation is “a latent compo-
nent of language competence” (Lengyel and Navracsics, 1996: 60; after Vermes, 
2010: 89) and it facilitates the language acquisition process. Ultimately, Vermes 
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(2010: 88) refers again to Malmkjær (1998: 8) “that there is no reason why we 
should not regard translation as a natural skill in its own right and why it could not 
be used as a natural classroom activity”.  

An important argument for considering translation as a natural skill for 
bi- and plurilinguals may be derived from V.J. Cook’s concept of multicompe-
tence (1991: 112), which is “the compound state of a mind with two gram-
mars” or “the knowledge of more than one language in the same mind” (V.J. 
Cook 2002: 10). The concept of multi-competence highlights the problem of 
measuring the success of an L2 learner against the characteristics of a native 
speaker, which was a result of describing an L2 user in terms of an L1 user. V.J. 
Cook postulates that L2 users “are indeed unique users of language in their 
own right” (V.J. Cook 2005: 50). In his concept, interlanguage is understood in 
a verbatim way as an “integration continuum” (V.J. Cook, 2002), affecting all 
language systems in the possession of a person, as well as the whole brain. By 
this, he opts for a bilingual perspective in understanding the process of lan-
guage learning and language use in general. The coexistence of two or more 
systems in one mind has been extended to the characteristic property of mul-
tilingual communities (cf. Nakagawa, 2017: 186). The redefinition of multi-
competence was to account for the totality of linguistic knowledge and corre-
sponding cognitive restructuring triggered by linguistic means. V.J. Cook 
(2005: 51-53), articulating the fundamental differences between monolin-
guals and bilinguals, refers to the confirmatory effects of L2 on the minds of 
language users. He mentions, among others, issues related to raised language 
awareness as well as a cognitive recategorization of basic linguistic concepts.  

The concept of multi-competence capitalizes on the basic premise that 
L2 learners are at the same time L2 users, for example, outside school. Legiti-
mization of the learner as an L1 user leads V.J. Cook (1999, 2002) to debunk 
the native speaker myth of a competent language user as a frame of reference 
for measuring success in L2 acquisition.  

Correspondingly, the division between pedagogical vs. real translation 
(Klaudy, 2003: 133; after Vermes, 2010: 83), and school translation vs. profes-
sional translation (Gile, 1995: 22; after Vermes, 2010: 84) may reflect the 
same problem. The underlying distinction consists in seeing it either a tool or 
as a goal. The fuzziness of the distinction between the two types of translation 
in actuality echoes the problem of differentiating between language learner 
and user. Vermes (2010: 84) recognizes the ambiguity in the use of this termi-
nology since, as he points out, even profession translation training is not 
translation proper, and suggests calling this type of translation simulated 
translation. The inherent dilemma of the suggested taxonomies is the as-
sumption that even a professional translator, similarly to any L1 language user, 
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will always remain a learner. The translation products of trained and licensed 
translators offer clues to their linguistic and intercultural competences in the 
same way as those of pedagogical or simulated ones. This is not to say that 
professional translation training is groundless, it is rather to claim that all 
types of translations are real and natural, they simply may be used for differ-
ent purposes. It is also important to keep in mind that translation as such 
should be also considered as an inherent skill of all bi- and plurilinguals, and 
made use of in the process of L2 learning for the benefit of increasing linguistic 
and intercultural competence.  

Thereby, bi- and plurilinguals, apart from cognitive differences, “em-
ploy a wider range of language functions than a monolingual for all the needs 
of their lives. An L2 user can be seen in terms of métissage [original emphasis] 
‘the mixing of two ethnic groups, forming a third ethnicity’” (V.J. Cook, 2005: 
51). They simultaneously use more than one language via translation, code 
switching, or practices of translingualism (Canagarajah, 2013; Mazak and Car-
roll, 2017). Additionally, research both on natural and instructed SLA indicates 
that language learners are naturally engaged in repertoire of translation activ-
ities Malakoff and Hakuta (1991), they may contribute markedly to the under-
standing and intake of comprehensible input (Sheen 1993). Thereby, pedagog-
ical reliance on four skills in second language learning and teaching may not 
facilitate natural processes (of which translation is an integrative part) in 
which language learners engage. 

