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Abstract 
Translation has historically played a central role in the field of rhetoric and composition; 

despite this, the fields of translation studies and rhetoric and composition have not historically 
engaged with one another or drawn from each other’s pedagogies. Recently, there has been 
interest in the use of translation in the composition classroom (Fraiberg; Horner and Tetreault; 
Milu; Wang), which may in part be attributed to the burgeoning scholarship around 
translingualism and translingual pedagogies (Canagarajah; De Costa et al.; Horner and Tetreault) 
in the field of rhetoric and composition. This dissertation is situated at the intersection of 
translation studies, language studies, and rhetoric and composition, and catalogues a study 
conducted in two online sections of ENGL 307 Business Writing. This study integrates 
translation activities into the composition classroom with an aim to cultivate recognized 
moments of rhetorical and cultural awareneness in student writers. The data, though limited, 
reveals that students were experiencing changes in their rhetorical and cultural awarenesses as a 
result of translation activities and reflections. This dissertation argues that a translation 
pedagogy for the composition classroom (TPCC) can be critical, if the teacher enacting it is 
explicit in her reasons for doing so. For a critical TPCC to be effective, students must be made 
aware of how their participation in translation work has ideological implications and of how each 
choice sediments and contributes to a certain ideological narrative. This dissertation also argues 
that a TPCC can also be a critical pedagogy when/if viewed through a feminist lens. Feminist 
translation scholars offer ways of approaching and performing translation that disrupts 
domestication vs. foreignization binaries and repositions the translator in full view. This research 
aligns with Horner and Tetreault who argue, “While it may not seem initially obvious how 
questions about translation enter into a space like the composition classroom, we argue that 
translation offers a particularly rich framework for work in composition insofar as it brings to the 
fore the negotiation of language difference as well as ideologies of language difference that a 
translingual approach calls for. Writing instruction has always been institutionally structured as a 
key site for the negotiation of language ideology” (“Translation as” 17). 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
“Words, which create the fabric of our language, are cultural artifacts  

that need to be explored, examined, and questioned.” – Estefania Olid-Peña 
 

“Who we choose to translate is political. How we choose to translate is political.” – Antena Aire 
 

“The map is not the territory.” – James S. Holmes 

A Language Biography and Catalysts 

It came as a surprise to me that translation emerged as the focus of this dissertation. 

Surprising, because I consider myself to be an American English monoglot—an onomotopaeic 

word that almost stumbles over itself to say that I speak but one language fluently. My last 

formal language courses took place in high school (three years of French), with one short-lived 

attempt at Italian during my junior year of college. Neither language—French or Italian—have 

been put to much use since then. The focus of this dissertation is also surprising, because I have 

not been formally trained in translation, or taken translation courses.  

But scratch beneath the surface of any quickly offered label—monoglot, for one—and 

beneath lies a larger, truer picture. Beneath lies a story, perhaps not uncommon for many in the 

United States given our cultural and linguistic hybridity, of a much richer exposure to languages. 

In truth, my life has been shot through with languages like the golden threads accenting a 

tapestry. Given that this dissertation is in part a discussion of the ways in which languages other 

than English can and should be, and already are, features of composition courses, it is 

appropriate at the outset to offer a brief language biography of my own.  

I was born in Los Angeles, a city rich with languages, and was babysat primarily by a 

Brazilian woman named Coco. As a toddler, I was bilingual: English and Portuguese. Portuguese 

left my repertoire soon after I was out of toddlerhood, but the inflections and some understanding 

of the language remained. My mother homeschooled me, and integrated language learning into 
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our curriculum: when we studied a country, we learned some of its language and often had native 

speakers work with us to sound words out. In public high school, I took three years of French, 

and would have continued my study of the language had my high school offered a fourth year. In 

college, I studied some Italian. From 2001-2002, I lived in a part of Wales in which Welsh was 

spoken as much as English. Though I did not formally take Welsh classes, Welsh was spoken 

around me and seen on signage throughout the area. In 2010, I moved to South Korea, and taught 

myself how to read Hangul, and to speak some essential Korean phrases. My husband and I lived 

in a community that spoke predominantly Korean, sprinkled through with school-age children 

who spoke some English. And for the past couple of years, I have been independently learning 

Welsh with the language learning app, Duolingo.  

In addition to my exposure throughout my life to various languages, most influential in 

deciding to center this dissertation on translation was my own translation experience. For my 

Immersive Cultural Requirement (ICR), a key part of my Rhetoric, Composition, and the 

Teaching of English PhD program, I chose to immerse myself in the culture of translation. I 

conducted an initial translation from Welsh to English of seven poems from Telyn Egryn, a book 

of poems published in 1850 by the Welsh language poet Elen Egryn. To translate, I used a 19th 

century dictionary called A Dictionary of the Welsh Language Explained in English, Google 

translate, Oxford University Press’s Modern Welsh Dictionary, and Y Llolfa Cyf’s The Welsh 

Learner’s Dictionary. After conducting the initial translation, I lived in Goodwick, Wales with 

my husband and (then) infant daughter for six weeks, to expose myself to the Welsh culture and 

language, and to visit sites specific to Egryn’s life. To explore the culture of translation, I 

explored the language and culture of 19th century Wales, including its poetry. More specifically, 

I explored the culture of Welsh poetry written by a woman in the wake of the Blue Books, 
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referred to in Wales as The Treachery of the Blue Books. Briefly, the Blue Books were a 

collection of reports written by three English lawyers who concluded that the Welsh were being 

hindered socially, poltically, and educationally by their language. The report also concluded that 

Welsh women were particularly to blame for the backwardness of Wales and its failing moral 

character. This indictment of Welsh culture, and particularly the Welsh language and Welsh 

women, produced substantial anxiety within Wales (Roberts, 1998). Understanding the historical 

context for Egryn’s poetry, including the national anxiety produced by the Blue Books, was 

essential to understanding Egryn herself, her important work, and ultimately how I approached 

my translations of her poetry. 

The methodology for my ICR included a reliance on and valuing of place-based research 

(Rohan; Selfe and Hawisher; Sheridan) as I conducted my translations. I visited places influential 

to Egryn: her hometown of Llanegryn and its church; Dolgellau, where Telyn Egryn was 

published; and Machynlleth, where Egryn lived and wrote Telyn Egryn. I looked to the sites of 

her life to inspire my translation. From my experience living and conducting research in Wales, I 

further learned that the Welsh dialect used in Llanegryn, Egryn’s hometown, is different from 

Welsh spoken in other parts of Wales. I also learned that Egryn often wrote in a specific poetic 

form. Based on language that I had acquired in Wales and visits to Welsh cultural sites, I worked 

further on the translations of Egryn’s poems, and was able to minimally move the initial 

translations along, though the poems remain unfinished as translations. Being place-based as I 

conducted my research was invaluable to my education in the complexities of Welsh culture, 

language, and Egryn’s life. 

This immersive experience gave me a clear view of the intersections and interdependence 

of language and culture. Crucially, the ICR experience showed me that the study of a language 
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via the vehicle of translation expands cultural and rhetorical awarenesses and understandings that 

may not be accessible by other routes. The experience also grew in me an interest in the 

intersections between the fields of rhetoric and composition, translation studies, language 

studies, and cultural studies. I have always been drawn to the work of interdisciplinary scholars, 

as opposed to scholars strictly from rhetoric and composition, due to my own interdisciplinary 

educational background. In my undergraduate career, I double-majored in English and 

Professional Communication; for my MA, my focus was the process and practice of writing; for 

my MFA, my focus was creative writing, specifically poetry; and for my PhD, the focus has been 

rhetoric, composition, and the teaching of English. Sprinkled throughout my educational history 

has been coursework in linguistics, semantics, sociology, psychology, cultural studies, film 

studies, and feminist studies. Though my interests are certainly disciplinary neighbors, they each 

offer different epistemological stances and theoretical frameworks with which to assess and 

analyze a topic. Given my educational background, it makes sense that I would be drawn to 

interdisciplinary scholars to inform not only my pedagogy, but how I approach the formation of 

my study and its methodological underpinnings.  

The Disposition of this Dissertation: History, Re-turns, Arguments, Values, and Location 

I situate my scholarship in what some have called the “linguistic turn” of rhetoric and 

composition (Kilfoil; Matsuda). The linguistic turn is more aptly described as a re-turn to the 

matters of language in the study and teaching of writing. This turn is also a re-acknowledgement 

of the diverse linguistic make-up of the United States, and a corrective to the “ritualized 

‘forgetting’ of the multiple languages spoken and written in the United States” (Kilfoil 131) in an 

effort to reinstate a more honest “linguistic memory” (Kilfoil; Trimbur). Prior to the 1960s, the 

relationship between the field of linguistics and composition, and thereby the field of rhetoric 
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and composition, was much closer. Writing was taught in the structuralist tradition with a focus 

on the grammar, punctuation, and syntax of Standard Written English. Starting at Harvard in the 

late 19th century, the first required English writing course was proposed because of a perception 

that students were ill-prepared for university writing (Horner and Trimbur). The aim of writing 

instruction was to remediate and socialize “academic outsiders” to “dominant academic 

(English) language norms” (Kilfoil 137). In the 20th century, universities responded to the 

“widely perceived literacy crisis during the 1970s brought on by open-admissions programs such 

as that of the City University of New York at that time” (Nystrand et al. 267-268) in the form of 

renewed attention on composition studies and first-year writing instruction. Pivotal to rhetoric 

and composition’s trajectory was the influential Students’ Right to Their Own Language 

(SRTOL) resolution published in a special issue of College Composition and Communication in 

1974. This statement argued that students must be allowed to use their home languages, the 

languages of their nurture, and their own dialects in classrooms. Students should not be 

characterized as inferior or deficient because they may not adhere to or know how to use 

Standard English in speech or writing. SRTOL was a catalyst: it encouraged the explicit 

discussion of how to meet students where they are, to honor their ways of knowing, doing, and 

writing (Carter), and to develop not only the theoretical foundation for doing this, but specific 

and actionable pedagogies to meet this need.  

Following the SRTOL, an unfortunate binary developed in the way rhetoric and 

composition theorized language in the writing classroom: teachers of writing were positioned to 

either “teach Edited American English” or “recognize, and in some way, value nonprestige 

dialects” (MacDonald 600). The general approach to teaching writing since the SRTOL has been 

to adopt the latter option, to unhinge from the field of linguistics and its focus on language, and 
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to more closely align with the pedagogies of cultural studies. The characterization of the field of 

linguistics as the seat of pedantic and structuralist pedagogies has been misguided; rather than 

concerning itself solely with language as a “formal system” the field also examines how 

language is “a psychological process, a historical phenomenon, a cultural resource, and a social 

practice” (Kilfoil 131). The vilification of and break from the field of linguistics persists, in some 

measure, to this day because of ongoing misinformation and misunderstandings of the field, and 

from too little interdisciplinary scholarship. But things are slowly changing. Rhetoric and 

composition now sees a re-turn or “reinscription” of language matters in the writing classroom 

(Kilfoil 131), increased interdisciplinary dialogues (Atkinson et al.; Tardy), and language matters 

taken up in rhetoric and composition’s journals and conferences (Kilfoil).  

Throughout the history of rhetoric and composition, the methods of writing instruction 

evolved in response to student needs, institutional pressures, and stakeholder expectations. What 

SRTOL made explicit was that the student landscape of writing courses was comprised of more 

than just Standard English speakers, and that pedagogy to meet the needs of these students 

needed development. There have been many arguments for how to develop this student-centered 

pedagogy. In recent years, rhetoric and composition has more explicitly acknowledged unsavory 

features of itself that make it ripe for change and make space for new, student-centered 

pedagogies: An English-only policy has shaped composition (Horner and Trimbur); English 

programs have accepted the “myth of linguistic homogeneity” and reinforced the English-only 

ideal (Matsuda); writing instruction has been shaped by colonizing forces and favored alphabetic 

literacy over other modes of literacy (Baca); writing assessment can espouse racist ideologies 

(Inoue). My dissertation addresses the above concerns, and concretely responds and contributes 

to the re-turn to language in composition classrooms. I concur with Susan Peck MacDonald who 
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characterizes rhetoric and composition’s inability to theorize and prioritize our relationship to 

language as a “professional weakness” (619). Developing language-centered pedagogies that 

fortify our field is one central aim of this dissertation. Specifically, this dissertation catalogues 

my incorporation of translation activities in two online sections of English 307 Business Writing 

in the spring 2019 semester at the University of Arizona. The translation activities were linked to 

students’ second project for which they investigated business communication in a country whose 

primary language was not English. In this context, wherein students were already grappling with 

unfamiliar languages in unfamiliar cultural contexts, translation activities seemed apt.  

What I argue in this dissertation—translation activities in the composition classroom 

cultivate recognized moments of rhetorical and cultural awarenesses—is more than merely a 

new trick or technique to teach these awarenesses. What I really propose is a critical, feminist 

translation pedagogy for the composition classroom (TPCC) with language learning and 

intentionality at its center. I propose a method that takes on board the best intentions of the 

SRTOL of the 1970s, the pedagogical possibilities of translingualism, and the robust calls of 

neighboring fields who have long seen language as the epicenter of culture, and translation as a 

way to teach cultural and rhetorical awarenesses.  

This dissertation espouses a very specific set of values with regard to language and 

translation. First, that acknowledging students’ linguistic resources explicitly and highlighting 

the valuable skills inherent in being bi- or multilingual is important to student self-esteem and 

success in the composition classroom. Second, that even if students identify as monolingual, the 

odds are that they code-mesh (Young) various dialects, borrowed languages, and their home 

languages in any given communicative moment without necessarily realizing how skillful they 

translanguage. Third, that designations like mono-, bi-, or multilingual are less helpful and less 
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accurate in determining what someone is able to do with language, or how they might navigate a 

particular communicative moment. Fourth, that learning about language and how languages 

interact and move from one to another via translation is an essential and important skill to 

possess. And fifth, that slowing down to translate creates space for true reflection on cultural and 

rhetorical features, which is a boon to all students and future professionals. Inhabiting a more 

rhetorically and culturally aware stance necessitates a recognition of the complexity of 

languages, the challenges that come with translating between languages, and the differences in 

meaning and interpretation when one word is chosen over another. The endgame in my 

composition courses is to teach students how to be more culturally and rhetorically aware. 

Paramount to my pedagogy is showing students that language(s) is entwined in all we do and that 

our linguistic choices matter. This dissertation will showcase how that pedagogy unfolded and 

whether my hopes about translation’s usefulness to developing cultural and rhetorical 

awarenesses bear out.  

The University of Arizona—the site of my research—is located in Tucson, a city that 

takes in a large refugee population and is uniquely positioned an hour from the Mexico border. 

In 2018, the university earned a designation of a Hispanic-Serving Institution (HSI) (“UA 

Earns”), which means that at least 25% of its student population are Hispanic (“Definition”). 

Rhetoric and composition scholar Iris. D. Ruiz argues in her book Reclaiming Composition for 

Chicano/as and Other Ethnic Minorities: A Critical History and Pedagogy that “HSIs have 

become fruitful sites for further research in Education and in Composition Studies and should be 

considered in any discussion of the history of the teaching of Composition at teaching 

universities” (128). With its rich cultural and linguistic make-up, it follows that the University of 

Arizona is one such “fruitful” site.  
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Translation as a Way of Serving Multiple Interests 

The exigencies and impetuses for my interest in translation work in the composition 

classroom are multiple, and involve personal, professional, institutional and global interests. My 

personal interest in translation’s ability to bring about greater cultural and rhetorical awarenesses 

stemmed from my own experiences translating Welsh to English, as I earlier discussed. 

Professionally, I am mindful of the various programmatic pushes for cultural awareness and 

global thinking in teaching composition. For example, at the University of Arizona, the 

following goal from English 307: Business Writing reads: “Write, edit, and design with and for 

readers, users, and stakeholders in professional contexts with a focus on intercultural 

communication” (PTW Collaborative; italics mine). In English 102 (English Composition II), 

this objective similarly reads: “Use reading and writing for purposes of critical thinking, 

research, problem solving, action, and participation in conversations within and across different 

communities” (Writing Program; italics mine).  These two examples of Writing Program goals 

illustrate the program’s interest in cultivating student writers who are mindful of the ways 

composing is affected by intercultural contexts and how they might be called upon to compose 

for different audiences/communities dissimilar from their own. Moving outward from the 

Writing Program and looking at the overarching goals of the University of Arizona, many other 

references to internationalization, globalization, and cultural awareness can be found in 

institutional documents writ large. The Diversity and Inclusion homepage states: “At the 

University of Arizona, students develop skills that are crucial to succeed in today’s global 

marketplace” (“Diversity & Inclusion;” italics mine). The mission statement for the Eller 

College of Management includes “Globalization: Promote international study and globalization 

of the curriculum” (“Mission Statement;” italics mine). And the Writing Program includes this in 
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their mission statement: “Community and civic engagement in writing project initiatives place 

our students, faculty, and program in active partnerships that enhance life and learning for the 

people of Arizona and the world” (“Writing Program;” italics mine).  

The call for greater intercultural competence and awareness in institutional spaces—and 

specifically in writing programs, as I have demonstrated in the case of the University of 

Arizona—is likewise reflected in critical documents for rhetoric and composition, such as the 

Conference on College Composition and Communication (CCCC) Committee on Language 

Policy’s SRTOL 1972 resolution; the MLA Ad Hoc Committee on Foreign Languages 2007 

report, Foreign Languages and Higher Education: New Structures for a Changed World; and the 

2018 revision of the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) Statement on Anti-Racism 

to Support Teaching and Learning. By advocating for the rights of students to use “their own 

patterns and varieties of language” (Conference on College Composition and Communication 

Committee on Language Policy 19) found in their homes and cultural contexts within the 

classroom, SRTOL argues for an inclusive, multilingual, and linguistically and culturally aware 

classroom space. The MLA 2007 report discusses challenges and opportunities for language 

study in higher education. The report argues that language education should take a broad 

approach to include language, culture, literature in an interdisciplinary collaboration, which will 

result in a “translingual and transcultural competence” (237). The report posits that “Language is 

a complex multi-functional phenomenon that links an individual to other individuals, to 

communities, and to national cultures” (235). Finally, the NCTE Statement on Anti-Racism 

explicitly states that the NCTE must continue to commit to standing as an anti-racist organization 

and must provide educators with the resources to enact the ideals of anti-racism in the classroom. 

Addressing English arts educators specifically, the Statement aims to “promote not only cultural 
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diversity and expanding linguistic knowledge, but explicitly push for anti-racism by participating 

in ongoing professional development for educators to succeed in countering racism and other 

forms of bigotry” (Statement). My point in excerpting each of these institutional and 

organizational documents is to highlight the ways in which key organizations in the area of 

rhetoric and composition have long grappled with how best to honor the diversity of students’ 

languages, how to cultivate and honor cultural diversity, and how to explicitly honor the 

countless ways that language ties individuals to cultures.  

Beyond specific programs, educational institutions, and the organizations that undergird 

those programs and institutions, the rhetoric for and of global awareness as fundamental to 

succeeding in the professional world is ever-present. Given advances in technology in recent 

decades, and the ease and speed with which information can be virtually transmitted, 

professionals are often interacting with other professionals from parts of the world different to 

their own. In her article, “Globalisation [sic] and Translation: A Theoretical Approach,” 

sociologist Esperança Bielsa highlights how and why our current experience of globalization is 

different from past experiences or incarnations of globalization, namely “the intensification of 

global interconnectedness and the heightening of global consciousness (Robertson, 1992)” (132). 

For interactions between professionals with different linguistic backgrounds to be successful, 

there is a growing need for translators “to deliver translations as quickly as possible, facilitating 

the global dissemination of goods and services” (Cronin 111).  There is obvious value in a global 

perspective and in global business interactions. To illustrate this point, I turn again to my own 

institution’s rhetoric about globalism as a desired (and cultivatable) frame of mind. UA Global, 

an office at the University of Arizona “advances opportunities expressing the UA core mission 

elements of opportunity, innovation and impact on a global scale,” and is dedicated to, amongst 
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other things, study abroad opportunities and partnerships with international organizations and 

universities. While English may be the lingua franca in much of the business world, there are 

many reasons to challenge English’s standing and the implications of its uncritical usage. The 

cultivation of global awareness or intercultural competence does not (should not) hinge upon 

students from one cultural context merely coming in contact with students from another cultural 

context; proximity does not raise cultural awareness on its own. This global awareness should 

include the ability to speak other languages, and yet it often does not. Learning a language brings 

students one step closer to building intercultural competence. In her article, “Translingual and 

Decolonial Approaches to Meaning Making,” rhetoric and composition scholar Ellen Cushman 

argues that “Decentering the primacy of English as the lingua franca of composition studies in 

educational economies means an explicit valuation of all languages in the writing and readings 

assigned to students, spoken in the classroom, and produced in scholarly work” (235). Cushman 

challenges the notion of English as the accepted (and acceptable) lingua franca and situates her 

challenge in the composition classroom itself. I take up her challenge in this dissertation. 

The Lay of the Land 

The following dissertation is divided into five additional chapters. Chapter 2 will include 

a discussion of the development of translation studies as a field and delineate fundamental 

translation theories. I will investigate connections between the fields of translation studies and 

rhetoric and composition and address how the field of rhetoric and composition views, uses, and 

incorporates translation as a classroom practice. This chapter will also examine translingualism 

scholarship, and the development of translingual pedagogy. The connections between translation 

studies and translingual pedagogy theories will be discussed, and I will examine how my specific 

research fits into the current scholarship.  Finally, Chapter 2 will define key terms, such as 
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cultural awareness, rhetorical awareness, translingualism, translingual pedagogy, and translation 

pedagogy. In sum, this chapter offers some foundational theories and sets context for the study I 

conducted in my English 307: Business Writing course. 

Chapter 3 will investigate the ways in which translation has been integrated into the 

composition classroom prior to my study. I discuss how translation creates and increases 

rhetorical awareness, and how it can help students understand cultural, social, and political 

contexts. I argue that through translation practices and activities, students will become more 

culturally and rhetorically aware. Chapter 3 will also discuss the methodological and theoretical 

underpinnings of my study. My influences are interdisciplinary—I borrow from rhetoric and 

composition, translation studies, and cultural studies in my conceptualization of my methods.  

Chapter 4 proposes and argues for the use of translation to teach composition. This 

chapter includes a narrative of incorporating translation activities in two online sections of 

English 307. This will include pre- and post-translation surveys and interviews with students, 

and my own account of how the activities unfolded and were received by students. This chapter 

offers a reflection on and analysis of the findings of the study and will analyze the results of the 

surveys in tandem with the data from student interviews. Finally, Chapter 4 will discuss the 

affordances and hindrances to the modality of online composition courses and will further 

consider how these factors might influence the use of translation activities to teach composition. 

Based on and informed by the results of my study, Chapter 5 will address how opening 

up rhetoric and composition to include translation pedagogy creates a type of critical pedagogy. 

This translation pedagogy works to unsettle notions/myths of monolingualism in the composition 

classroom and makes apparent the expertise and linguistic knowledge students bring with them. 
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This chapter will take up feminist scholarship discussed in Chapter 2 and position a critical 

TPCC as a feminist pedagogy. 

 My conclusion, Chapter 6, will offer future avenues and areas of exploration, the 

shortcomings of my study and data set, and a discussion of what rhetoric and composition can 

gain in the future from crossing the field into translation studies.   
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Chapter 2 
 

“In the process of translation, the translator engages in a form of dual transcendence. On the one hand, there is the 
journey out into the source language. On the other, there is the return to the target language. In the first instance, 
there is the discovery of another world, another way of saying and viewing things, and in the second, there is the 

knowledge of distance, of having considered . . . our language from a remove.” – Michael Cronin 

Context: Rhetoric and Composition and Translation Studies  

Translation, as a practice and a pedagogical tool, is seldom discussed in the field of 

rhetoric and composition. This, despite that the works of many important rhetoricians have found 

their way to English readers because of translation. That rhetoric and composition scholarship 

has not included a robust and explicit examination of how the field of translation studies and 

itself have much to gain from one another amounts to an omission I wish to rectify in this 

dissertation. In order to begin the discussion, I offer a brief history of translation studies and 

some of its theoretical dispositions in this chapter. I examine the relationship between translation 

studies and rhetoric and composition and highlight in what ways they have informed one 

another. In order to situate my discussion of rhetoric and composition and translation studies’ 

relationship, I link translation and translation pedagogy in the composition classroom to rhetoric 

and composition’s conceptions of translingualism and translingual pedagogies. Informed by 

interdisciplinary scholars, I define key terms that will appear throughout this research and offer 

multiple vantage points from which to understand these terms.  

The aim of my inquiry, which sits at the intersection of rhetoric and composition studies, 

translation studies, and language studies, is to insert or make visible specific translation practices 

in the composition classroom. I propose the development of a critical translation pedagogy for 

the composition classroom (TPCC) that highlights students’ linguistic resources and aims to 

develop cultural and rhetorical awarenesses in students. 
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A Bird’s Eye View of the Field  

In her article, “Presidential Forum: The Tasks of Translation in the Global Context,” 

translation scholar Catherine Porter offers the following view of translation studies and poses 

provocative questions as to its institutional status: 

The field of translation studies, by opening up an exploration of the process of 

translation, of the role it plays in scholarly life and in real-world settings, and of the 

insights into language and literature that it can achieve, is confronting the humanities 

establishment with questions that have not always been welcomed: Is translation itself, at 

least in some cases, a research practice? To what extent should it be understood as a 

legitimate form of scholarship? (8) 

Despite debates (Porter; Bassnett) surrounding the disciplinarity and rightful home of translation 

studies—What defines translation studies? In what department should it be housed? Who owns it 

as a discipline/field? Is it merely a field or offshoot of a more robust discipline?—it is clear that 

the practice of translation runs like a vein through many disciplines, and has historically played a 

central role in the field of rhetoric and composition. Translation scholar Jose M. Davila-Montes 

argues in his article “Translation as a Rhetoric of Meaning” that “Translation studies is an 

intrinsically interdisciplinary and sometimes also multidisciplinary field” (2). Despite the 

evidence that translation work has been invaluable to many, if not most, disciplines, translation 

work and translators themselves have historically gone unnoticed. There are many possible 

reasons for this invisibility (Venuti): translation has historically been viewed as a lesser activity, 

alongside original writing (Bassnett); translation has been characterized as a woman’s endeavor, 

and thereby women’s labor has been either erased altogether or parenthetically referenced 

(Agorne; Andone); and translation has been characterized as the simple movement of a word 
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from one language into another. In his book, The Translator's Invisibility: A History of 

Translation, Lawrence Venuti, one of the most influential contemporary translation scholars, 

examines the implications of the invisibility of the work of translators, and argues, “The 

translator’s invisibility is symptomatic of a complacency in British and American relations with 

cultural others, a complacency that can be described—without too much exaggeration—as 

imperialistic abroad and xenophobic at home” (13). Translation scholarship of the last twenty-

five years has explicitly dealt with and critically examined the various cultural and ideological 

influences on translators in order to expunge the idea of the translator’s “invisibility” (Venuti 1).  

For centuries, and still today, there continues a debate as to the merits and effects of 

word-for-word or literal translation and sense-for-sense or free translation (Bassnett, Translation; 

Bellos). Between and within each of the seminal translation theories and theorists discussed 

below remains the kernel of that central debate. However, what is lacking in this survey is an 

explicit examination in the field of rhetoric and composition of how translations have rhetorical 

power and promulgate political and ideological positions. In order to understand the alleged 

invisibility of translators, the somewhat dim view of the work of translation and translators, and 

an absence of discussions around translation in rhetoric and composition scholarship, it is 

important to first understand the evolution of translation studies as a field and highlight some 

fundamental translation theories.  

A Brief History of the Field and Its Central Theories: Initial Caveats 

Tracing the inception of translation studies as a field and pinpointing its progenitors are 

fraught endeavors. The central question of who laid the foundations for what became translation 

studies is not so easily answered. This is a question of timing, influence, gender, and perspective. 

If translation studies scholars such as Lawrence Venuti, Susan Bassnett, and Douglas Robinson 
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are to be believed in their texts The Translation Studies Reader, Translation, and Western 

Translation Theory from Herodotus to Nietzsche, respectively, the field of translation studies has 

been shaped overwhelmingly by men. Similarly, in Jean Delisle and Judith Woodsworth’s text 

Translators through History, only one slim section titled “Women translators: England, the 

Continent and North America,” is devoted explicitly to listing important women translators (143-

146). (Granted, Delisle and Woodsworth do elaborate on the roles women played as interpreters 

throughout history, but this is scant compared to the discussion of the men who have contributed 

to the development of translation studies.)  

Some translation studies scholars, like Bassnett, position the philosopher and cultural 

critic Walter Benjamin as a touchpoint for translation studies’ rise; others (Gramling; Venuti) 

signal toward earlier translators, such as St. Jerome or the translators of the Septuagint, and later, 

Friedrich Schleiermacher or Lu Xun, Yet, feminist translation scholars (Andone; Agorni) argue 

that women were working in translation long before it was socially appropriate for them to 

partake in other outwardly creative endeavors. Similarly, rhetoric and translation scholars 

Cristina Devereaux Ramírez and Jessica Enoch contribute to re/uncovering the histories of 

women writers and translators in their book Mestiza Rhetorics. Women have long been shaping 

the nature of translating in ways that would certainly influence how translation studies evolved 

as a field. Why women who have helped shape translation studies do not frequently appear in the 

tomes of Venuti, Bassnett, Robinson, or Delisle and Woodsworth persists as an important 

question. Historically, women were permitted to translate, as opposed to engage in other types of 

creative work, but there were boundaries and restrictions firmly in place. First, women often 

remained anonymous, since laying claim to their work was potentially unseemly and incendiary. 

Second, women were frequently relegated to translating religious texts. Third, women were not 
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seen to be advancing an opinion or shaping culture if they were mere translators; in other words, 

they did not produce, they merely reproduced, or so the thinking went. Within these restrictions, 

however, women found meaningful ways of participating in reading and disseminating the latest 

texts on science, religion, philosophy, and the arts through their translation work. They also 

found ways of subverting the patriarchal expectations as mere “reproducers” of the work of men 

by moving away from literal to nonliteral translation, where they found the space to assert and 

advance their own arguments (Delisle and Woodsworth). While many early women translators 

may not have produced explicit theory related to their work, they certainly made specific choices 

over others about how to translate. While we may only have their translations, we can underscore 

their translation choices and approaches, and align them with the theories, historically written by 

men, that made their way into the landscape of translation studies and into its central texts. In 

order to re/uncover the influence women had on translation studies, feminist translation scholar 

Olga Vázquez Castro suggests we also look to “metatexts” such as “prefaces, dedications, 

footnotes, private correspondence” in and through which women “reflected on the act of 

translation and on the limitations that conditioned their practice” (8). By unearthing these 

metatexts, Castro argues that we might undo the exclusion of “half of humanity” from the 

“history of translation” (8).  

In mapping my own landscape of translation studies, I aim to participate in this 

exhumation process and call attention to those scholars whose contributions have been less 

frequently anthologized for reasons of gender, race, influence, or access. I will likewise include 

some of the names that are most-often anthologized and have thus been deemed the 

“foundational” scholars. In drawing from this range of translators, I hope to present a view of the 

field and how it took shape that recognizes many voices: the marginalized and the loudest. 
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A Brief History of the Field and Its Central Theories: The Players 

 I start my history of translation studies in the 17th century, with the English scientific 

translator, poet, and playwriter Aphra Behn who wrote “An Essay on Translated Prose.” 

Broadly, this essay is a treatise on translation and language. A proponent of what would later be 

called a domestication approach to translation, Behn argued that languages determine people’s 

temperments and vice versa. Debates around this question of how languages shape humans and 

their cognitive abilities continue to this day in the areas of translation studies, applied linguistics, 

and rhetoric and composition. 

 Translating in the early part of the 19th century, Sarah Austin translated German texts into 

English for British consumption. Among other things, Austin translated a travelogue by Prince 

Hermann von Puckler-Muskau, who wrote about his journeys through England, Ireland and 

France. While Austin’s translation style might lean toward domestication—she omitted certain 

parts of Puckler-Muskau’s text that she felt would offend or confuse her Victorian readership—

she is particularly known for using translation to advance certain political positions and ideals. 

This awareness of translation’s political power predates theories of translation studies that would 

come in the 20th century, such as those of Mona Baker, the Leuven Group, Martin McLaughlin 

and Javier Munoz-Basols, among others. Austin was keenly aware of the commodity that 

translations, and particularly travelogues, were and made her choices about what to translate 

based on market needs (Johnston). Austin could also be considered an early feminist translator; 

her methods included collaborating with the original authors and recognizing that objectivity in 

translation is not necessarily a worthy goal, both of which are areas of thought undertaken by 

feminist translation theorists in the 20th and 21st centuries.  
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In the 1920s, philosopher and cultural critic Walter Benjamin wrote “The Task of the 

Translator,” which was and continues to be an influential treatise on how the translator’s role is 

conceptualized. Benjamin’s text “highlights both the importance of translation as an activity that 

ensures the survival of a text and the significance of the role played by the individual translator” 

(Bassnett, Translations).  Benjamin posits that the role of the translator can be liberatory, and 

that language is both created and renewed in the process of translation. He sees a “kinship” 

between the two languages being translated to and from and argues that the translator “must 

expand and deepen his language by means of the foreign language” (Benjamin 262). I will 

address this assertion directly in Chapter 4 when I discuss how composition students’ primary 

language—often English—can be enhanced as a result of translating from an unfamiliar 

language.  

In the 1950s, Russian scholar Roman Jakobson defined three categories of translation, 

namely, intralinguistic translation (the paraphrase or rewording of text within one language), 

interlinguistic translation (the change of text in one language into that of another language), and 

intersemiotic translation (“an interpretation of verbal signs by means of signs of nonverbal sign 

systems”) (139). Indeed, earlier scholars like Erasmus had already harnessed the potential of 

intralinguistic translation in his treatise On Copia written in the 16th century. And recent 

composition scholars, such as Bruce Horner and Laura Tetreault, have reaffirmed the value of 

intralinguistic translation in writing classrooms.  

Significant to the development of methods of translation was biblical translation scholar 

Eugene Nida’s theories, first articulated in the 1960s, particularly his theory of dynamic 

equivalence. In brief,  
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In such a translation one is not so concerned with matching the receptor-language 

message with the source-language message, but with the dynamic relationship, that the 

relationship between receptor and message should be substantially the same as that which 

existed between the original receptors and the message. (Nida 156) 

Nida’s dynamic equivalence approach aims for a “complete naturalness of expression” (156) in 

the translated text, such that the reader may experience something similar in response to the 

translated text that the reader of the original text might experience reading it in the source 

language. But Nida is quick to say that the reader of the translated text is not responsible for 

knowing or investigating the source culture in order to understand the cultural nuances; rather, 

the onus is on the translator to find dynamic equivalences in terms of cultural norms, behaviors, 

and references. 

Also influential was the skopos theory developed by German translation theorists, 

Katharina Weiss and Hans Vermeer. Skopos theory highlights the “translational action” 

(Vermeer 227) and main purpose of the translation and argues that the purpose should dictate the 

method or approach to the translation act. Vermeer writes, “The aim of any translational action, 

and the mode in which it is to be realized, are negotiated with the client who commissions the 

action. A precise specification of aim and mode is essential for the translator” (227). Inherent in 

this theory of translation is a sense of the rhetorical situation—specifically an awareness of 

audience and purpose—at play in translational actions. 

It was not until the 1970s, and arguably with the presentation of a paper titled “The Name 

and Nature of Translation Studies” by translation scholar James S. Holmes, that translation 

studies as a modern discipline (as Holmes designated it) began (Connor). In this 1972 paper, 

Holmes addressed the current moment of translation studies (a term that had not yet been fully 
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adopted) and argued that the discipline needed generally agreed upon terms to define and analyze 

itself. Holmes also began to discuss how translation and teaching should intersect. Translation 

theorist Susan Bassnett credits the articulation of the polysystems theory around the same time as 

Holmes’ paper with the development of translation studies into a legitimate discipline/field of 

study. The polysystems theory was articulated in the 1970s and came out of discussions by what 

would become known as the Leuven group, a group of interdisciplinary, international scholars 

who felt the role of the translator had for too long been side-lined. The polysystems theory 

positioned literature as part of an interconnected web of cultural, social, and political systems; 

literature or a literary system, therefore, is endowed with the same weight to shift or change 

society as other systems in the web. Bassnett writes: 

Central to the polysystems approach were certain key assumptions about translation, most 

crucial of which was the recognition of the role played by translation in shaping the 

literary polysystem. Far from being considered a marginal activity, translation was 

perceived as having played a fundamental part in literary and cultural history. (13) 

The polysystems theory, along with other discussions held by the Leuven group, positioned “the 

study of translation within the study of culture more broadly . . . creating an approach to 

translation that was much concerned with ideology as with philosophical debates about meaning” 

(Bassnett, Translations). From this view, translation and culture, therefore, are inextricable.  