To sum up, there is no reason why translation should not be used in the 
language classroom, particularly in the case when students share the same L1 
with the teacher. It is only important to remember that translation activities 
should not “lead to treating the meanings of the second language as translation 
equivalents of the first language” (V.J. Cook, 2005: 59). Code-switching and 
translation should be treated as an inevitable occurrence in bi- and multilingual 
contexts, for various reasons ranging from language processing to sociocultural 
reality. All L2 users engage in some sort of “natural” translations as mediators 
(V.J. Cook, 2002: 5), and we dare say this ability should be taken for granted, 
since it is expected from bi- and plurilingual language users in various moments 
of their lives. One way of incorporating translating activities into the language 
learning process is increasing L2 users intercultural awareness and sensitivity. 

 
4. Translation as an intercultural activity 
 
The shift in defining multi-competence, signaled by Nakagawa (2017), is es-
sential for our considerations, since it echoes the theory of linguistic relativ-
ism (interrelated connections between language, culture and thinking). In this 
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respect, Dewaele (2016) argues that “while the multicompetence perspective 
focuses on the effect of the new language rather than the new culture on the 
mind of the speaker, it is in fact quite difficult to separate these two entwined 
variables” (p. 463; after Nakagawa, 2017: 189). Nonetheless, relying on cog-
nitive research carried out on bi- and plurilinguals (cf. Murahata, 2010; Mu-
rahata and Murahata, 2007; Athanasopoulos, 2001), we posit that “language 
cannot be separated from the rest of the mind or the community, but rather 
language influences the cognitive dispositions of L2 users including cultural 
and social aspects” (Nakagawa, 2017: 191).  

Framing translation within intercultural communication is not a com-
pletely new idea. Steiner (1975) has a pioneering role in this, by claiming that 
“inside or between languages, human communication equals translation” (p. 
47). In the book After Babel, he conceptualizes communication as a form of 
translation and visualizes it as an important component for intercultural rela-
tions. As he argues, it is impossible to carry over complete meanings from one 
culture to another and the translation act is always tinged with the translator’s 
culture. Katan (2009) comments on translation in this ethnocentric bias. Start-
ing from Bennett’s statement (1998: 3) that “cultures are different in their 
languages, behaviour patterns, and values. So an attempt to use [monocul-
tural] self as a predictor of shared assumptions and responses to messages is 
unlikely to work”, Katan posits the function of a translator as a cultural medi-
ator. He ultimately claims that the source text itself does not offer all the cues 
and the target text “will be read according to a different map or model of the 
world, through a series of different set of perception filters” (Katan, 2009: 91).  

To consider translating activities as a means of raising intercultural 
awareness in the process of foreign language learning, it is important to see it 
as an intercultural communication activity, rather than mental gymnastics to 
see the formal differences in the grammar system of compared languages (tra-
ditional pedagogical use of translations). It should focus on sociocultural mean-
ings derived from structural differences, which constitute a cultural memory. 
Schäffner (2003), stressing the overlap between translation studies and inter-
cultural communication manifested by, for example, conference titles, calls for 
an integrated approach, possibly with Translation Studies as a sub-discipline of 
Intercultural Communication Studies (p. 102). Yet despite the common the-
matic concerns, the two disciplines are not well-informed regarding their re-
search findings and, surprisingly, the understanding of translation in Intercul-
tural Communication is restricted basically to a linguistic phenomenon (Witte 
2000: 95), which, as Schäffner (2003: 101) maintains, may be ascribed to the 
fact that both disciplines are still methodologically insecure (each fighting for a 
discipline in its own right) not to lose its “genuine object of research” (p. 86).  
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The history of translation theories ironically evidences the basic shift 
from the category of formal equivalence, faithful replicas of source texts, to 
the perception of translation as a purpose-oriented activity demanding some 
text manipulation. Due to space limitations, suffice it to say that the so-called 
“cultural turn” in Translation Studies introduced by Bassnett and Lefevere’s 
volume Translation, History and Culture (1990) still holds sway in the discipline 
with a more critical twist initiated by Tymoczko and Genzler (2002) presented 
in the volume titled Translation and Power.  

Translation largely constitutes an asymmetrical cultural exchange, with 
the active role of translators shaping the intercultural exchange, as well as be-
ing shaped themselves by socio-political practice they represent (Venuti, 
1995). Therefore, similarly to a bi- and plurilingual language user, the transla-
tor performs the role of intercultural mediator and it can be maintained that 
contemporary Translation Studies focus “on social, cultural, and communica-
tive practices” (Schäffner, 2003: 86) and underscore the value of the visibility 
(agency) of the translator. This acting and interacting is characteristic of both 
Translation Studies and Intercultural Communication since, as Schäffner 
(2003) posits, they “operate on the basis of shared assumptions” (p. 90).  

Undoubtedly, translation is a form of interhuman communication, and 
Translation Studies draw heavily on communication research, particularly dis-
course-oriented approaches of the 1990s, as well as other communication-ori-
ented models of translation (cf. Munday, 2001/2016). What is essential, however, 
is the fact that human communication needs some cultural filtering in the form 
of contextualizing, framing or logical typing (Katan, 2009: 76ff). Intercultural Stud-
ies, and Intercultural Communication in particular, offer a framework for the 
recognition of cultural differences in any translation act, be it natural or pedagog-
ical translation (cf. Vermes 2010), if the division should be maintained at all.  

 
5. Raising intercultural sensitivity through translation activities in the process 

of language learning  
 

As mentioned before, the narrow understating of translation in foreign lan-
guage education resulted in a totally biased approach to the use of translation 
activities in the learning process. The redefinition of translation from the uni-
versalist perspective of encoding-decoding, typical of those who perceive lan-
guage and culture as separate entities and assume a “conduit metaphor of 
language transference” (Munday, 2001: 75) to the intercultural perspective, 
fully restores its educational value as well as helps reconceptualize translating 
as a constitutive skill for bi- and plurilingual language users. While monolin-
guals function competently within four skills, those who operate within two 
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or more linguistic systems are subject to linguistic and cultural overlapping 
(not to use the misleading term of interference) in the communication act.  

Language learning is the place of convergence for the processes of trans-
lation and intercultural communication (an inherent feature), since any lan-
guage use is never culture free. Language switching inevitably entails mediation 
of cultural issues, some of which are inscribed in the structure of the language 
itself, while others are context-bound. This is equally true for unicentral lan-
guages (one language-one culture) and pluricentral languages (one language 
many cultures) such as English, and particularly English as a Lingua Franca. In-
tercultural communication never pertains to relations between equals, and L2 
use is a political act, reflecting power relations between the cultures of the in-
terlocutors, as well as cultural grammars (Wierzbicka, 1996: 527). 

The teaching of culture has long been a crucial issue in language teach-
ing, particularly accentuated by the functional approach to language teaching. 
Similarly, functionalists raised culture-related issues in translation studies, con-
verging in this way with problems of intercultural communication. Briefly, it can 
be summarized by the claim that the target text should be markedly different 
from the source text in order to fulfil the cultural norms in which it is to function. 
This leads to an assumption that it is possible to produce a text which conforms 
with the criteria of target culture. Schäffner (2003) argues that such a perspec-
tive has produced the effect that “issues of difference, power, resistance, hy-
bridity, etc. – key notions in postmodern theories – [were] hardly addressed in 
a forceful way” (p. 90). In other words, more contemporary translation theories 
underscore the fact that cultural equivalents necessitate adaptation tech-
niques, thereby adaptation is a constitutive part of translation.  

The culture related-concerns articulated in the field of Translation Studies 
reverberate with Fairclough (1992), who has criticized the notion of appropriacy 
in language teaching. The alleged existence of culturally binding norms in lan-
guage learning, as he argues, has led to the naturalization of language (uncritical 
use of clichés, which do the thinking for people) and the celebration of native 
speaker norms in foreign language teaching. Thus, narrow-minded and uncritical 
functionalism was equally detrimental to translation and language teaching. 

The critical (postmodern) turn in both fields brought about a marked 
difference to the place of cultural issues in language learning and translation 
theories, as proposed by Venutti (1995), in the strategies of domestication 
and foreignization. Subsequently, it resulted in the prominence of intercul-
tural studies, whose ultimate objective is not enculturation, but rather an un-
derstanding that the other (foreign culture) and the self (native culture) are 
inherently related. In other words, the balanced construction of the self ne-
cessitates the presence of the other, as has been stipulated by Bakhtin (cf. 
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Hermans, 2001 for the application of his theory to cultural positioning). There-
fore, the intersection for the areas considered in this paper (translation, lan-
guage teaching in the era of plurilingualism and intercultural communication) 
is the concept of the third culture (Damen, 1987), third place (Kramsch, 1993) 
or tertiary socialization (Byram, 1989), understood as a reflective observation 
of cultures in contact from a position of distance. 