Starting in the 1970s, the practice of translation underwent a “cultural turn” (Yang 77; 

Cronin 109) or what some call an “ideological turn” (Castro 3). The result of this turn was a new 

way of viewing translation as a practice: translation should be seen and undertaken with an 

awareness of the social, cultural, ideological, and historical contexts in which the source text had 

been written, in which the translated target text existed, and in which the translator herself 
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existed. In this cultural turn, translation as a practice moved away from solely considering texts 

and their translatability into other languages and began to concern itself more explicitly with 

contexts (Bassnett; Bellos; Cronin). Bassnett writes, “The object of study had to be redefined, so 

that what was now seen as central in translation studies was the analysis of texts embedded in 

their dual network of both source and target cultures” (Translations 32). In his article “Issues of 

Representation and Communication in Recent Translation Studies: Paul Bowles's Project of 

Translating Moroccan Culture,” cultural studies scholar Abdellah Elboubekri argues that this 

cultural turn has been spurred on by the push and sway of globalization beginning in the 1970s, 

but having particular significance in the 1990s. The cultural turn continues to be an ongoing 

project in translation studies. Elboubekri writes:  

Scholars are today paying more attention to the contextual factors attending to the 

element of culture in their academic researches as related to both the theoretical 

conceptions and actual practices of the translation. The translator has been required then 

to assume the position of mediator who is aware of the embedding of meaning into a 

specific social context and values system. (412)  

In the 1980s and 90s, translation theorist André Lefevere further asserted culture’s role in 

translation work, and the embeddedness of ideologies in language and in translation. He argued 

that “far from being a marginal literary activity, translation was a primary instrument through 

which one culture both learns about another but at the same time constructs its image of that 

other culture” (Bassnett, Translations 32). Interestingly, Lefevere refers to a translation as a 

refraction “which tries to carry a work of literature over from one system to another, represents a 

compromise between two systems” (243). Translation studies remains within its cultural turn 

today, and contemporary translators continue to reckon with how their translations embody the 
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source culture and/or cater to the target culture. Debates over these two dispositions—moving 

away from or toward the target language and culture—and which is more appropriate for a 

translational action continue, alongside the debates between “literal” or “free” translation. 

To understand these two dispositions, I turn again to Venuti, who argues that there have 

historically been two “ethical attitudes” (19, italics in the original) or approaches to translation: 

domestication and foreignization. Translators have responded to and been influenced by their 

current historical and cultural moments, and those moments have often steered them in adopting 

a foreignization or domestication strategy. Domestication refers to taking the source text (the 

original text in its original language) and translating it into a target text (the text that is targeted 

toward the new readership in the new language) that is as accessible to the target culture as the 

original was to its culture. Domestication attempts to make the translated text as approachable 

and familiar to the readers in the target culture. Domestication avoids incorporating language—

which might include place names, references to cultural or historical figures or moments, slang, 

and so on—that would seem strange or unfamiliar to the target culture. By contrast, 

foreignization “means a target text is produced which deliberately breaks target conventions by 

retaining something of the foreignness of the original (Shuttleworth & Cowie 1997:59)” [as cited 

in Yang]. Venuti furthers this definition by arguing for foreignization’s critical potential: 

“Foreignizing translation in English can be a form of resistance against ethnocentrism and 

racism, cultural narcissism and imperialism, in the interests of democratic geopolitical relations” 

(16). As a translator, choosing between a foreignizing or domesticating approach should depend 

on an awareness of contexts and rhetorical effects—elements of which the cultural turn in 

translation studies asks translators to be aware. Characterizing these two translational approaches 

in such a binary way ignores the nuances of texts and their rhetorical situations. Translators 
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should work within and along the spectrum between foreignizing and domesticating, borrowing 

from each approach and those in-between, depending on the given cultural, social, political, and 

ideological contexts at play. In short, translators must practice rhetorical awareness, which 

means that the approaches engaged are always in flux and in response to the text and the 

translators’ own positionalities.  

The various personal, professional, social, cultural, and political contexts at play 

around/within a given translator’s translation work had long been ignored until recently with the 

cultural turn as factors in shaping a translation, as though the translation itself was a pure, 

uncontested, unsituated, and unimplicated product. Venuti argues that “the effect of transparency 

conceals the numerous conditions under which the translation is made, starting with the 

translator’s crucial intervention” (1). It is precisely this intervention and its ripple effects into the 

translation work that is of interest to contemporary translation scholars who seek to critically 

examine their field, its work, and its pedagogical possibilities. 

Starting in the 1980s, translation studies has seen the emergence of scholarship that 

highlights translation work as a site for feminist interventions. Though translation work has long 

been inclusive of women’s participation, it was with imposed parameters; likewise, translation 

was never given its due as a creative art unto itself and was relegated to that of a “derivative” art. 

So, though women have long been actively involved in translation work, their work was rarely 

recognized for its generative and creative potential. Feminist translation theories serve to 

recognize women’s long history of translation work and to theorize feminist perspectives on 

translation practices.  

Many scholars have contributed to the conception of feminist translation theories. I will 

highlight a representative few here. The Canadian school of feminist translation is well-known 
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for its contributions to translation studies. The Canadian school “is a school of work and thought 

that defends the incorporation of the feminist ideology into translation because of the need to 

establish new ways of expression that make it possible to free language and society from their 

patriarchal burden” (Castro 3). Representative feminist translation scholars from the Canadian 

school include Barbara Godard, Marlene Wildeman, Susanne de Lotbinière-Harwood, and Luise 

von Flotow. The feminist ideology present in translation is seen in the work of Godard and 

American translator Suzanne Jill Levine who move “translation into the political arena via a new 

consciousness of the gendered nature of language” (Delisle and Woodsworth 146). Similarly, 

Lori Chamberlain investigates the gendered rhetoric that shapes how translation studies is 

discussed, and examines its metaphors, particularly that of les belles infidèles, a phrase to 

describe the fact that translations, just like women, will be unfaithful (infidèles) if they are 

beautiful (belles). Feminist translation scholar Oana-Helena Andone argues for translation’s 

emancipatory potential for women, and advocates for the visibility of translators: “Women 

translators develop a resistant and non-fluent translation style designed to reveal rather than 

conceal the presence of the translator as the intermediary between two cultures and languages” 

(147). Mirella Agorni conceptualizes collaboration as a feminist translation approach. Agorni 

suggests translation as a “cooperative effort” that highlights “the social dimension of language 

and of the collective construction of meaning” (822). Gayatri Chakraverty Spivak argues for an 

“intimate” (183) relationship with and understanding of the language from which one translates; 

she posits that if one wants to talk about the “other,” one must know her language. In unearthing 

the rhetorical savvy and skill of Mexican women rhetors and mexicana rhetors, Enoch and 

Ramírez view “translation as a feminist act and method that enables us to listen to those who 

have been silenced and ignored by virtue of linguistic power and dominance” (12). These 
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representative feminist scholars continue to theorize translation in terms of new and developing 

feminist principles, and some have also begun to align their approaches with antiracist and 

decolonial approaches.  

In recent years, antiracist and decolonial approaches have also taken hold in translation 

studies. Of particular note is the work of Cibele de Guadalupe Sousa Araújo, Luciana de 

Mesquita Silva, and Dennys Silva-Reis who advocate for the proliferation of translations by and 

of black women. They argue that the marginalized and underrepresented voices of black women 

in translation is a type of continued colonization and suppression. Scant translation of black 

women writers results in incomplete or unformed understandings of fellow black women across 

time and place. Araújo, Silva, and Silva-Reis write, “Once recognizing that social linguistic 

practices are racialized and also intersected by gender, generation and sexuality, it can be seen 

that translation, as a linguistic-cultural practice, is also an important part of this core” (17). 

Situating translation as a site within which ignored voices can be heard, and through which 

hitherto marginalized experiences can be shared acknowledges its crucial role in shaping societal 

narratives of women of color. Translation studies has begun to recognize translation as a 

“decolonizing tool of hegemonic feminism” and “as a cartography [that] is a way of discovering 

the other, reinforcing its existence” (Araújo et al. 20). Likewise calling attention to who and what 

has been translated, the language justice collaborative known as Antena Aire is engaged in 

radical translation work around feminist, antiracist, and decolonial theories. In A Manifesto for 

Ultratranslation, Antena Aire writes:  

We recognize how translation has been used, is used and might still be used as a tool of 

conquest, assimilation, or domestication. We are committed to creating translations that 

are racinated in the cultures, dialogues, conflicts, battles, struggles, hierarchies, gossip of 
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their communities of origin. We recognize this is a difficult—perhaps impossible—task 

and yet we have high hopes. Impossible hopes. Untranslatable hopes. Ultratranslators 

bent on unsettling the empire of English. (3)  

Antena Aire’s ongoing work—their presence at translation and literary conferences, translation 

installations and performances, work with the communities of Los Angeles and Houston—

shapes the nature of translation and translation studies in exciting ways.  

Translation studies continues to evolve, and the directions of that evolution can be seen in 

the field’s central conferences. The upcoming American Translators Association invites sessions 

about community translation projects, healthcare translation, translation and interpretation within 

corporate law, and the influence of translation software on the field (“Call for Speakers”). The 

American Literary Translators Association conference held in 2019 was themed around “the 

visual, aural, oral, gestural, kinetic, and performative aspects of language and literature that 

shape translation practice” (“ALTA42: Sight and Sound”). Many translation and language 

related associations and organizations, such as the Globalization and Localization Association 

and the European Society for Translation Studies, are focusing their conferences on the influence 

of AI technology on translation and language work and machine translation (MT) (“Top 7 

Translation”). And translation studies continues to theorize its own landscape and grapple with 

its historically marginalized position, as seen in conferences like the International Translation 

Conference (“Tenth Annual”).  

My Piece of the Map 

I conceptualize translation in terms of rhetoric as a persuasive tool, and as inseparable 

from rhetoric, and in so doing, I align myself with many of the theoretical dispositions of 

translation studies scholars who inhabit and define the cultural turn (such as Cronin, Elboubekri, 
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and Lefevere). I also align myself with feminist translation scholars who advocate for the 

translator’s visibility, collaboration with other translators, and a keen attention to the rhetoric 

surrounding how translation is theorized.  Because translation relies heavily on choice of texts to 

translate and word choice at the microlevel, rhetoric is embedded in the history and process of 

translation. Translation has also been used as a tool for including or excluding certain readers, 

certain ideologies, and for advancing certain secular or religious projects—to do these things 

effectively necessitates the use of rhetoric. Translation demands attention be given to 

potentials—the potential linguistic choices a translator can make, and the potential political, 

cultural, and ideological repercussions of those choices. Translators and rhetoricians must always 

ask: Who and what cultural reality is moved toward my text and who and what is moved away 

from it? And what are the implications of that movement?  

I would also argue that just as there can be no rhetoric without translation, there can also 

be no translation without rhetoric. I mean this firstly in a literal sense: as stated earlier, many 

influential rhetoricians are known to English speakers only because of the work of translators. 

But I also mean this in terms of what language studies scholar Alastair Pennycook says: “English 

is always a language in translation, a language of translingual use” (34). Pennycook is not only 

talking about the ways in which paraphrase or intralinguistic translation serve as levels or layers 

of translation within English, but also alluding to translation between dialects, between home and 

work uses of English, between generational uses of English, between American English and 

other World Englishes, between regional American Englishes who each borrow from other 

languages in different ways, and so on. Pennycook invokes the word “translingual” to indicate 

that how we operate within English is more complex than it first appears—that we are always 

navigating within and between varieties of English(es) and we are always using, at any given 
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time, a multitude of Englishes. As we navigate, we make rhetorically informed linguistic choices 

so that our meaning is understood by our audiences. To move our audiences, or to move our 

meaning toward or away from them, we operate within the realms of both rhetoric and 

translation, with choice and intention at the helm.  

“Reciprocally ignorant neighbors”: The Relationship Between Rhetoric and Composition 
and Translation Studies 

 In discussing the interdisciplinary nature of translation studies, Davila-Montes points out 

that “The only possible regret in such radical interdisciplinarity may be the inexplicable neglect 

of visiting other, perhaps closer, familiar and compatible grounds. Rhetoric and composition and 

translation studies have regrettably been one of those ‘reciprocally ignorant neighbors’” (3). In 

this section, I will examine this ostensibly “reciprocally ignorant” relationship and seek to 

identify when and how rhetoric and composition and translation studies have intertwined and 

informed each other’s scholarship.  

 Davila-Montes looks at the way that the field of rhetoric specifically (as separate from, 

but linked to, rhetoric and composition) intersects with translation studies through his analysis of 

comparative rhetoric, which he defines as “the comparison of rhetorical strategies in different 

languages” (12). Davila-Montes’ analysis recalls Robert Kaplan’s 1966 conceptualization and 

definition of contrastive rhetoric. Kaplan argues that “Logic . . . which is the basis of rhetoric, is 

evolved out of a culture; it is not universal. Rhetoric, then, is not universal either, but varies from 

culture to culture and even from time to time within given culture” (2). While Kaplan’s ideas 

about rhetoric and culture, and his famous “doodles” of argument patterns across broadly defined 

cultures, may be somewhat outdated and simplifying, his argument still carries weight: namely, 
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that rhetoric is born out of a specific culture and time, and that identical or similar rhetorical 

approaches cannot be assumed across cultures.  

 Before examining the potential reasons for the distance between rhetoric and composition 

and translation studies, I will first highlight some of their similarities. In so doing, the distance 

between the two fields becomes increasingly surprising. In terms of persuasion, rhetoric and 

composition and translation studies experience a variety of disciplinary overlaps. Broadly, 

Western rhetoric concerns itself with understanding and harnessing the rhetorical situation in 

order to best persuade or effect an audience. Rhetoric and composition takes this concern and 

links it explicitly with considering composing practices: What is the best method for 

communicating this message? What genre will suit this exigency? What mode or modes will 

convey the message most effectively and persuasively? Translation studies, similarly, is 

concerned with the effect and importance of choice—the choice of one word over another to 

convey most clearly what the original author intended in the source text or to most faithfully 

convey the meaning and feeling of the source text. Both fields have undergone similar 

philosophical turns in recent history. Translation studies still finds itself within a cultural turn, in 

which cultural, political, historical, and ideological contexts—both of the source writer and the 

translator—must be consciously considered and explicitly interrogated when translating. 

Rhetoric and composition finds itself within translingual and linguistic turns, which also take 

contexts as central to understanding when and how writers put their linguistic resources to use. 

And in both fields, collaboration is central to meaning-making. Translators collaborate with the 

original author, whether actually (if the author is still alive and willing to collaborate) or more 

broadly speaking. A translated text is co-created with and from the original text. So it is with the 
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translingual turn in rhetoric and composition: meaning is always negotiated, co-created, co-

constituted by participants and contexts.  

In much of the scholarship about the development of translation studies as a field, there is 

discussion of how translation studies was conceptualized and gained ground alongside and 

intertwined with fields of study, such as gender studies, cultural studies, film studies, and others. 

These fields, translation studies included, are concerned with power relations, cultural 

influences, and contexts. Not mentioned as a neighboring field or as developing alongside 

translation studies is rhetoric and composition. This silence begs many questions. Has rhetoric 

been assumed at work in all of the aforementioned disciplines, but never explicitly separated and 

discussed specifically in relation to translation studies? Does an awareness of the influence of 

rhetoric and composition on translation studies and vice versa demand an explicit examination of 

language uses, intentions, and effects? Has this intertwining of rhetoric and composition and 

translation studies been frowned upon by scholars in both fields? Or, are scholars in these fields 

simply unaware of the similarities between them, and the ways in which they could generatively 

build on one another?  

 One potential reason for the silence or unexamined relationship between rhetoric and 

composition and translation studies is that the practice of translation has always carried with it 

the rhetoric of the particular historical moment of the translated text, or of the particular 

translator, but the implications of those rhetorical choices for shaping public perceptions had not 

been fully interrogated prior to the cultural turn. Take, for example, biblical translations and 

translators. Venuti and Bellos cite many examples of how biblical translations were completed 

with rhetorical purposes in mind—to advance certain religious perspectives and projects, to 

convert, to convince—and how those purposes shaped the target readership’s understanding of 
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“the word.” Beyond biblical translations, Bellos further cites examples of how the translations of 

classic literature change dramatically depending on the translator’s historical and cultural 

contexts, whom they received funding from in order to translate, and what time constraints fell 

upon them. Translation is at its core a highly rhetorical practice, with far-reaching impacts and 

effects. Translation is deeply embedded—to use Bassnett and Elboubekri’s term—in culture and 

shapes the systems around it, as it is also shaped by those systems. My point acknowledges that 

translation is not a neutral activity, but highly implicated in advocating certain political and 

social agendas. Translation perpetuates certain ideologies and advances certain rhetorics. 

Depending on the rhetorical goal, there are always other ways to translate. These other ways lead 

to other effects on the audience, and advance other ways of seeing the world.  

 A lack of kinship between translation studies and rhetoric and composition could also be 

attributed to the relative newness of both fields in the academy. Each field found shape around 

the same time, the 1970s, and since each has been eager to establish itself as a field unto itself. 

Both fields have been accused of borrowing theory from other disciplines to shape its own 

theories (Castro). Perhaps this sense of newness and the quest for establishing field-specific 

theories that do not borrow from areas outside of themselves has been an underlying reason for 

distance between rhetoric and composition and translation studies. Similarly, translation work 

has historically been viewed as feminine, derivative, merely reproductive (rather than 

productive), and has faced marginalization. Perhaps as rhetoric and composition worked on 

building itself into a recognized and distinct field of inquiry, it did not want to align itself with 

these influential, if wrong-headed, characterizations. 

 Whatever the reasons for the distant relationship between rhetoric and composition and 

translation studies, the result is that rhetoric and composition neglects a wide range of scholars 
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who are working in languages other than English. Ramírez and Enoch’s warning to rhetoric and 

composition scholars is worth quoting at length: 

 . . . there is a great disciplinary desire to disturb the canonical history of rhetoric that  

more often than not records the elite, male, Western, enfranchised experience. Yet there 

is a critical barrier that often stands in the way of making this disturbance happen: 

language. Without deep investment in translation, scholars of rhetoric, especially those 

who are monolingual English speakers, will continue to ignore huge swaths of rhetorical 

history. (13)  

Rhetoric and composition will remain monolingual if it continues to develop its scholarship 

primarily by and for English-speaking scholars. Language study, translation, and language 

competency by rhetoric and composition students and scholars must be incorporated into the 

fabric of rhetoric and composition programs and departments, so that our conceptions of rhetoric 

and writing are multicultural and multilingual. Failing to prioritize language, and develop the 

important, but presently shallow, connections between rhetoric and composition and translation 

studies is a detriment to our field, its relevancy, and its longevity.  

Moving Closer to Translation: Translingualism and Translingual Writing Pedagogies 

 As previously mentioned, the field of rhetoric and composition has recently experienced 

a translingual turn, which positions the field to place a renewed focus on language and, I would 

argue, translation. The term translingualism was coined in terms of rhetoric and composition 

(Guerra and Shivers-McNair) in 2012, and in the time since, many composition scholars have 

sought to move from theory to practice, and develop specific and actionable translingual 

pedagogies (Canagarajah; De Costa et al.; Horner and Tetreault, “Translation as”). Broadly, a 

translingual pedagogy moves away from (re)enforcing Standard English and embraces the 
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linguistic heterogeneity of writing classrooms. Language differences are seen as the norm, rather 

than the exception (Horner et al., “Toward a Multilingual”)—as resources, not errors, and as 

ways of producing new meanings, and new ways of speaking and writing (Horner et al., 

“Language Difference”). Translingual practice, recognizes that meaning is always co-constructed 

by participants. Applied linguistics and translingual studies scholar Suresh Canagarajah refines 

this point: “Meaning doesn’t reside inside the text or in the language. And it is not the 

responsibility of the author to give meanings on a platter. Defining communicative success as 

collaboratively achieved, both interlocutors should be responsible for negotiating effectively” 

(Translingual Practice 151). Min-Zhan Lu and Bruce Horner offer a further understanding: 

“From a translingual perspective, all writing always involves rewriting and translation, inevitably 

engaging the labor of recontextualizing (and renewing) language, language practices, users, 

conventions, and contexts” (586). Translingual pedagogies, then, acknowledge the existence of 

multiple languages and dialects in use by any given student. Translingual pedagogies view 

students’ languages as linguistic resources, see a written text as a site for negotiation and with a 

multiplicity of meanings and position both writer and reader as co-creators of those meanings.  

Some scholars (Horner et al., “Language Difference”; Lu and Horner) argue that aspects 

of translingualism and translingual writing have already been theorized and conceptualized in 

other academic fields—that the behaviors that are bound up in these terms are perhaps newly 

identified within the field of rhetoric and composition, but not entirely new elsewhere. Second 

language acquisition and teaching scholar Jeroen Gevers, citing applied linguist Paul Kei 

Matsuda, says that “false binaries between the ‘old’ and the ‘new’” have been set up and 

reinforced that pit concepts against one another:  “code-switching vs. code-meshing, 

multilingualism vs. translingualism, and L2 writing vs. translingual writing” (77). The 
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scholarship of language studies and applied linguistics that have long been addressing linguistic 

difference in classroom spaces should not be ignored, side-lined or misinterpreted as outmoded 

versions alongside rhetoric and composition’s shiny, new vision of translingualism. Moreover, in 

the field of applied linguistics, scholars (Atkinson et al.) have sought to explicitly identify and 

clarify the differences between translingual writing and second language (L2) writing—two 

areas of study that have often been mistakenly conflated, particularly by rhetoric and 

composition scholars—and to argue that translingual writing is not a replacement for L2 writing. 

While many core features of tranlingualism and translingual writing are not entirely divergent 

from theories related to multilingualism and L2 writing, these terms should be more carefully 

distinguished from one another (Atkinson et al.; Gevers). Further, rhetoric and composition 

would be wise to look to applied linguistics and language studies for how they have developed 

pedagogies that are attuned to linguistic difference and cultural awareness, in order to inform and 

shape their own (Tardy). In Chapter 3, I will continue this discussion by offering several 

pedagogies from language studies, literary studies, and applied linguistics that enact the tenets of 

multilingualism and L2 writing and point rhetoric and composition scholars in generative 

directions for their own pedagogies, particularly related to my focus of translation. Additionally, 

in Chapter 5, I will discuss scholars including Gloria Anzaldúa and Victor Villanueva, Jr. who 

have been theorizing translingual writing and speaking long before these areas were of overt 

interest to the field of rhetoric and composition. 

Numerous translingual pedagogies exist that come close to including translation, but do 

not directly or fully engage with its pedagogical potential. In “Translingual Writing and Teacher 

Development in Composition,” Canagarajah argues that teacher development centered on 

translingual pedagogies for composition teachers is lacking. He proposes that “Teacher 
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preparation for translingual writing would focus on encouraging teachers to construct their 

pedagogies with sensitivity to student, writing, and course diversity, thus continuing to develop 

their pedagogical knowledge and practice for changing contexts of writing” (“Translingual 

Writing” 266; italics mine). The range of languages (the diversity) students bring with them 

should factor into how composing is enacted by students and communicated to readers. In 

describing one of the core principles that shape his course development, Canagarjah further 

states that “writers have to consider how to communicate their diverse language resources to 

those who may not understand them” (“Translingual Writing” 267; italics mine). I draw attention 

to these two quotes with their mention of diversity and diverse language resources, because of 

what is hinted at, but not explicitly said. Canagarajah says that in order to enact a translingual 

pedagogy in a composition classroom, students and teacher must come to understand the 

linguistic choices writers make by way of “clues” or other “strategies” offered by the writer to 

the reader (“Translingual Writing” 267)—in a sense, the writer offers these strategies, and the 

reader agrees, in the general spirit of translingualism, to work with the writer to pick up the clues 

and decipher the codes set forth in the written text to ultimately, and collaboratively, make 

meaning. Though Canagarajah is mentioning language throughout his article, he makes no 

explicit mention of how the other languages or dialects of students (the diversity of languages) 

can be or should be understood or translated by other students in the course; he instead highlights 

the many ways that clues and strategies can be developed to help readers understand a written 

text.  

While I do not doubt that the translingual clues or cues that Canagarajah mentions are 

helpful in uncovering meaning, they seem almost ancillary to the core issue of engaging with 

language difference. A translation pedagogy for the composition classroom (TPCC) would more 
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directly target the linguistic diversity of students and would unearth writing practices found in 

languages other than English. Canagarajah says, “Translingual writing is a form of situated 

literate practice where writers negotiate their semiotic resources in relation to the dominant 

conventions of language and rhetoric” (“Translingual Writing” 266; italics in the original). But 

how can students understand their “semiotic resources” in relation to dominant uses of language 

and rhetoric, if they are not also learning what other uses of languages or what other culturally-

informed uses of rhetoric look like? This is where a TPCC is key. 

In a 2017 forum in Research in the Teaching of English, six composition and linguistics 

scholars reflect on their own translingual pedagogies and collectively argue that the translingual 

pedagogical turn “is accompanied by an instructional commitment to develop students’ 

metalinguistic awareness and cultural sensitivities in order to create inclusive and equitable 

learning environments” (De Costa et al. 464). In his introduction to this forum about translingual 

pedagogies, linguistics scholar Peter De Costa connects translingual pedagogies, and the act of 

translanguaging1, to a political stance. De Costa argues that to practice translingual pedagogies is 

to engage in an anti- or decolonizing project, and necessitates not only a pedagogical position, 

but a political, and potentially ethical, one. Translingual pedagogies are not merely about 

acknowledging language resources and language difference in students, but about challenging, 

rooting out, interrogating long-held colonial practices and beliefs. Further, in this forum, literary 

studies scholar Jyotsna Singh develops a translingual pedagogy in which she explains her own 

linguistic and cultural backgrounds, and her relationship with English, thereby exhibiting the 
 

1 The term translanguaging is not new to the translingual turn in Rhetoric and composition. The term was first used 
by Cen Williams in the 1980s, who used it in reference to Welsh primary education pedagogies. These pedagogies 
advocated for using both Welsh and English within the same lesson. Translanguaging was a “pedagogical practice 
which deliberately switches the language mode of input and output in bilingual classrooms” (Lewis, Jones, and 
Baker 643). Translanguaging pedagogies were political, in that they were in direct response to the systematic 
degradation of the Welsh language by the English. Translanguaging was one way of engaging in language 
revitalization in the educational sphere (Lewis, Jones, and Baker). 
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kind of openness she hopes to see in her students. Singh’s pedagogy revolves around the 

teaching of poetry that includes language other than English; her goal is to “infiltrate and fracture 

the English language itself with words from the Islamic/Middle Eastern/South Asian world” (De 

Costa et al. 466), thereby exposing students to a translingual reading experience through which 

they must navigate and create meaning with unfamiliar languages. Taking up De Costa’s 

characterization of translingual pedagogies as a decolonizing act, rhetoric and composition 

scholar Esther Milu asks first-year writing students to “critically reflect on their language 

histories and to use their multilingual resources in their writing” (De Costa et al. 467). Milu 

shares the work of Geneva Smitherman and Gloria Anzaldúa in her classroom, thus exhibiting 

how translanguaging takes place in academic writing. Milu believes that this translingual 

pedagogy can offer students a way to critically examine their relationship to their language and 

to other languages, and practice “cultural and ethnic decolonization” (De Costa et al. 467). 

Canagarajah sums up the relationship between the classroom and translingual pedagogies: “The 

classroom becomes a space for interrogating language relationships, expanding participants’ 

repertoires, and developing metalinguistic awareness, among other valuable educational 

outcomes” (De Costa et al. 470).  

In each of the translingual pedagogies discussed, there exists an element of critical 

interrogation and examination—a desire to question long-held myths about language use in the 

classroom, specifically the composition classroom. Translingual pedagogies cannot exist without 

an eye for unseating, unsettling, undermining hegemonic linguistic ideologies and composing 

practices. Further shared by all presented translingual pedagogies is the desire to cultivate meta-

awarenesses in students, whether that be metalinguistic or metacultural awareness. Reflection 

work is always built into translingual pedagogies, because it is through reflection that meta-
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awareness is born. In sum, translingual pedagogies, in their various ways, hope for students to 

practice and develop their critical awareness of language use inside and outside the classroom 

space. Translingual pedagogies challenge students to take nothing at face value—not the 

language they speak in the classroom, not the language in which the university asks them to 

write, which is typically Standard Written English, not the ways they use multiple linguistic 

resources at any given moment, and not the overarching rules that have long governed 

composition. As Canagarajah says, a key purpose of enacting translingual pedagogies is in order 

to transform “existing hierarchies and unequal statuses between language groups and 

institutions” (De Costa et al. 470).  

In Crossing Divides: Exploring Translingual Writing Pedagogies and Programs, edited 

by Bruce Horner and Laura Tetreault, rhetoric and composition scholars grapple with the 

pressures of a monolingual composition framework—a framework that has been institutionally 

and programmatically upheld, despite course goals and institutional statements that might 

suggest otherwise. In the face of this monolingual institutional culture, this collection offers up 

explicit translingual writing pedagogies that composition teachers can put into practice in their 

own classrooms. There is a wealth of ideas in this collection; I will highlight two to give a sense 

of where translingual writing pedagogies are at this current moment.  

 In his essay, “Enacting Translingual Writing Pedagogy: Structures and Challenges for  

Two Courses in Two Countries,” composition studies scholar William B. Lalicker proposes 

using exchange programs as a way to enmesh students in translingual writing practices. Lalicker 

developed two exchange courses—one taught in the United States and one in China—that 

included a mixture of Chinese and American students (L1 and L2 speakers and writers). He 

advocates for “globally networked learning environments (GNLE),” a term coined by Doreen 
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Starke-Meyerring, and the use of an “equitable-exchange model” (54) of writing education. He 

argues: 

The justification for translingual and intercultural composition courses is that they 

represent a complete attention to matters of purpose and audience, matters inseparable 

from cultural context and intercultural negotiation. Translingual writing courses are 

rhetoric at its core: they focus on communicating effectively to audiences across the 

boundaries of difference; they focus attention on how discourse operates so our students 

leave our courses knowing how to apply principles of written rhetoric in a wide variety of 

situations for transferability. (52-53) 

Using the equitable-exchange model allows students to develop translingual competencies in 

real, on-the-ground intercultural interactions, both in their home country and in another country.  

Lalicker is mindful of the privilege inherent in exchange programs of most kinds—

typically, students with financial means are the ones able to explore new cultures in the context 

of a university education. Signaling both this awareness of privilege and exchange programs, and 

the need for university backing, he writes, “A university—or a writing program—may tout an 

‘internationalized’ brand or a ‘global’ label, but if material conditions are ignored, the reality of 

internationalization may be limited to students who are financially privileged or who come 

preloaded with cultural savvy” (63). By enacting a translingual pedagogy through the lens of 

exchange programs, Lalicker calls attention to who is typically embarking on these programs and 

is explicit about the disparities built into the system of exchange programs.  

Running parallel to Lalicker’s exchange program model, I argue that incorporating 

translation activities into the classroom might be another way of targeting the ideals of 

internationalization, globalization, translingualism, and diversity on the ground, so to speak. 
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Though clearly not as deeply experiential or immersive as exchange programs typically are, 

translation work in the composition classroom encourages students to step outside of their 

linguistic and cultural comfort zones into areas of difference, confusion, and doubt. Students 

become linguistic novices again (or for the first time), and in that position, they might gain 

greater cultural and rhetorical awarenesses.  

 In the essay “Seizing an Opportunity for Translingual FYC at the University of Maine: 

Provocative Complexities, Unexpected Consequences,” from Crossing Divides, composition 

studies scholars Dylan B. Dryer and Paige Mitchell describe their practice of translingual 

pedagogies in first-year composition courses. For Dryer and Mitchell, a translingual classroom is 

a space for English users to discuss how and at whose hand a language changes, and for 

experimentation with standard and institutionally recognized forms of writing. Dryer and 

Mitchell are particularly interested in critically examining “genres that encode monolingual 

assumptions along with other cultural and institutional conventions” (136). Without institutional 

awareness and buy-in of the value of translingual pedagogies, translingual goals and purposes 

can only go so far in changing long-held beliefs about composing practices and language use. 

Dryer and Mitchell’s concerns about institutional involvement echo Lalicker’s. In sum, Dryer 

and Mitchell advocate for several key elements for a translingual pedagogy: close peer 

interaction and collaboration; the adoption of a model that positions student writers as intentional 

and deliberate in their choices; a peer review process that is more inquisitive, rather than 

corrective; and a collaborative approach to creating grading contracts and negotiating what 

constitutes rhetorically effective language use.    
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At the Level of the Word: An Argument for a Translation Pedagogy for the Composition 
Classroom 

 Taking into account the potential for translingual pedagogies to challenge monolingual 

myths in composition, engage in decolonizing projects, encourage rhetorical awareness-building 

in students, and honor students’ linguistic resources, I offer a translation pedagogy for the 

composition classroom (TPCC) that targets these elements, and brings language, at the level of 

the word, into focus in the composition classroom. In her book Sites of Translation: What 

Multilinguals Can Teach Us About Digital Writing and Rhetoric, rhetoric and composition 

scholar Laura Gonzales argues “that writing researchers and teachers should recognize 

translation as a foundational activity for all writers and communicators, particularly if our 

disciplines and fields want to continue expanding our notions of writing beyond standard 

alphabetic modes” (114). I agree with Gonzales that translation work can be a “foundational 

activity” in both basic and advanced composition courses. Gonzales argues elsewhere that 

composition and composition scholarship should be pushed “beyond a ‘single language/single 

mode’ model” (“Multimodality” np). Inserting translation activities into composition courses is 

one way of addressing programmatic and institutional goals that target cultural and global 

awareness, and one way of addressing the “single” language/mode model of composition 

instruction. My research, which I will describe in Chapter 4, will focus on incorporating 

translation activities into two sections of online English 307: Business Writing. 

Much translation pedagogy (which I will discuss further in Chapter 3), as it relates to 

writing, is conceptualized in terms of second language writing (L2), but I argue that first 

language (L1) writers also benefit from an explicit translation writing pedagogy. The act of 

translation, at its core, necessitates attention to language choices, intention, audience, and 

purpose. Incorporating translation activities in the composition classroom would offer teachers 
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and students alike an opportunity to understand what language difference and language fluidity 

actually mean; it also offers concrete pedagogical practices to teachers that speak to the ethos of 

translingualism.  

My scholarly contribution, which is to insert or make visible specific translation practices 

in the composition classroom, stands at the intersection of rhetoric and composition, translation 

studies, and language studies. The translation writing pedagogy that I propose highlights 

students’ linguistic resources and aims to develop rhetorical and cultural awarenesses in students. 

Referencing literary critic George Steiner, Pennycook writes:  

‘. . . inside or between languages, human communication equals translation. A study of 

translation is a study of language.’ That is to say that communication between languages 

presents not so much the central process of translation but rather a special case: all 

communication involves translation. This renders translation as not the peripheral area it 

has been to much of applied linguistics, but rather the key to understanding 

communication. (40)  

Extending Pennycook’s consideration of translation beyond the field of applied linguistics, I 

believe that translation offers teachers of composition new ways of engaging with the 

philosophies and pedagogies of translingualism, and of re-centering linguistic diversity at the 

heart of composition. 

Coming to Terms 

 Central to the clarity of this research stands the definitions of key terms, which I will 

provide here. These definitions emerge from the definitions given by scholars in various fields: 

rhetoric and composition, translation studies, language studies, and applied linguistics. My own  

definitions resonate with these previous definitions. The attempts here to define these terms do 
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not, in the end, result in concrete or stable definitions. These terms are malleable, in flux, and 

ripe for reinvention and reimagining. With those two caveats, I will offer definitions for key 

terms that appear most frequently in this research: cultural awareness, rhetorical awareness, 

translingualism, translingual pedagogy, translation, and translation writing pedagogy.  

 In the course of this research, I will refer to the term cultural awareness, by which I mean 

an attention to and recognition of cultural factors, such as language and cultural/ethnic 

background, that might influence any given type of communication; an attunement to cultural, 

historical, political, and social contexts that might influence and inform communication and the 

way language is used; an awareness that cultures different from one’s own may approach 

communication and language use differently.  I will also use the term rhetorical awareness, 

which I define as an attention to and recognition of the influence of language choices, audience 

needs, various contexts, communicative resources, writer ethos, and kairos on any given 

communicative act; the ability to perceive the rhetorical situation and communicate accordingly 

to best meet the needs of the audience, and the ability to make intentional choices between the 

array of communicative possibilities, including document style and/or choice of language.   

 As this research looks at how translation work intersects with or contributes to 

translingualism, it is important to define that term at the outset. Translingualism, as a disposition 

toward writing, recognizes that meaning is always co-constructed by participants. Translingual 

writing acknowledges the existence of multiple languages/dialects in use by students, sees them 

as linguistic resources, sees a written text as a site for negotiation and with a multiplicity of 

meanings, and positions both writer and reader as co-creators of those meanings. Instead of 

viewing languages as discrete and separate, relegated to distinct boxes, translingualism posits 

that languages intertwine, that communication happens through a cobbling together of all the 
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language resources a person brings to a communicative moment. Communication is happening 

across/within/through languages. Translingualism, at its core, necessitates entanglement, both of 

languages and of those involved in the experience of communicating (Guerrera and Shivers-

McNair).    

Translingual pedagogy refers to pedagogical strategies, theories, and practices that take 

the tenets of translingualism and apply and enact them in a classroom setting. A translingual 

pedagogy might include a recognition of and an explicit use of all elements of a student’s 

ecology to convey and receive meanings (Canagarajah in De Costa et al.). Rhetoric and 

composition scholars Horner and Tetreault suggest that a reorienting toward language and 

language difference take place in a translingual pedagogy (“Translation as”). In short, language 

difference is happening not only in how writers use it, but in the shifting sands of “time and 

space”—the context—beneath/within/around which the use is happening.  

 Translation pedagogy for the composition classroom (TPCC) refers to pedagogical 

strategies, theories, and practices that engage with the act and practice of translation in the space 

of a composition classroom. I further define translation pedagogy as an approach to teaching, 

learning, and practicing translation that acknowledges that all translation is situated in a 

particular cultural context which informs it, that the contexts in which the translator herself is 

embedded shape the translation, and that translations are performed with rhetorical purposes in 

mind that are not divorced from ideologies or historically embedded power dynamics. A critical 

TPCC, which I will examine further in Chapter 5, must explicitly acknowledge the underlying 

ideologies that are at play in a translation and the rhetorical effects of bringing such ideologies to 

bear on the translation itself.   
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 Paramount to this research is understanding the term translation. Defining this term is a 

fraught endeavor, since the term holds not only its literal definition, but the many philosophical 

and theoretical turns it has taken. Literally, translation means the transfer of one language into 

another; however, how that transfer takes place is what makes translation such a complicated 

process. I wish to offer here a few definitions of translation from translation studies scholars, as 

well as scholars from neighboring fields, such as rhetoric and composition and cultural studies. 