Developing intercultural sensitivity through the reinstatement of trans-
lation activities in language teaching may be perceived as a way of fighting 
linguistic colonialism (Canagarajah, 1999). In the era of globalization, language 
is no longer in the possession of the native speaker. The call for Lingua Franca 
English (Canagarajah 2007), as opposed to English as a Lingua Franca, is sig-
nificant here. It is unfair to presume that L2 users would be equally compe-
tent. They offer a legitimate voice as language users (Lankiewicz, Wąsikiewicz-
Firlej and Szczepaniak-Kozak, 2016). In reality, they are more competent in 
certain respects (for example, being able to translate and mediate cultures).  

TILT may also be perceived as a critical argument in a neoliberal lan-
guage teaching policy (Lankiewicz, 2018). The principal tenet of a neoliberal 
education policy is commercialization, but ironically language teaching still 
celebrates naïve monolingual communicative orality, while globalized com-
munication necessitates translation on the part of bi- and plurilingual lan-
guage users. This is an observable phenomenon of authentic intercultural 
communication both at home and in public places. It may also be inferred 
from “[e]mployment opportunities based on a knowledge of English […] likely 
to demand an ability to mediate between English and another language, not 
only to communicate in monolingual English contexts” (G. Cook, 2017: 739). 

Assuming power issues in the process of translation, the fact that lan-
guage learning is a personal experience (van Lier, 2004) and applying the ten-
ets of the critical approach to intercultural communication (Byram, 2012), we 
posit that translation activities may raise the intercultural awareness of lan-
guage learners, make them more sensitive users of language, and better citi-
zens, in the sense of being aware of sociocultural issues inscribed in language 
and ready to respond to them in an active way (Lankiewicz, 2015). Corre-
spondingly, G. Cook (2010), delineating the strong argument for TILT, oscillat-
ing around the declarative knowledge of language and culture awareness is-
sues, sees it as a positive force in strengthening language acquisition, but also 
as an academic inquiry which “can promote critical thinking and serve as a 
bulwark against manipulation and deception” (p. 122-3). Thus, academically 
driven knowledge is perceived as a remedy for uniformed translations causing 
problems in the real world. Random, de-contextualized translation of same 
unstable of culturally laden terms might cause real-life problems (Pym, 2013). 
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The fulcrum in our considerations is the recognition of translation as an 
integral part of language learning with professional translation being a natural ex-
tension of it, and resulting from former experiences. It should not be treated as 
an additional activity, but as a means for developing metalinguistic awareness, 
which Karpińska-Musiał (2015) postulates as being of key importance in shaping 
perlocutionary responsibility in communication. In this perspective, the intercul-
tural competence of a language learner, based on metacognitive awareness, is 
surely not the same as translation specific (inter)cultural competence (Witte, 
2000: 163; after Schäffner, 2003: 93), yet it allows for cross-cultural understanding 
via aware language use (Karpińska-Musiał, 2015: 114). G. Cook (2010) accordingly 
criticizes the complacent view “of intercultural contacts as unfailingly benign” (p. 
119). This basic assumption of intercultural communication needs reconceptual-
ization in the context of ubiquitous hate speech (Kozak and Lankiewicz, 2017: 135-
6). In this regard, G. Cook, evoking Thomas (1998), considers translation as “pro-
voking disagreement and conflict laying bare the differences between languages 
and cultures” (p. 119). Thus metalinguistic knowledge is to help escape “form the 
prison of language and culture” (ibid.) and demonstrates the incompatible worlds 
views of many of the speakers of two languages involved” (ibid.). Research on 
hate speech, mentioned above, may indicate that globalization and internation-
alization processes do not easily root out personal, cultural stereotypes. Indeed, 
they may occasionally result in schizophrenic attitudes: a private and public face. 