These definitions will hopefully elucidate the complexity of the process and practice of 

translation. English scholar Ileana Dimitriu defines translaton as “a form of ‘rewriting’ or 

‘textual intervention/re-creation’” (19). Dimitriu takes her cue from Lefevere, who suggests that 

translation is not “an act of servile imitation, but fundamentally as an act of ‘creative rewriting’” 

(25). Translation scholar Zhonggang Sang theorizes translation as framed in view of Activity 

Theory and suggests that “translation is a motivated social activity that sustains itself by 

interacting with its target reading activity” (300). Gender studies scholar Alison Phipps 

paraphrases James Clifford’s definition of translation thus: “an activity that is not centred [sic] 

and rooted but is part of the dynamics of ‘being between’. In other words it is about being the 

broken middle, about feeling the full, messy, liminal flow of meaning through living translating, 

sensing human beings” (369). Phipps argues that translation should be conceived of in terms of 

culture and the translator’s ecology. In his discussion of travel, language, and translation, 

translation scholar Michael Cronin offers this view of travelers, and by extension of translation: 

“. . . the traveler finds that there is not one way but several ways of reading the world and that 

worlds are always ghosted by other, parallel worlds of meaning and interpretation” (66). 

Translation and English scholars John Biguenet and Rainer Schulte see translation as adaptation 

“transformation”— “a process of choice and, consequently, never a finished process” (viii).  
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 Taking these various definitions of translation into consideration, I define translation 

particularly in view of Biguenet and Schulte’s word: adaptation. Adaptation takes its meaning 

from the Latin roots aptus (fitted), ad (to), aptare (to join), and adaptare (to adjust). Translation 

is a movement from one linguistic and cultural space to another. The practice of translation is a 

practice of way of fitting together, joining with, and adjusting to—of shifting linguistic choices 

to suit the needs of the audience and the various contexts at play—both the contexts of the source 

text and language, and of the target text and language. Conceptualizing translation as I have done 

offers obvious in-roads to translingualism in terms of shared focus on collaboration, adjustment, 

and awareness of contexts.  

Summary and Looking Ahead 

 A glimpse of the history of translation studies as a field and some of its theoretical 

dispositions has been offered in this chapter. I have examined the tenuous relationship between 

translation studies and rhetoric and composition, and in what ways the two inform one another. I 

have also delineated several translingual pedagogies as responses to the translingual turn in 

rhetoric and composition. I have begun to highlight the connections between translation studies 

and translingual pedagogies. I have clarified my particular avenue of exploration and my 

argument regarding translation practices in the composition classroom. Finally, I have offered 

definitions of key terms that will appear throughout this research. 

 In the following chapter, I will discuss in greater detail in what ways translation has been 

integrated into the composition classroom previous to my study.  I will discuss how translation 

creates and increases rhetorical awareness, and the understanding/awareness of cultural, social, 

and political contexts. I will argue that through translation practices and activities, students will 

become more culturally and linguistically literate, and more aware of their involvement in 
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translingual interactions. Finally, the following chapter will discuss the methodological and 

theoretical underpinnings of my study and research approach. 
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Chapter 3 
 

“Treating all language as translation allows us to see writers as always engaged in a process of negotiating 
and reworking common language practices, and to direct our attention and that of our students to exploring the 

responsibilities entailed by specific translational/writing practices for reproducing and revising language and 
language relations.” – Bruce Horner and Laura Tetreault 

 

Context 

Given what is known about translation studies and its connections to rhetoric and 

composition in view of cultural and rhetorical awarenesses, it follows that translation pedagogies 

designed specifically for the composition classroom are needed. Though there are certainly other 

pedagogies that challenge students to think about cultures and rhetorics, a translation pedagogy 

for the composition classroom (TPCC) focuses students on the importance of choice, intention, 

and linguistic power in an innovative way that prompts them to be mindful, careful, and 

deliberate in their composing choices. In this chapter, I argue that a TPCC offers the potential to 

increase students’ cultural and rhetorical awarenesses, and that through translation practice, 

students demonstrate cultural and rhetorical literacy. I will share representative translation 

pedagogies that scholars apply in language learning, applied linguistics, and translation studies 

classrooms, and discuss how these pedagogies might be shifted to meet the needs of students in 

composition classrooms. I will end this chapter with a discussion of my methodological and 

theoretical dispositions, and how they informed the creation of my study with students of English 

307: Business Writing in the spring 2019 semester, which will be discussed in Chapter 4.   

Translation as a Road to Cultural and Rhetorical Awarenesses 

As I have earlier argued, translation work in composition classrooms has the potential for 

increasing students’ cultural and rhetorical awarenesses. This argument was first born out of my 

own experiences as an English monoglot and translation neophyte when I translated poetry by 
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the Welsh-language writer Elen Egryn into English. I found that I could not translate without a 

sense of Welsh contexts that might inform the poetry itself. Through my own experiences, I 

witnessed my cultural and rhetorical awarenesses grow, expand, and change, and I believed that 

if composition students could engage in similar translation experiences and activities, they, too, 

might experience similar kinds of growth, expansion, and change. I will first discuss how 

translation work influences rhetorical awareness, and then discuss how it influences cultural 

awareness. 

In Chapter 2, I defined rhetorical awareness as an attention to and recognition of the 

influence of language choices, audience needs, various contexts, communicative resources, 

writer ethos, and kairos on any given communicative act; the ability to perceive the rhetorical 

situation and communicate accordingly to best meet the needs of the audience; and the ability to 

make intentional choices between the array of communicative possibilities, including document 

style and/or choice of language. My aim here is to isolate each part of that definition and connect 

it to translation work. 

Central to a TPCC is attention to language choices and the power inherent in those 

choices. In my study, which I will detail in Chapter 4, I assign intralinguistic translation activities 

(translation from English to English) before interlinguistic translation (translation between two 

separate languages). By first guiding them to work on intentional language choices through 

intralinguistic translation, I hoped that students would gain a better sense of the rhetorical effects 

of their choices, and that they might more fully feel the weight and importance of intralinguistic 

translation or paraphrase as a useful tool in their writing. Students are challenged to witness the 

power inherent in small linguistic choices, and the change in effect those choices have. 

Conducting intralinguistic translations challenges students to articulate who the primary audience 
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might be for the different iterations of their translation choices, and which iteration might be 

most effective in targeting that audience’s needs. Ultimately, both intralinguistic and 

interlinguistic translation activities allow students to examine audience expectations and needs, 

which are fundamental components of the rhetorical situation. 

Cultivating audience awareness and articulating audience expectations and needs 

necessitates that students are mindful of the various contexts at play in written communicative 

moments. Awareness of context is also key in accurately assessing a rhetorical situation. 

Understanding what contexts influence and impact a piece of writing, specifically a translation, 

allows students to make wiser and more effective linguistic choices. In terms of interlinguistic 

translation, Porter offers this further examination of the importance of understanding contexts: 

Literary and scholarly translation alike entail not just a transfer of meaning but a 

thoroughgoing recontextualization. In what contexts—literary, rhetorical, social, 

historical, political, economic, religious, cultural—was the source text embedded, and 

what adjustments will have to be made to transmit those contexts or produce comparable 

ones in the translation? (“Translation as Scholarship” 56) 

While student writers are clearly not professional translators, and do not have the luxury of time 

to fully research and consider all the contexts at play that Porter mentions above in a piece of 

writing, they can, especially within the context of the Cultural/Global Communications Research 

Report (CGCRR) produced for English 307 (which will be discussed in detail in Chapter 4), 

begin to understand the importance of contexts. My aim is to raise their rhetorical awareness in 

small, but meaningful, ways. If students can begin to recognize the contextual influences on any 

piece of writing, then they have taken the first step toward a keener rhetorical stance.  
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 Intralinguistic and interlinguistic translation activities also target students’ awareness of 

communicative resources at their disposal in communicative moments. Students begin to 

recognize what modalities and genres are available to them, and they can begin to make 

intentional choices between those modalities and genres in order to meet their specific rhetorical 

ends. As an example, as part of the CGCRR, students are asked to find a piece of writing that is 

written in the source language, and they are tasked with translating this into the target language, 

English. Depending on the genre they choose to analyze and translate, there will be different 

affordances at play to account for when translating. For example, if a student chooses a billboard, 

they not only have to account for the text on the billboard, but the overall design, including color 

choices and images—all features of that particular genre. Indeed, some translation scholars 

wonder if images themselves can/must be translated from one cultural context to another (Baker; 

Elboubekri; Canagarajah). By translating their chosen genre, students can see the resources 

available to convey meaning that the specific genre affords.  

 In teaching rhetorical awareness, it is vital to encourage students to focus on and 

articulate their own positionalities and how those positionalities influence, shape, and inform a 

given piece of writing. Learning how to convey credibility and authority are crucial for students’ 

effective wielding of appeals to ethos in their writing. When engaging in translation activities, 

students must take this awareness of their positionalities further than they may have in the past—

in other words, students must develop a meta-awareness of their language, how it shapes their 

approach to translation, its relationship to power and power structures, and their own biases 

regarding languages more broadly. Linguist scholars Sonia Colina and Barbara A. Lafford 

similarly argue that “translation facilitates the noticing aspect of adult L2 acquisition by 

increasing metalinguistic and cultural awareness” (115, italics in original). While Colina and 
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Lafford are specifically talking about L2 students in this context, L1 writers also benefit from 

practicing noticing and meta-awareness—the practice of which can increase or enhance writers’ 

overall understanding of why they make the composing choices they do. Translation activities 

require that student-translators articulate their own preferences for readability and clarity. 

Student-translators must ask themselves (or be asked by composition teachers) why one 

linguistic choice is more effective or more appropriate for the given context, and what this says 

about their linguistic allegiances.  

 Moreover, translation work offers students the opportunity to increase their awareness of 

the influence of kairos on a given text. An awareness of how kairos can work in communicative 

moments can lead students to analyze why and when certain texts are offered at certain times 

over others, and why the arguments of some texts fail to reach or persuade their intended 

audiences. Wielding kairos effectively requires that the writer/translator acknowledges and 

identifies her positionality in space and time—her privilege, her social standing, her current era, 

and so on. The translation of specific texts chosen within the context of the CGCRR might lead 

students to investigate for what audience the text was produced, in what specific time, and with 

what specific and kairotic contextual influences (political, social, cultural, economic). 

Importantly, given that students are most likely translating from a context with which they are 

less familiar than their own American context, students must cultivate even a small awareness of 

norms, events, and influences of the source culture on the source text. There is obviously not 

enough time within a semester for students to become experts of any kind on another culture; 

however, they can draw from what they have learned through research on business 

communication in that cultural context. This knowledge can then inform students’ awareness of 

the source culture, and how they approach translating their chosen source text. Students will have 
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to consider how kairos factors into the source text’s creation and how it impacts the translation 

into the target language of English.  

Central to translation activities is reflection: reflection on linguistic choices, reflection on 

intention, reflection on the relationship of the translator to the language being translated. Without 

reflection, there can be little justification for choices—and it is this justification that paves the 

way for changes in rhetorical awareness. Rhetoric and composition scholars Julia Kiernan, Joyce 

Meier, and Xiqiao Wang expound on this issue of choices and burgeoning rhetorical awareness: 

Using their own translations as evidence, the students produce rich analyses and theories 

of their translation choices, often in the context of theorizing about the complex 

differences and similarities between the languages and cultures involved. Consequently, 

the translation assignment invites keen analysis of ongoing translating choices students 

are already making across contexts. (102) 

Kiernan, Meyer, and Wang touch on many aspects of the rhetorical situation, particularly on 

contexts and the roles they (should) play in shaping and informing linguistic choices. 

 I argue that the integration of translation activities into the composition classroom also 

increases cultural awareness. In Chapter 2, I define cultural awareness as an attention to and 

recognition of cultural factors, such as language and cultural/ethnic background, that might 

influence any given type of communication; an attunement to cultural, historical, political, and 

social contexts that might influence and inform communication and the way language is used; an 

awareness that cultures different from one’s own may approach communication and language 

use differently. It is clear that cultural awareness intersects with rhetorical awareness—the two 

cannot be separated or analyzed discretely. To be aware of cultural factors that might influence 

communication (a necessary component of cultural awareness) presupposes an awareness of 
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audience (a key component of rhetorical awareness). Given that the source text is in a language 

other than English, the student-translator must be aware of audience needs, expectations, and 

cultural influences—the audience shapes the culture, just as the culture shapes the audience. An 

awareness of contexts and the ways in which they are imbricated and intersecting is central to 

both rhetorical and cultural awarenesses. Translating texts from the source language into the 

target language of English also has the potential to challenge students to recognize that different 

cultures might approach argument and rhetorical elements differently. In Chapter 4, I will 

delineate the readings that students engage with in order to understand this point of culturally-

informed rhetorical differences.  

 Translation activities do not merely promote an awareness between two languages or 

cultures (the source and the target); the movement of understanding is not so bidirectional. 

Students are always pulling from their various linguistic resources to navigate a given translation 

practice, whether consciously or not; in other words, all students translanguage (Bawarshi; 

Canagarajah, Translingual Practice). Students may be accessing other languages in which they 

are fluent, and they may be accessing their various dialects and other linguistic resources in order 

to enact a translation and shape it so that it makes rhetorical sense for the target audience. 

Students are working across/through/within these many languages, dialects, and resources in 

order to create meaning. The key aspect of this work is to make how and why and when they 

access a given linguistic resource over another apparent to them—in other words, there is an 

opportunity for students to develop metacognitive skills through translation work about their 

linguistic choices and the resources they draw from. Just as students might draw from a range of 

linguistic resources, so too do they draw from a range of cultural resources to understand cultural 

contexts.  
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 Many interdisciplinary scholars similarly see the potential translation has for increasing 

cultural and rhetorical awarenesses in student writers and student-translators. Second and foreign 

language writing scholars Hiroe Kobayashi and Carol Rinnert argue,  

. . . students can develop a sense of empowerment by learning to write in more than one  

language. This is likely to allow them to apply learned concepts and skills effectively 

across languages, sometimes in creative ways, and also to respond sensitively to different 

audience needs in a particular context. In our view, learning to write in a second language 

in both FL and SL contexts opens up an avenue for gaining such abilities as 

bi/multilingual writers. (343) 

While Kobayashi and Rinnert’s research focuses more on second language (L2) and third 

language (L3) writers, their point is relevant to my argument: practicing with translation 

(“learning to write in more than one language”) offers students new ways of developing 

rhetorical and cultural awarenesses. To borrow Kobayashi and Rinnert’s phrasing, students 

might “respond sensitively to different audience needs” (343) through their awareness of 

contexts at play. 

 In arguing that translation should be an overt part of the make-up of rhetoric and 

composition, and particularly present in graduate level courses, rhetoric and composition scholar 

Estefania Olid-Peña offers this perspective on the importance of examining language at the 

micro-level: “…words, which create the fabric of our language, are cultural artifacts that need to 

be explored, examined, and questioned” (6). This way of thinking about words as “cultural 

artifacts” challenges composition teachers, particularly those who are mindful of monolingual 

myths and open to critical pedagogies, to remember that uncovering and interrogating the 

colonial and imperialist underpinnings of composition (Baca) begins at the word level. More on 
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this will be said in Chapter 5, in which I examine how developing a translation pedagogy for 

composition classrooms is also about developing a critical pedagogy.  

 In their article, “Twisted Tongues, Tied Hands: Translation studies and the English 

Major,” English scholars Emily O. Wittman and Katrina Windon offer various arguments about 

the potential for translation to serve as a method for developing cultural and rhetorical 

awarenesses. They argue that “Reading in and about translation significantly enriches our 

understanding of the genealogy of texts and encourages us to think about the way that original 

texts are often obfuscated through translation” (450). It is in tracing this “genealogy” and 

examining the obfuscation that can result from one translation or another that students can see 

various exigencies, rhetorics, and contextual influences at work. From even brief exposure to 

different translations of the same text, students can engage in a discussion of what aims exist in 

each text, what cultural influences might have played a role, and what social conventions 

influenced the translator. 

Evident from the brief literature review above is that the act and practice of translation 

offers students (and teachers) many ways to cultivate and enhance cultural and rhetorical 

awarenesses. Whether students are comparing and contrasting different translations of the same 

source text (as is suggested by Wittman and Windon), or examining rhetorical patterns in 

different cultures (as Kaplan and Leki suggest), or seeing words as “cultural artifacts” to be 

analyzed (as Olid-Peña suggests), they are being led to more closely articulate their linguistic, 

cultural, and rhetorical awarenesses, and to develop metacognitive awareness in terms of their 

composing choices. 
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The Neophyte Potential of Student-Translators 

To understand how students might truly see shifts in their cultural and rhetorical 

awarenesses as a result of translation activities in the composition classroom, I propose that 

attention be paid to what I call neophyte potential. I use the term neophyte in the secular sense, 

unrelated to religious affiliations or connotations. I also use this word, as opposed to apprentice, 

novice, or another similar term, because of its Greek etymological origins: neophyte literally 

breaks down to mean newly planted. Visually, the concept of being newly planted is 

pedagogically and precisely what I am driving at when I conceptualize the potential for learning 

to be found in translation work. I am asking students to be newly planted in a language and 

culture unfamiliar to them, and to navigate (if not grow) within that new space.  

My use of the term neophyte is also inspired by literature scholar Ali Massoud 

Meghdadi’s use of it in his dissertation: Translator, Traitor or Teacher: A Neophyte-Focused 

Communication Pedagogy. Meghdadi argues that “translation projects” can be used as a way to 

learn languages and to learn about “foreign concepts” (xiii). He further explores the ways in 

which translation pedagogies can be developed, especially with view to the neophyte, which he 

defines as “either an individual who through the process of literary translation deepens his or her 

understanding of a new language, or a new reader of translations beginning to harvest a 

cosmopolitan worldview” (xii). My study is not focused on literary translation or developing a 

“cosmopolitan worldview” per se, but the neophyte potential I see lies within students’ 

unfamiliarity with translation, and how the act of slowing down that must occur when one 

translates can engender the development of cultural and rhetorical awarenesses.  

In conceptualizing this theory of neophyte potential, I am mindful of my own neophyte 

position. My background in translation work is minimal, and born out of personal experiences, 
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rather than a strictly theoretical foundation or based on translation or language coursework. 

Some critics of my methodology might point to my lack of formal training in translation work 

as a detriment to my argument and its execution in my courses. While I take that critique on 

board and, to that end, continue to increase my familiarity with translation and language studies 

scholarship, I also believe there is value in learning alongside my students. In other words, my 

neophyte status mirrors students’ neophyte status in many ways, and therefore we embark on the 

important and challenging work of translation together, finding ways to articulate its importance 

to our lives in the context of an ostensibly monolingual university. Together we can challenge 

that characterization of the university, and we can cultivate a broader awareness of how and 

where translation is happening in our lives both inside and outside the university.  

There is some scholarly precedent for seeing value in my neophyte teacher position. In 

arguing for translation as a fifth skill (alongside writing, reading, speaking, and listening) in 

language learning, Colina and Lafford argue,  

While some scholars and practitioners in TS and translation pedagogy view translation  

exclusively as a professional activity, requiring a high level of expertise, and therefore 

tend to exclude less expert behavior from their realm of study, the conceptualization 

presented here defines translation independently of the skills of the translator and of the 

quality of the product. In other words, we do not use the level of expertise of the 

translator as a criterion to identify an activity or product as translation, although it can be 

used to delimit the scope of training and professional activity. (114) 

I would position myself as someone with “less expert behavior” or “expertise” in terms of 

translation work; many of my students, too, fall beneath these descriptors. However, what 

languages my students know or what experience they have with translation cannot be known 
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until I meet them on the first day of class and get a sense of their linguistic backgrounds via the 

pre-translation survey that I administer. More will be said of that in Chapter 4. Suffice it to say 

that it may be the case that students will have more experience with translation—if not formally, 

then certainly informally—than I have, and therefore possess more “expertise” in this area. This 

is always the case with students—the disciplinary or experiential knowledges they bring into the 

classroom are often beyond or parallel to the knowledge of the teacher. The point is to make 

these linguistic knowledges transparent, so that when doing the translation work of the course, 

the true neophytes can learn from those with greater experience.  

Translation Pedagogies in Second Language (L2) Writing Courses 

Few rhetoric and composition scholars have investigated and theorized translation as 

either a composition pedagogy (as distinct from L2 composition) or a translingual pedagogy. 

Translation pedagogies are typically built to serve second language (L2) classrooms, whether 

they are composition classrooms or language learning classrooms. Before investigating the 

translation pedagogies explicitly linked to the composition classroom, I first will delineate 

several translation pedagogies that operate in other educational sites. While these pedagogies 

may not have immediate ties to the composition classroom, each can be shifted or revised to 

meet the needs of composition students. 

Kiernan, Meyer and Wang include translation activities in their Preparation for College 

Writing (PCW) course, aimed at L2 writers. Students conduct individual translations, write 

comparative analyses of translations, and produce individual narratives and reflections on their 

translation processes. Kiernan, Meier, and Wang argue that their translation pedagogy 

repositions students to think more about translingual writing practices and the interplay between 

languages. They believe that “the process of translating, comparing, and reflecting engaged these 



72 
 

students in metalinguistic analysis that heightened their explicit awareness of the communicative 

tools they needed to make their translation clear to others who did not share the same cultural or 

linguistic context” (102).  Clearly, this assignment sequence focuses on the development of 

metalinguistic and metacultural awarenesses through the lens of translation. While not explicitly 

stated, this translation pedagogy also engages students in practicing rhetorical awareness as they 

navigate their own languages and their translations; they grapple with audience awareness of 

their translation and how best to convey the translated text’s meaning and purpose.  

In her 2014 article, translation studies scholar Sara Laviosa presents her translation 

pedagogy as a “multilingual pedagogy that includes translation as adaptation” (“Translation as 

Adaptation” 63). This article discusses first language (L1) Chinese speakers learning Italian, and 

L1 Italian speakers learning Chinese. In developing a specific multilingual pedagogy, Laviosa 

poses this question: “[H]ow can we harness the symbolic power enshrined in multilingual 

exchanges such as the ones represented in multilingual films in order to pursue the goal of 

foreign language education, which is to form ‘educated speakers who have deep translingual and 

transcultural competence’? (MLA Committee 2)” (“Translation as Adaptation” 69).  Laviosa 

asks students to engage in audio-visual translation by watching a bilingual film and writing its 

subtitles. Laviosa argues that translation has a place in the language classroom because it serves 

as a lens through which students can investigate a foreign language and culture. Further, she 

believes that exposure to other cultural identities can occur through the practice of translation.  

Building on concepts articulated in her 2014 article, Laviosa continues to conceptualize a 

translation pedagogy in her 2015 article, “Developing Translingual and Transcultural 

Competence Through Pedagogic Subtitling.” Following Claire Kramsch’s theorization of 

“symbolic competence,” Laviosa challenges her students to move beyond one-to-one translations 
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of language and to translate between cultural norms and behaviors and contexts. Laviosa argues, 

“as symbolic power, language is a relational human activity, whereby we co-construct and 

negotiate personal and social identities, while becoming aware of our own and of other people’s 

subjectivity, historicity, values, individual and collective memories, emotions, and aspirations 

(Kramsch, ‘Symbolic’)” (“Developing Translingual” 73). Laviosa also invokes the theory of 

“holistic cultural translation” proposed by Maria Tymoczko. Laviosa engages with this theory by 

asking her students to consider “the cultural underpinnings of the source text that the translator 

needs to negotiate because they may present difficulties for the target audience” (“Developing 

Translingual” 74).  

Similarly attuned to cultural influences on translation work, translation scholar Camelia 

Petrescu, argues that ideologies and cultural beliefs, practices, and influences are embedded in 

languages. Petrescu argues that “it is in translation that languages confront each other and their 

relevant characters/cultural identities/formae mentis become manifest” (3910). While Petrescu 

does not, in this article, articulate a specific translation pedagogy, she does advocate for 

translators to be aware of the ideological and cultural elements at play in translation practices. 

Petrescu’s analysis takes its cue from contrastive rhetoric; for example, she discusses the 

differences between the way languages express ideas. Petrescu argues that “Teaching translation 

becomes . . . a matter of teaching languages in contest, in other words, raising linguistic and 

cultural awareness. Linguistic is seen here as part of culture since language is presupposed to be 

a component or basic feature of culture” (3913, italics in the original). Highlighting the interplay 

and interrelation between language and culture for composition students through the vehicle of 

translation work has the potential to cultivate cultural and rhetorical awarenesses. 
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 As with Laviosa and other scholars mentioned, applied linguist Izaskun Elorza situates 

her study of translation’s cultural awareness raising potential in L2 and translation classrooms. 

Specifically, Elorza includes a pre-translation assessment that allows students to keep track of 

their translation choices and a post-translation reflection that leads into a discussion about 

challenges and problems that arose during translation. Following theories of both Kramsch and 

Michael Byram’s regarding intercultural communication and “intercultural communicative 

competence” (262), respectively, Elorza argues that translation activities integrated into L2 and 

translation classroom can increase students’ “critical cultural awareness” (262). Elorza argues 

that translation activities necessitate an awareness of the source culture, and how cultural factors 

influence the source text. Students also practice rhetorical awareness and an analysis of rhetorical 

elements, especially audience and context, by engaging in translation activities. The act of 

moving the source language into the target language demands a sense of both cultural contexts, 

and an awareness of how choosing one word over another might impact the rhetorical situation 

as a whole. Elorza’s overall argument is worth quoting at length: 

. . . translation activities are introduced in the methodology as an awareness-raising tool.  

These activities can help students develop a metacognitive awareness not only about 

themselves, as language users and members of a culture, but also about others who are  

typically users of a different language and members of other cultures and who in these  

activities typically adopt either the role of the author of the original text or that of the  

target audience, depending on the directionality of translation. In the long run, these  

activities are aimed at helping the students to promote critical or analytical 

understanding required for both efficient translational and intercultural competence and 

also at helping the students either to reaffirm or to restructure their attitudes about people 
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from other cultures by dealing explicitly not only with cultural stereotypes or customs but 

also with merely different ways of saying, doing and evaluating things. (266) 

Measuring and assessing whether a student’s cultural competence or awareness has changed 

proves complicated. It is difficult to pinpoint a student’s cultural attitudes or awareness before 

she engages in translation activities, and therefore it is a struggle to measure how or if a student 

has changed as a result of the translation activities. For this reason, reflection is a necessary part 

in translation activities.  

 Evident from these translation pedagogies situated in L2 composition, language studies, 

and translation studies classrooms, is the potential for translation practice to engage students’ 

cultural and rhetorical awarenesses. Beyond learning how to translate between languages, 

students begin to gather information about the source and target cultures and start learning how 

to be mindful of cultural influences when choosing the most appropriate language for the 

situation. Each of these translation pedagogies can operate within an L1 composition 

classroom—the main difference would be that students would most likely have no experience 

with the source language or with any aspect of translation studies. This lack of familiarity 

positions them to experience language as neophytes. And this role of neophyte forces them to 

slow down, to consider the words they are choosing, and to be more attuned to nuance.  

Translation Pedagogies in the Composition Classroom 

Though only a handful of rhetoric and composition scholars have begun to theorize how 

translation can serve L1 composition students, those that are engaged in this work take their cues 

from interdisciplinary scholars, like those listed above, and from translingualism scholarship. 

Rhetoric and composition scholars Horner and Tetreault believe that both intralinguistic (within 
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the same language) and interlinguistic (between languages) translation activities can be brought 

into the composition classroom (“Translation as”). They argue that:  

While it may not seem initially obvious how questions about translation enter into a space 

like the composition classroom, we argue that translation offers a particularly rich 

framework for work in composition insofar as it brings to the fore the negotiation of 

language difference as well as ideologies of language difference that a translingual 

approach calls for. Writing instruction has always been institutionally structured as a key 

site for the negotiation of language ideology.  (Horner and Tetreault, “Translation as” 

17)  

Horner and Tetreault’s graceful argument for translation in the composition classroom echoes 

my own reasonings and offers detractors a way of seeing how various ideologies may be at play 

in believing translation work does not belong in the composition classroom (“Translation as”). 

Bringing intralinguistic and interlinguistic translation into the classroom targets a number 

of goals. First, teachers of basic composition (English 101 and 102 at my institution) are tasked 

with teaching students about conducting research and taking what others have said and 

summarizing or paraphrasing the content in their own words. In the context of translation and 

what Horner and Tetreault argue, paraphrase goes by another name: intralinguistic translation. 

Characterizing paraphrase as intralinguistic translation allows for new pedagogical approaches 

for teaching paraphrase that bring language choice, specificity, and intention to the fore, and 

targets the goals of translingualism. Horner and Tetreault posit:  

Treating all language as translation allows us to see writers as always engaged in a  

process of negotiating and reworking common language practices, and to direct our  

attention and that of our students to exploring the responsibilities entailed by specific  
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translational/writing practices for reproducing and revising language and language  

relations. (“Translation as” 18)  

“Treating all language as translation” means that intralinguistic translation or paraphrase is 

translation in action—translation work that moves between different intralinguistic choices, and 

calls for “attention” to those choices. Horner and Tetreault are right to say that this awareness of 

linguistic choices brought on by intralinguistic translation work highlights the “responsibilities” 

that writers have in choosing one word or another; it highlights that these choices must be 

deliberate. Indeed, there are repercussions to these choices. Each linguistic choice results in a 

sedimentation of that choice and its concomitant ideologies, and each unchosen option results in 

certain ideologies being rejected, neglected, or hidden. More will be said of ideologies tied to 

translation and choice in Chapter 5. 

Another goal of bringing intralinguistic and interlinguistic translation into the 

composition classroom is the potential to make apparent the linguistic diversity that exists in any 

given course. Writing programs have long upheld the “monolingual myth” that positions English 

as the main (or only) language students are speaking in composition courses even in the face of 

clearly diverse student populations (Matsuda). By not explicitly addressing and interrogating this 

English-only ideal, the field of rhetoric and composition—and by extension, writing programs—

has reinforced it. Second language scholar Paul Kei Matsuda argues that “To work effectively 

with the student population in the twenty-first century, all composition teachers need to 

reimagine the composition classroom as a multilingual space that it is, where the presence of 

language differences is the default” (649). Introducing translation pedagogy to a composition 

classroom is one way of underscoring these “language differences.”  
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As a further example of translation pedagogies in the composition classroom, Wang 

assigns students to translate stories from their cultures into English, compare and contrast their 

translation choices, and reflect on those choices. Wang writes, “A reflective theme encourages 

students to examine their semantic and syntactical choices as informed by cultural sensitivities 

and audience expectations” (De Costa et al. 468). Echoing Canagarajah, Wang believes that 

integrating a translingual pedagogy that engages with translation develops “a disposition of 

openness and inquiry toward language differences” (De Costa et al. 468). Reflection is a key 

component of not only Wang’s translingual pedagogy, but of all pedagogies that involve students 

in the complex practice of translation. Reflecting on translation choices—and specifically 

discussing them as rhetorical choices—allows students the space to see how their decisions, from 

the micro to the macro, are rhetorical and have various effects on the reader.  

In his work, rhetoric and composition scholar Steven Fraiberg seeks to “leverage 

students’ linguistic/cultural resources” (De Costa et al. 469) by asking them to 

translate/explain/define terms, phrases, or concepts from their specific cultures. Fraiberg’s 

assignment asks students to discuss historical or cultural contexts that inform the meaning of the 

term; in doing so, students are not only learning about a discrete term, but they are learning how 

that term is embedded in a complex web of contexts and influences—this allows them to see that 

no word or phrase is unimplicated in its context, and that all language use is tied to ideologies. 

Fraiberg argues that through this experience of translation, research, and explanation, students 

have “a much deeper understanding of language as dynamic, material, contested, and socially 

situated” (De Costa et al. 469).  

Finally, Olid-Peña argues in her dissertation The Art of Future Discourse: Rhetoric, 

Translation and an Interdisciplinary Pedagogy for Transglobal Literacy that “translation, as a 
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discipline, should be considered part of the rhetorical tradition, and a key element within 

rhetorical education” (p. 7). Olid-Peña argues for the development of “transglobal literacy” in 

graduate level students through translation and the examination of texts and subtexts.  

These few rhetoric and composition scholars offer a glimpse into the ways in which the 

field is embracing translation as a means to teach cultural and rhetorical awarenesses, and as an 

extension and deepening of translingual pedagogies, specifically for the composition classroom. 

In my own study, which will be described in Chapter 4, I take up where the aforementioned 

rhetoric and composition scholars left off, as I share many of their dispositions toward language 

and translation’s pedagogical and critical possibilities.  

Caesura: A Response to Skeptics 

There may be some pushback to my argument that students can increase their cultural and 

rhetorical awarenesses through a handful of translation activities built into a composition course 

with larger goals. Some might balk at the effectiveness of such activities, given that students are 

not being offered an in-depth knowledge of translation studies as a field or translation as a 

practice. Given that the translation portion of English 307 (or any composition course, if this was 

applied more widely) takes up a small part of the course, students read only a handful of views 

on translation, and students only engage with a few opportunities for enacting translation, what 

value can these inclusions be in terms of changing or increasing cultural and rhetorical 

awarenesses? Certainly, I am asking these particular translation experiences to do a great deal. 

To these voices of hesitation or dissent, I offer once again my own experiences as a starting 

point. Granted, the composition students for whom I am proposing these translation activities are 

undergraduate students who, in the context of our course, do not have the time, the means, or the 

inclination to travel abroad in order to experience the language and culture they are working 
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with, as I did with Welsh and Wales, what my experience tells me is that being a neophyte in 

terms of a language and in terms of translation is highly valuable in view of learning and change. 

The discomfort, as I have mentioned before, can be generative. The repositioning, resituating of 

students’ positionalities—from, ostensibly, English expert, to language neophyte—has the 

potential to derail certain linguistic orientations students might have and push them into the 

realm of new learner once again, as they might be with other subjects of inquiry in their college 

careers.  

Some might likewise argue that the kind of translation work I am proposing is more 

appropriate in a language course, rather than a composition course. The argument might follow 

that composition courses are for students to hone their English writing skills, and not to dabble in 

other languages. To that, I would say a few things. First, to interact with other languages 

enhances not only our understanding and appreciation of those languages, but of our own, in this 

case English. Students can come to understand and recognize rhetorical approaches apparent in 

English writing in part by recognizing rhetorical approaches in other languages. In her chapter 

“Toward ‘Transcultural Literacy’ at a Liberal Arts College,” Patricia Bizzell similarly argues 

that an inclusion of languages in addition to English in a writing course would “improve 

students’ abilities in other languages” and “would have a reciprocal positive effect on their 

Common English use” (148). Second, there are many ways to achieve the same goal—by this, I 

mean composition teachers have at their disposable many strategies for teaching rhetorical 

awareness, if not cultural awareness; translation work becomes one more valuable way of 

teaching these awarenesses. And particularly when talking about a course such as English 307, in 

which students are required to expand and extend their global awareness through the 

investigation of a culture and language foreign to them, translation work becomes all the more 
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appropriate and central to the research students conduct. Third, as has been said elsewhere, the 

composition classroom is not in actuality a monolingual space. The students who populate 

composition classrooms bring with them a cornucopia of languages and linguistic variations. 

Finally, my approach to teaching composition is interdisciplinary—in truth, I cannot see how it 

could be otherwise. I see great value in borrowing from rhetoric and composition’s disciplinary 

neighbors to enhance, extend, and enrich our own field. 

The Ground on Which I Stand: Methodological and Theoretical Underpinnings 

 In response to Bob Broad’s argument that “it would be helpful to our field if more 

researchers reflected and wrote openly about their personal methodological passions and stories” 

(203),  I would like to define myself as a researcher before I describe my study in Chapter 4, so 

that my “intellectual background, wishes, desires, and goals” (Broad) can be made explicitly 

known. I am a teacher-researcher who seeks to study her own courses, co-create research 

practices with student-participants, and put theory to practice in the composition classroom. In 

terms of co-creating research practices with my student-participants, I mean this in a variety of 

ways: building reflection activities into different points of the study, so that I have a sense of 

students’ attitudes; responding to those attitudes and how aspects of the study are unfolding for 

students and adjusting or revising to meet student needs; analyzing student writing as data; and 

incorporating interviews into the study so that, in addition to the analysis of student writing and 

my own assumptions that result, students can speak for themselves and can offer insights into 

their own writing processes. I join Cynthia L. Selfe, Gail E. Hawisher, and other feminist 

researchers who see interviews “as a process not of extracting information but of sharing 

knowledge” (36) and further characterize it as a “reciprocal, and often intimate, shaping of 

information” (37).  
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 As a teacher-researcher, I further define myself as an empirical-qualitative researcher, 

though I do engage in some textual (student writing) analysis as well. With the help of Norman 

K. Denzin and Yvonna S. Lincoln, Broad defines the empirical-qualitative researcher as one 

whose primary focus is “relationships and interactions among people, not published texts” (199). 

Specifically, my units of analysis for this study include unpublished student writing (discussion 

board posts, reflections, major projects, survey responses), interviews, and observations. Broad 

argues that the methods and methodological choices researchers choose to engage with are often 

informed—or perhaps should be informed—by the rhetorical situation of the research and its 

participants, and “a deep-seated epistemological orientation” (202, italics in the original).  

 Some of my “intellectual background, wishes, desires, and goals” (Broad) have already 

been defined in the Introduction, but there are some epistemological stances I wish to make clear 

here. My teaching practices and my pedagogy have always been undergirded with a desire to co-

create my courses with my students. Specifically, I am interested in collaboration and co-creation 

as it applies to producing rubrics, activities, discussions, essay assignments, and readings. Co-

creation as a guiding principle results in a classroom environment that is more finely attuned to 

the literacy and linguistic backgrounds and needs of students, and calls students to move 

intentionally and purposefully through composition courses because, in part, they are responsible 

for co-creating course activities with me. Through co-creating aspects of the course, I aim to 

embrace students’ expertises and honor alternatives to Standard American English (SAE) and 

European-centric composition techniques.  