We can think of a large number of exercises which might be incorporated 
into foreign language teaching, derived directly from the translation practice of 
“culturemes” (Katan, 2009: 79) – terms functioning only in one of the cultures. 
Making students aware of translation strategies applied in the rendition of cul-
turally-embedded phenomena (Kwieciński, 2001: 157) in the commonly ac-
cepted terminology, or asking them to transfer, for example, some songs laden 
with culturally specific issues, may be a good occasion for raising intercultural 
sensitivity inscribed in language. Such an activity would target metacognitive 
language awareness pertaining to the surface level of culture in Hall’s diagram 
(1959/1990) with language being only one conspicuous aspect. 

On a deeper level of the cultural iceberg, Katan (2009), evoking other 
translation scholars, describes translation practices pertaining to allusions 
which are more context-based and require “the extralinguistic knowledge of 
the source language culture” (p. 81). In this respect, comparison of some prov-
erbs or fixed expressions might offer students some insights into different life-
styles, customs and rituals, which can be observed only in the form of cultural 
abstractions. Relying on the mechanical memorization of traditional equiva-
lents impedes cognitive processes which might lead to developing deeper lay-
ers of language awareness and arouse issues pertaining to cultural relativism.  
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However, the very core of intercultural communication refers to the 
level of basic assumptions – the levels of values and beliefs. These are things 
which cannot be identified in texts in a verbatim way. One needs to read be-
tween the lines to get the picture of an emergent different world. In transla-
tion proper, it boils down to the problem that the conduit metaphor of rendi-
tion would not be able to offer the same message without mediation. These 
inconsistencies are dubbed cultural grammars. Wierzbicka (1996: 527; after 
Katan, 2009: 86) describes this concept as “a set of subconscious rules that 
shape a people’s ways of thinking, feeling, speaking, and interacting”.  

Space limitations stop us from a more detailed presentation of the way of 
sensitizing students to culturally-bound language use via translating. Moreover, 
on this level it is even difficult to offer a formal guide to follow. To discover the 
representation of reality inscribed in language use one has to apply, for example, 
the analytical instruments of critical discourse analysis to see through the words 
or grammar, so that language, as Allport (1986) puts it, is not set of linguistic cli-
chés or “labels of primary potency” – indiscriminate uses of language doing the 
thinking for people. Meanings are not only communicated by single words, but 
also by culture-specific or individual rhetoric reflecting underlying values and ide-
ologies. One possible activity might be the exercise of analyzing a student’s own 
or somebody else’s rendition of a text to make the translator visible (Venuti, 1995) 
through words, expressions or grammar. In other words, any text, the same as its 
translations, always reflects the author’s sociocultural affiliations and ideological 
mindset. In more general terms, any text is a signature of humanity marked by 
personal activity (thinking through language).  

Foreign language learning is part of the construction of citizenship, as 
admitted by some national curricula (cf. G. Cook, 2010: 108), while interna-
tional communication is just a necessity of a globalized world, a remarkable 
part of which is done through translation. Hence, it is odd to separate the 
three components if foreign language teaching is to meet the accountability 
principles set by neoliberal education polices (cf. Lankiewicz, 2018). 

 
6. Conclusion  
 
Translation can be a powerful instrument in raising L2 learners/users linguistic 
and intercultural awareness, it is only necessary to depart from the narrow-
minded understanding of what it entails. It is, in a sense, ironic that Translation 
Studies a long time ago discarded the concept of formal equivalence, yet foreign 
language teaching practices applying translation mainly as a way of testing, ad-
here to the traditional approach. This is where G. Cook’s (2010: 122) argument 
against the fallacy that academic knowledge has no relation to practical skills, 
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assumed by the proponents of communicative methodologies, is blatantly 
true. In other words, should language teaching be more informed by Transla-
tion Studies regarding linguistic means, there would certainly be a rationale 
for translation activities during language classes in modern language teaching 
methodology, or at least they would be of a different kind.  

The reality of a globalized world, supported by theoretical considera-
tions pertaining to human linguistic activity, does not leave room for dissoci-
ating newly acquired languages from the mother tongue. Translation in this 
regard should be an treated as an constitutive skill for bi- and plurilingual lan-
guage users and, if properly used, might serve a purpose in enhancing inter-
cultural communication by more discriminate, more informed language use, 
marked by perlocutionary responsibility. In the long term, an awareness of 
intercultural issues inscribed in language targets social justice. 
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