My interest in co-creation of course content is informed by interdisciplinary scholars, 

including feminist scholar bell hooks, academic librarian Sherrie B. Saines, education scholar 

Nina Asher, sociologist Suzanne S. Hudd, and English scholar Rochelle Harris. hooks’ engaged 
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pedagogy requires the teacher to view both herself and her students as holistic beings, to do the 

work she is asking of students, to work toward her own self-actualization, and to be vulnerable in 

front of students. Saines’ participatory pedagogy follows Paulo Freire’s work and asks that 

teachers relinquish control over classroom content. Saines sees students as “co-creators of 

structure and content” (172) and positions herself as a co-learner. Using the concepts of engaged 

pedagogy and interbeing developed by hooks and Thich Nhat Hanh, respectively, Asher argues 

for a “self-reflexive pedagogy of interbeing” (235) that might lead to healing from the 

destruction brought on by colonialism and oppression. Asher advocates a willingness to “inter-

be” with others: the teacher and students should be willing to see themselves as inextricably 

entwined, rather than set apart from one other. Hudd cites the tenets of collaborative pedagogy as 

her theoretical backbone. She argues that collaborative pedagogy unsettles the power dynamic 

within the classroom and places more power into students’ hands: “power shifting in a way that 

is immediately tangible to students” (196). Harris sees student writing as “a site for critical 

pedagogy to be enacted and for critical consciousness and social critique to emerge” (402). Each 

of these scholars has influenced how I conceptualize a co-created composition space, and 

particularly one that engages with translation.  

Of particular impact on my role as teacher-researcher, and specifically on my role as 

interviewer, has been the ethical and epistemological concerns raised by philosophy scholar 

Linda Alcoff in her article “The Problem of Speaking for Others.” Alcoff argues that speaking 

for others ignores each of our specific positionalities and can exhibit a kind of saviorism or 

worse: “discursive coercion and even a violence” (6). If I speak for another person, I am not only 

changing the “meaning and truth of what one says” (6), but that meaning and truth is 

reconfigured by my positionality in the world and its attendant epistemology. Alcoff 
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characterizes speaking for others as a desire for mastery over them, a way of concretizing their 

experiences through an assessment of their behaviors, beliefs, or backgrounds. Ultimately, 

Alcoff argues not for speaking for or about others, but speaking to others—she argues, 

convincingly, for the value of dialogue. In simplest terms, Alcoff influences the way I try not to 

assume what my students know, based on my perception of them or their writing. Building 

interviews into the framework of my study and engaging in a dialogue with my students about 

their writing and translation choices stands as the surest ways of avoiding speaking for or about 

my students. Speaking with my students and using the interview space as a way of “sharing 

knowledge” (Selfe and Hawisher 36) and “shaping of information” (Selfe and Hawisher 37), 

allows students to speak for themselves. While I can make assumptions about students’ writing 

and translations, and I can assume some change in students’ cultural or rhetorical awarenesses, 

the interview itself is invaluable in that it allows both student and me to engage directly with 

their written texts, to point to rhetorical moves they are making in their writing and translations, 

and to interact directly and immediately with course content.   

 Through this research process, I am also invoking the concept of liminality as part of an 

epistemic and methodological framework. Liminality is a concept that is of personal interest as 

connected to how I characterize my identity as a teacher, the identities of my students, and my 

own classroom as a liminal space. Though liminality, as Arthur Van Gennep first defined it, was 

initially used specifically in relation to specific cultural rituals and rites of passage, Victor 

Turner’s work in the 1960s developed a looser conception of liminality to include any stage of 

life that is a threshold stage. In this liminal stage,  

the individuals involved are understood to be “no longer” and simultaneously also “not 

yet.” It is thus an ambiguous phase; liminal personae are “neither here nor there; they are  
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betwixt and between the positions assigned and arrayed by law, custom, convention, and  

ceremony” (Turner 1969: 95). [qtd. in Wels et al. 1] 

Espousing a liminal epistemology to view my identity and my students’ identities, specifically as 

it relates to translation, allows for a translation pedagogy that is attuned to ambiguity and 

“betwixt”-ness. In learning about and practicing translation, my students and I, linger in a liminal 

space—we are not translators, yet we are translating; we may not consider ourselves 

multilingual, and yet we are operating within and “betwixt” various languages.  

Further, my theoretical framework is informed by translingual scholarship that positions 

language difference as the norm (Horner and Tetreault, “Introduction” and “Translation as”; 

Canagarajah, Translingual Practice). Translingual scholarship argues that “English is always a 

language in translation, a language of translingual use” (Pennycook 34), and that sees language 

use as relational, negotiated, and co-constructed by participants (Laviosa; Horner and Tetreault, 

“Translation as”). This research is also influenced by Horner’s assertion that a translingual 

composition pedagogy takes as a given that language difference is happening in all writing, 

regardless of the linguistic resources of the writer—in other words, regardless of whether the 

writer self-identifies as a monoglot or polyglot. Horner further argues that language difference is 

always happening because of the shifting sands of context and participants and views “difference 

in writing as always emergent and contingent” (91). Horner’s focus on contexts and locations, in 

addition to writers’ positionalities and languages, echoes previous calls to attend to writing 

ecologies (Inoue; Jordan; Laviosa) that holistically inform the production of writing.  

Summary and Looking Ahead 

 In this chapter, I have argued that translation work has the potential to increase cultural 

and rhetorical awarenesses in students. Further, I have offered a snapshot of translation 
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pedagogies in second language (L2) courses and the work of rhetoric and composition scholars 

who have integrated translation activities into the composition classroom—both sets of 

pedagogies serve as starting points for my own study. To set the stage for the discussion of my 

study in Chapter 4, I have offered the methodological and theoretical underpinnings that have 

framed my inquiry.  

The following chapter will include a narrative of incorporating specific translation 

activities in two online sections of English 307: Business Writing. This will include pre- and 

post-translation surveys and data from my interview with one student. I will also report on and 

analyze the overall findings of the study. This chapter will discuss the affordances and 

hindrances to the modality of online composition courses and will further consider how these 

factors might influence the use of translation activities to teach composition. 
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Chapter 4 
 

“When I think about the world…there’s no way that we could live in a world that would be a monolingual 
world…so, I think translation is everywhere in that sense…” – Priscila 

 
“…the aim of language learning and teaching is to form multilingual subjects with deep translingual and 

transcultural competence. This places value not only on the ability to operate between languages, but also, and most 
importantly, on the capacity to reflect on the world and ourselves through the lens of another language and culture.” 

– Sara Laviosa 

Context: The Underpinnings 

Given the many reasons detailed in the Introduction for incorporating translation 

activities into the composition classroom—from the personal to the global—I designed a study 

that would take place in two online sections of English 307: Business Writing for the spring 

semester of 2019. The course description that appears in the syllabus is brief: Practice in writing 

business letters, reports and proposals. More specifically, this course asks students to complete 

three major projects: First, a job application packet that includes several professional documents 

such as a resume, cover letter, and social media presence plan; second, a research report that asks 

students to investigate business communication in a cultural and linguistic context in which 

English is not the first language spoken; third, a portfolio of work and reflection on how that 

work demonstrates acquisition of and challenges with the goals and objectives of the course. The 

goals of the course are as follows: 

After completing ENGL 307 Business Writing, students shall be able to: 
 

• Write, edit, and design with and for readers, users, and stakeholders in 
professional contexts with a focus on intercultural communication 
(COLLABORATION & ACCOMMODATION) 

• Implement flexible strategies for designing and redesigning communication in 
professional contexts (DESIGN STRATEGIES) 

• Analyze and manage information and technologies in ways that are responsive to 
specific readers or users in professional contexts (INFO & TECH) 

• Reflect on growth as professional/technical communicator in professional 
contexts (GROWTH PROCESS) 
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• Write, edit, and design ethically and inclusively for specific people and situations 
in professional contexts (ETHICS & INCLUSION) (Syllabus, Markussen 2019) 
 

The choice of this particular course as a site for research was motivated by both practical 

and pedagogical reasons. First, practically speaking, this was the course assigned to me for this 

particular semester by the Professional and Technical Writing Department, which falls under the 

umbrella of the English Department. This course is an online course, which brings with it 

specific affordances, challenges, and pedagogic implications. I will discuss later in this chapter 

how the online modality affected the translation work that students performed, and how the 

modality affected my pedagogy. While this course was assigned to me by the English 

Department, English 307 is an apt course for incorporating translation activities. The second 

project, called the Cultural/Global Communication Research Report (CGCRR), explicitly 

challenges students to engage with potentially unfamiliar cultural and linguistic contexts, and to 

learn about factors that influence business communication within those contexts. Students must 

“explore how various global and cultural considerations impact composing for professional and 

business communication purposes” (Project #2, Markussen 2019) and report on five areas 

impacting communication: cultural variables, writing, speaking, visuals/design, and an additional 

area of interest specific to the group. For this study, I removed the option for students to 

investigate an area “of interest specific to the group,” and instead asked them to research 

translation as it pertains to their chosen context, and to engage in translation activities leading up 

the final draft of the report. I will elaborate on those activities shortly.  

The design of this particular assignment did not initially, as it was first conceived by 

Rochelle Rodrigo, Associate Director of the Writing Program and Online Writing, ask students 

to directly engage with the specific language(s) of the cultural context chosen. I believe this to be 

an omission that neglects a major element of a culture’s make-up: its language. Central to my 



89 
 

assignment redesign was to include the element of language and to ask students to explicitly 

engage with translation. My starting point was, in fact, the course goals themselves. The course 

goals highlight “intercultural communication,” a responsiveness “to specific readers or users” 

(and their attendant cultural and linguistic contexts), and a challenge to students to “Write, edit, 

and design ethically and inclusively,” which necessitates a rhetorical awareness of contexts. 

Parallel to the influence of the course goals on my methodology is my awareness of rhetoric and 

composition studies’ current theoretical and methodological turn. In discussing translingualism, 

linguist Paul Kei Matsuda argues that composition studies has undergone a new linguistic turn, 

and scholars in the field have a renewed interest in and focus on language in writing instruction. 

My study takes advantage of the current zeitgeist for attention to language in rhetoric and 

composition by incorporating various translation activities into English 307.  

The Shape of the Study 

The approach and design of my study follows recent translation pedagogy research 

(Laviosa; Olid-Peña; Mellinger; Horner and Tetreault, “Introduction” and “Translation as”; 

Kiernan, Meier and Wang).  These scholars hail from the fields of translation studies, rhetoric 

and composition, composition studies, and offer different approaches to incorporating translation 

into their courses. They often design their translation pedagogy for second language (L2) writers, 

but much can be taken from their approaches and put to use for the purposes of a primarily first 

language (L1) writer-centered course. Despite the above researchers’ differences, they have one 

major element in common, and that is the inclusion of student reflections at various stages of the 

translation processes. These reflections sometimes take the shape of journals (Laviosa), narrative 

essays (Kiernan, Meier, and Wang), or some other format, but reflecting on the translation 

choices made is central to a well-defined translation pedagogy, and I have taken this element and 
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included it in my own study in a variety of ways. I have also taken inspiration from Laviosa in 

terms of having students complete what she calls a “language biography,” (“Developing 

Translingual”), which asks questions about students’ language identities.  

The module that covered the CGCRR was pre-designed by Rodrigo for Desire2Learn 

(D2L), the University of Arizona’s chosen learning management system for online courses. The 

module is broken down into weekly segments of work (called Due Dates), each focusing on a 

general focus/element of the report. For the module that covers the CGCRR, there are six 

separate segments/due dates of work, starting with Due Date #6 (hereafter DD6) and ending with 

Due Date #11 (DD11). Working from this pre-designed template, I deleted some pre-existing 

course content, and added various activities related to translation work. I connected each new 

activity explicitly to course goals. Following Laviosa, I developed a version of the “language 

biography,” which I called the Language Biography and Pre-translation Survey, which was 

inserted into DD6. My aims for this survey were to gather an understanding of students’ 

linguistic backgrounds and gauge students’ experiences with and impressions of translation 

before they embarked upon the CGCRR and any translation work. (For the full survey, see 

Appendix A.)  

Given that most students might not have had experience with translation before this 

course, I wanted to give them some key terms they would engage with throughout the process of 

researching and writing the CGCRR, many of which were specifically related to translation. 

Representative terms include interlinguistic translation, intralinguistic translation, cultural 

awareness, and so on. (For a full list of the terms, see Appendix B.) I provided this list of key 

terms in response to scholars who have engaged in translation pedagogy, who argue for the 

importance of giving students unfamiliar with translation the language to discuss what they are 
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doing (Laviosa). Also built into DD6 was a discussion assignment, in which I asked students to 

watch a TED Talk titled “How Languages Shape the Way We Think” given by cognitive 

scientist Lera Boroditsky. Students were further asked to make connections between 

Boroditsky’s argument about language and the work they would do for the CGCRR and global 

communication more widely. (For the full discussion post, see Appendix C.) 

Into DD7, I built an assignment asking students to practice intralinguistic translation. 

Many students are already familiar with this process, though they probably know it by another 

name: paraphrase. Before I asked students to engage with more complicated interlinguistic 

translations, I believed that it was essential for them to start with what they know and begin to 

use the new terms that I offered in the key terms list in DD6. I first asked students to read an 

excerpt from On Copia of Words and Ideas by the humanist, rhetorician, and translator 

Desiderius Erasmus, written in 1512 (see Appendix D for this text). This excerpt offers scores of 

ways of rewriting the phrase Your letter pleased me greatly. I encouraged students to attend to 

the subtle and not so subtle differences that come about by the choosing of one word or sentence 

structure over another, and the rhetorical effects of those choices. Students then engaged in their 

own intralinguistic translation in a shared Google document of the phrase I believe that writing is 

a challenging process (see Appendix E for this assignment description). I discouraged students 

from looking at what their peers had written, and simply look at the initial phrase, and conduct 

their intralinguistic translation based on that.   

To further solidify the concept of intralinguistic translation and give students more 

opportunities to practice this skill, students chose one line from their cover letter or resume that 

they produced for our first project, the Job Application Packet, and intralinguistically translated 

it five different ways. For each intralinguistic translation, I asked students to compare and 
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contrast their linguistic choices, and briefly articulate those choices by reflecting on the 

difference in tone, rhetorical effect, and intent of each sentence. (For the full assignment 

description, see Appendix F.) The final activity that I inserted into DD7 was to have students 

watch the TED Talk “Could Your Language Affect Your Ability to Save Money?” given by 

behavioral economist Keith Chen. This talk focuses on what economists can learn from linguists, 

and specifically discusses the implications for money saving given that some languages do not 

have a future tense. The aim of including this video was to have students begin to see how 

linguistic nuances can potentially shape how people think and behave.  

Into DD8, I built activities and provided resources that moved students from 

intralinguistic translation toward interlinguistic translation. To this end, I provided foundational 

information about the act and the art of translation from representative scholars. I curated a list of 

quotes from various translation scholars and linguists, rather than ask students to read full 

scholarly articles on the topic of translation. I believe that asking them to read scholarly texts 

about translation would be too daunting at the undergraduate level. Instead, I highlighted some of 

the key scholars who have influenced translation studies and how to think about language—

scholars included applied linguist Alastair Pennycook, translation scholar Michael Cronin, and 

rhetoric and composition scholar Laura Gonzales. My aim was to give students different ways of 

conceptualizing translation, and to imbue the work and practice of translation with value and 

relevance to students’ professional aspirations. (For a full list of scholars and excerpted quotes, 

see Appendix G.) I also linked to an article by Arika Okrent called “9 Little Translation Mistakes 

That Caused Big Problems” featured on the Mental Floss website. It describes various translation 

errors that had real-world repercussions (Okrent). The justification for including this reading was 
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so that students would begin or continue to see how translation plays a large and important role 

in politics, international relations, and business. 

Also included in DD8, I showed a 15-minute video, in which I modeled an interlinguistic 

translation in real time. Though the video was pre-recorded and viewed by students 

asynchronously, I was translating in real time, allowing students to see the decisions I was 

making as issues arose, as well as the mistakes or confusions I encountered. I chose a Welsh 

language poster to translate for a couple of reasons. First, I wanted to model translation for 

students from a source language of which I assumed most students would have little experience. 

Second, my own translation experience has been with the Welsh language. Third, I chose a 

poster that featured a public service announcement about underage drinking because posters are 

a common genre with which students are familiar, the genre of posters appear in business 

communications and in many cultures, and there were few words to translate (17 in total). I did 

not want to overwhelm students with a lengthy translation, and even still, the initial, and by no 

means nuanced, translation of this poster took a full 15 minutes. My aim for this video was to 

model an actual translation experience, which is often fraught with starts and stops, detours, 

mistakes, revisions, and rewrites. I discussed the translation technology I used—Google 

Translate—and the differences between inserting one word at a time or inserting entire phrases. I 

demonstrated how the translation might shift depending on that operational choice. I then offered 

my translated version of the poster, discussed other ways of translating the phrase, and showed 

them the official English language version of the poster. I discussed the cultural context that 

might have informed the creation of this poster, in terms of the text and design. Based on my 

translation video, I asked students to engage in a discussion with peers about my translation 
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choices and what they might have learned about the context(s) from which those texts sprung. 

(For a full view of my translation video and this discussion activity, see Appendix H.) 

The key word list, translation readings, TED Talks, intralinguistic translation modeling 

and practice all led up to DD9 and the interlinguistic translation work I asked students to do. I 

challenged students to interlinguistically translate a text from the source language from the 

country they had chosen to write about for the CGCRR into the target language of English. 

Students came to this moment in the course with some sense of cultural norms and practices in 

their chosen country gathered through scholarly research. They also had conducted research 

specifically on writing, speaking, and visuals and design as related to business communication 

within their chosen country. In other words, students had some sense of cultural, historical, 

political, and social contexts that might inform the text they chose to translate. Collectively, 

within their specific groups, students chose a specific text that was in use within the context they 

had chosen for the CGCRR. I gave students many options to choose from for this text: a poster, 

billboard, email, flyer, tweet, or anything else they found that was related to business 

communication. Every member of the group was asked to translate the same text separately from 

the other members of the group, and to use a different translation technology: Google Translate, 

Linguee, WordReference, or Collins online translator. The reason for conducting separate 

translations, with different types of technology, was to highlight how the rhetorical choices of the 

translator affects the outcome of the translation, as does the technology used to produce the 

translation. After each student posted their translation, I asked students to look at their peers’ 

translations and reflect on the following questions/areas: 

• Differentiate between the choices you each made, and the rhetorical differences that came 
about as a result of those choices. 

• Identify any cultural questions that came up as a result of the translation—for example, 
cultural idioms, cultural references to key historical moments or figures, slang, etc. 
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• Discuss cultural values that you might be able to deduce from the translated texts. 
• How does working with translation and translated documents give you a unique insight 

into the culture you are investigating, or does it?  
• How has your research on your chosen culture’s communication styles influenced or 

informed how you approached this translation task? 
 

(For the full activity description, see Appendix I.) 

 Finally, in DD12, students took a final survey called the Post-Project #2 Survey (for the 

full survey, see Appendix J) about Translation, Cultural Awareness, and Rhetorical Awareness. 

The aim of this survey was to have students report on how/if their cultural or rhetorical 

awarenesses changed as a result of engaging in translation work. I also asked students how/if 

translation work gave them a different angle from which to understand intercultural 

communication, specifically in a business context. 

Caesura: Shifts in My Argument 

 In the initial stages of this study design, and in my initial hypothesis about how 

translation activities would affect composition students, I argued that translation activities would 

increase students’ rhetorical and cultural awarenesses. Despite caveats offered by applied 

linguist Izaskun Elorza who described the challenges of measuring how/if students awarenesses 

can measurably increase from one point to another, I persisted with this idea, because I believed 

my pre- and post-translation surveys would offer a glimpse into this (potential) increase or 

change. It is possible that if I had more data to work with, I might have been able to chart some 

definitive increase in awarenesses. However, given that I only had two data sets to analyze 

(which I will discuss shortly), I now feel reticent to talk about what I see in my students’ 

reflections and translation activities as an increase or change in their rhetorical and cultural 

awarenesses, unless they themselves articulated as much. Initially disappointed that my earlier 

argument about an increase could not necessarily be substantiated, I have now come to see a 
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more nuanced way of identifying and interpreting what my students are doing in their translation 

work and reflections. What I see now is not such a definable shift from a lack of awareness or 

scant awareness to greater awareness; rather, I see students exhibiting burgeoning awareness, and 

what I call recognized moments of awareness. In some cases, these moments are recognized by 

the students themselves, and in other cases, I am calling out or recognizing the particular 

moment. This recognition of moments is perhaps less dramatic than measurable increases, but it 

is more realistic. And they speak to the liminal framework within which I see my own translation 

work and the translation work of my students. These recognized moments of awareness point to 

movements toward understanding, or temporary or momentary crossings between one space of 

awareness and another. In these recognized moments of awareness, students are potentially 

experiencing less the “betwixt”-ness of a liminal experience, as Turner might define it, but are 

entering into a moment—albeit brief—of recognized awareness. Below I analyze and interpret 

my students’ responses and reflections, and I do so with this framework in place—that 

measurable increases may no longer be the desired outcome, but that moments, hopefully 

plentiful and often, of cultural and rhetorical awarenesses are central to growth.  

The Findings: A Tale of Two Students 

Following IRB approval, my dissertation chair, Cristina Ramírez, sent out three 

recruitment emails for my study—the emails were sent out at three separate times during the 

semester. (For the full email text, see Appendix K.) Of the 40 students enrolled in my two online 

sections of English 307, two students were willing to have their data used for the purposes of my 

study. One student was willing to be interviewed, and her interview responses will be discussed 

throughout my analysis of her work. I will first offer the responses of both students from the 

Language Biography and Pre-translation Survey; these responses will offer a glimpse into the 



97 
 

students’ linguistic backgrounds and may offer a lens through which to understand their 

approaches and responses to the translation work they practiced in our course. 

 

Language Biography and Pre-translation Survey 
 

One of the students, who asked me to call her Amy, self-identified as an English-

speaking monolingual, with a working speaking knowledge of Spanish. Amy indicated that she 

felt comfortable reading English and some Spanish, specifically social media posts and “simple 

newspaper articles.” In school, home, and work contexts, Amy speaks English. Amy defined 

translation as “Changing words from one language to another.” She saw translation happening in 

“foreign tv shows, google translate [sic] social media posts.” She believed initially that you must 

be fluent in a particular language in order to translate to and from it. When asked what value 

translation might serve a composition course like ours, Amy said, to understand “language 

differences.” Amy further agreed that language shapes how we think. In terms of increasing 

cultural awareness, Amy believed there is potential for such awareness through translation, 

because it allows us to “understand how others use language.” Finally, when asked how a 

knowledge of translation might benefit her from a business communication standpoint (the focus 

of our course), Amy replied that it would allow her to “be able to effectively work with more 

types of people.”  

The second student, Priscila (her real name), self-identified as a fluent speaker of both 

English and Spanish, with some working speaking knowledge of French. She felt comfortable 

reading in both English and Spanish, though she reported not feeling comfortable reading 

scientific articles in Spanish. Priscila characterized herself as bilingual. In school and work 

contexts, she speaks/uses English and Spanish (the order of listing these languages is hers), and 
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at home she speaks solely Spanish. To Priscila, translation is defined as “Changing languages of 

words to fit description,” and she sees it happening “everywhere.” Because of “cultural beliefs 

and barriers,” Priscila believed that you must be fluent in a language to translate to and from it. 

She believed there is value in studying translation and translating texts in our course context 

because “Communication skills are the only way to successfully work with anyone, and get 

anything done.” She believed that language does shape the way we think, and further believed 

that translation can increase cultural awareness because it allows us to see “things in a different 

perspective than what we are accustomed to.” Finally, Priscila believed that a knowledge of 

translation can benefit her from a business communication standpoint because it teaches her to 

“be more effective in transmitting the right message.”  

There are some striking and important differences between Amy and Priscila’s survey 

answers. While Amy only sees translation occurring in “foreign tv shows, google [sic] translate 

social media posts,” Priscila sees it happening “everywhere.” From Amy’s answer, I surmise by 

“foreign tv shows,” that she is referring to shows filmed in a language other than English and 

given English subtitles, and/or in English shows that might occasionally include non-English 

speakers, which necessitates English subtitles. The term “foreign” situates these instances of 

translation somewhere beyond, somewhere other. While I cannot go so far as to say that Amy 

views translation as it relates to TV shows as external to the United States—in other words, in 

contexts she deems “foreign”—the use of the word “foreign” does create a separation between 

what is familiar and what is other. Her reference to social media posts might speak to the 

multilingual nature of various types of social media, or the multilingual nature of her friend and 

family group.  
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Contrast Amy’s answer with Priscila’s who sees translation happening “everywhere.” In 

my interview with Priscila, she expanded on this statement:  

As a bilingual…I have worked with some of the migrants that are coming in…when I  

think about the world…there’s no way that we could live in a world that would be a 

monolingual world…so, I think translation is everywhere in that sense…you can’t do 

business monolingually.  

Priscila’s answer highlights her self-identification as a bilingual speaker who uses English and 

Spanish in various contexts of her life. Because of her work with the “migrants that are coming 

in,” Priscila engages in translation and interpretation, the verbal and real-time version of 

translation in her work context. Her experience of translation as being “everywhere” might be 

because her lived experiences and her linguistic background have been sites for active translation 

work. Priscila’s worldview, and particularly her conception of the business world, is shaped by 

the presence and influence of many languages: “there’s no way that we could live in a world that 

would be a monolingual world.” Being an English-speaking monolingual might contribute to or 

influence Amy’s perception that translation is not occurring in more social contexts. Amy’s 

answer could also simply be because she has not thought much about translation in an explicit 

way.  

Another distinction between answers was in Amy and Priscila’s answers to the question 

“Do you think you have to be fluent in a language to be able to translate to and from it?” Amy 

answered yes, without further explanation. Priscila also said yes but offered a further explanation 

of why a person must be fluent in the language in order to translate to and from it: “cultural 

beliefs and barriers.” When I asked Priscila to expand on this answer in our interview, she said: 
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…if you don’t know the background of the conversation, or what is trying to be said in 

the language it’s said, and you’re translating into another language…there’s just a lot of 

background information that…that you have to consider. You can’t just translate and 

hope for the best. Translation can affect people’s live. When there’s really poor countries 

or….medical instances…let’s say you have an indigenous family that has to end up in a 

hospital, you don’t have somebody who can properly translate the language…that’s a life 

and death situation. Even here in the United States, we try to be more inclusive, and we 

have the phone service that you can use translations…we’ve had people who only speak 

indigenous languages from Guatemala and we can’t get assistance through the phone. In 

my day to day life…we end up using people who speak…imagine how much has to 

happen for a three-way translation, so that someone can get medical assistance. 

Priscila’s answer spells out clearly the “life and death” nature of translation work in certain 

contexts, such as a medical context. Her response suggests that her understanding of translation 

is informed by her life experiences in which she witnesses the importance of accurate translation. 

In this particular response, Priscila moves beyond, and perhaps ignores, the question of 

translation work in our classroom context—for her, translation is happening in her “day to day 

life” and it necessitates an awareness of and a fluency in the languages used in the translation 

exchange. To extrapolate, however, her answer might also speak to our classroom context. 

Priscila offers the caveat that “You can’t just translate and hope for the best.” While obviously 

this warning applies in the real-life situations Priscila references in her response, this could also 

serve as a useful warning to the neophyte translators in the composition classroom. Translation, 

in whatever context, necessitates care, precision, and a respect for the repercussions of poor or 

hasty translations. Moreover, Priscila believes that when undertaking a translation, “there’s just a 
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lot of background information that…you have to consider.” Priscila’s statement speaks to one of 

the limitations of this study—namely, the lack of “background information,” linguistic 

understanding, or foundational knowledge about the chosen country, culture, and language that 

students undoubtedly have. My hope was that because students would be researching their target 

country and language, they would be outfitted with some “background information” about 

cultural customs, communication styles, and business practices which would inform their 

translation work, and give them some context for doing that work. As I have stated elsewhere, I 

acknowledge that a few weeks of research on a culture and language unfamiliar to students does 

not make them experts, nor can it stand in for the lived experiences of individuals in that culture.  

Amy and Priscila share many similarities in their responses, too. They both believe that 

learning about and practicing translation can increase cultural awareness because it shifts them 

away from how they use language to consider how others might use it. In response to the 

question “What value, if any, might there be in studying translation or to translate texts in a 

composition course, like ours?”, Amy answered that students might understand “language 

differences” because of translation practice. Similarly, Priscila answered, “Communication skills 

are the only way to successfully work with anyone, and get anything done.” While Amy’s 

answer is more focused on understanding as an end goal, Priscila sees translation as a means to 

better communicate with others in order to achieve certain ends—to “get anything done.” In 

Priscila’s case, the act of translating (and concurrently, the act of using language) is part and 

parcel of successfully working with others and moving toward common goals. Amy’s response 

to the question “How might a knowledge of translation benefit you from a business 

communication standpoint?” mirrors Priscila’s response to the previously discussed question. 

Amy answers that in terms of business communication, a knowledge of translation allows her to 
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“effectively work with more types of people.” So, here we see an acknowledgement of working 

with others to achieve something, namely, effective communication. Interesting in Amy’s 

response is the use of the phrase “types of people.” Since I was unable to interview Amy, one 

possible reading of “types” is that she is referring to people who speak languages other than 

English. Priscila’s answer to this question—to “be more effective in transmitting the right 

message”—gestures toward an awareness of audience. To determine the “right message” is to 

determine the intended audience—to be aware of that audience’s needs and knowledge. 

Priscila’s answer also places an onus on the business communicator to be “effective” in crafting 

and tailoring the message to the audience; in short, Priscila is aware of the speaker’s role in the 

rhetorical situation.  

 
Boroditsky TED Talk 
 

Built into the beginning stages of students’ work on the CGCRR was a discussion 

assignment, in which I asked students to watch the Boroditsky TED Talk mentioned earlier. 

Boroditsky offers examples of cultures whose languages do not include certain elements 

common to English; two such examples include that of “an Aboriginal community in Australia 

that uses cardinal directions instead of left and right to the multiple words for blue in Russian.” 

My reason for using this TED Talk in my course was to encourage students to think about 

languages other than English, and to learn about some concrete ways that languages are used to 

convey meaning, given their linguistic parameters. Ultimately, I hoped that students might see 

how each language offers its users different methods of expression. I wanted students to take 

Boroditsky’s argument and apply it to their understanding of the language and culture they chose 

to investigate for the CGCRR. In her response to Boroditsky’s TED Talk, Priscila says,  
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As a bilingual, with a family which speaks Spanish, and a world which mostly speaks 

English, I can attest to the fact that language, (or maybe the culture of the language) has 

very deep rooted significance of how people react.  

Priscila enters this discussion and frames her response in terms of being bilingual, and in terms 

of knowing the cognitive differences that exist when operating in one or another language. She 

posits that language, “or maybe the culture of language,” affects or determines how people react 

in a given communicative moment.  

Priscila’s aside about the “culture of language” is particularly significant. She offers a 

subtle question in her answer: Does one’s language or one’s culture (in which language is 

embedded) determine reactions and responses? Priscila also uses the term “deep rooted” in terms 

of people’s languages and reactions. “Deep rooted” signals the impact and indelible influence of 

cultural and linguistic histories on a person’s way of reacting in the world; one reading of 

Priscila’s response is that she is arguing that our reactions to communicative moments are 

because of those histories, and not merely reactions born out of a momentary feeling. Also 

noteworthy in Priscila’s response is her view that she and her Spanish-speaking family exist 

within a “world that mostly speaks English.” Priscila says “world,” not country, which gestures 

perhaps toward her awareness of English as the lingua franca for much of the world’s business 

enterprises. Interestingly, however, is that there seems to be an acceptance of that perceived fact, 

not a challenge to it. In our interview, I asked Priscila to expand on her response to the 

Boroditsky talk, and specifically to elaborate on her comments related to a “world that mostly 

speaks English.” I asked her a two-pronged question to guide the conversation: “What do you 

think about English being spoken almost everywhere? and Do you think it’s appropriate or 
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needed to bring in languages other than English into the United States composition classroom?” 

In response to my first question, Priscila said, 

 The fact that we are English speakers is very beneficial to us. Everything is done  

nowadays….in English. The fact that we speak English is in our benefit….but I do think 

that we are a long far away from being inclusive when it comes to other languages….We 

hear a lot “just learn English. You’re in the United States. Just learn English.” There is no 

defined language in the United States that says English is the language. As English 

speakers we can be very ignorant of other language and other cultures and…we need a lot 

of work when it comes to inclusivity. We are very lucky that we are able to speak it, but 

we are kind of….blinded….a lot of us don’t take any time to try. We need a lot more 

inclusivity. 

Priscila’s response includes many valuable points when it comes to the idea of English as a 

lingua franca, and indirectly and directly narrates her own experiences with English in the United 

States. Particularly interesting about her response, is her use of the plural pronoun “we.” Who the 

“we” is seems to shift throughout the response—at times it seems as though she is referring to all 

speakers, generally; other times, it seems like she is referring to bilinguals, like herself; and at 

other times, the “we” might refer to monolinguals—especially when she says that “a lot of us 

don’t take any time to try” to learn languages other than English. If “everything is done 

nowadays…in English” then it behooves composition teachers to teach students in English, and 

specifically to teach them Standard Written English, as this is the type of English that is used in 

business communication throughout the world. To Priscila, people benefit when they are able to 

speak English. That being said, Priscila calls out a distinct lack of inclusivity as far as other 

languages go—a blindness, or lack of interaction with and connection to other languages and 
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their attendant cultures. Priscila sees English speakers as “lucky,” because presumably that 

linguistic knowledge positions them to succeed in a global sense, but she clearly derides the lack 

of awareness of other languages and cultures.  

 Amy’s discussion response to Boroditsky’s TED Talk is fascinating on several levels. 

While Priscila’s response points to the “deep rooted” cultural and linguistic nature of our 

communicative responses and offers a kind of analysis of one’s internal rhetorical situation, 

Amy’s response gestures toward a broader sense of rhetorical and cultural awarenesses in a way 

that almost highlights an “us” and “them” divide. In her response to Boroditsky, she writes 

“Overall, these arguments make global communication more complicated. Normally, we write 

for people who think and speak they [sic] same way we do. Now, we will be communicating 

with people who speak, think, and even understand differently” (Amy). Amy is exhibiting 

cultural awareness, as well as an awareness that communication is a complex process, when she 

says that the arguments and information offered by Boroditsky make “global communication 

more complicated.” Her next sentences bespeak a “we” and “they” separation—she says “we” 

write for people like us, people who “think and speak they [sic] same way we do.” Her use of 

personal pronouns is interesting and might be read as a way of separating “we” (Americans?) 

from others. However, this lumping together of “we” under one thinking/speaking umbrella is 

troublesome. Who are the “we” in this case? One reading of these statements might be that Amy 

believes there are certain definable and unalterable characteristics of the “we” she discusses—a 

kind of discursive and rhetorical style and approach specific to this group of “we.” While Amy’s 

burgeoning cultural and rhetorical awarenesses that not all people communicate in the same way 

with the same or comparable linguistic resources is a valuable step toward her own 
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understandings of cultural and rhetorical differences, her thinking has not yet been complicated 

by acknowledging that compartmentalizing and dividing “we” and “them” is problematic.  

In further response to Boroditsky’s arguments, Amy writes, 

This will impact me by reminding me to never assume something about another 

language, because it’s possible that system or way of thinking does not exist, and 

therefore will not be understood. The second argument I found interesting was the idea 

that almost everything we know about the brain comes from studies of english [sic] 

speakers in America. This is important because people who think and live another way 

might mentally process or see things differently. It will be important for me to once again  

not assume, and make sure I am getting my point or idea across in a way that everyone 

can comprehend. 

This portion of her response does point to a deeper and perhaps more nuanced awareness of 

cultural and rhetorical differences between languages. In fact, she calls out Boroditsky’s mention 

that “almost everything we know about the brain comes from studies of English [sic] speakers in 

America.” Amy acknowledges that the myopia of the test subjects of these studies may be 

skewing the test results toward an “English” or “American” way of thinking, thereby influencing 

how the scholarship of cognitive science develops. Amy is also arriving at an important point—

that of not assuming something about a particular language or speaker. This realization points 

toward a recognized moment of increased cultural awareness; instead of assuming all people 

across cultures and languages communicate and operate similarly, and that what has meaning in 

one context has meaning in all, Amy is aware of possible differences that might impact 

communication. Simply recognizing the possibility of differences is a key step toward 

communicating more effectively and with greater rhetorical skill.  
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Intralinguistic Translation Activities 
 

 As mentioned previously, before I introduced students to interlinguistic translation, I first 

introduced them to intralinguistic translation, and specifically translating from English to 

English. In her response to this intralinguistic activity, Priscila translated the sentence “I intend 

to go back to my community to create an impact as an immigration attorney” which came from a 

cover letter that she wrote for our first project. She intralinguistically translated this sentence five 

times—two representative examples of her translations are “I plan to have an effect in my 

community as a legal practitioner of immigration” and “My aspirations are to return to my 

community and have an influence as an immigration lawyer.” Her reflection on these 

intralinguistic translations and the linguistic choices and changes she made points toward a 

recognized moment of increased rhetorical awareness and burgeoning intentionality. Priscila 

reflects, 

This activity opened my eyes to see that there are many ways to say the same thing, but 

that each of these alterations changes the meaning of the language. While attempting to 

say the same thing continuously, I noticed that the way I was rephrasing the sentence 

changed the meaning of the sentence, even if just a little. There is a difference in the 

significance of each word, even if they are synonyms of each other. There is also, a 

difference in the way a sentence is read when the sentence is restructured. When 

rearranging the words of a sentence, the emphasis of certain words changes. This was a 

very interesting activity to see how important language is, even in a language we all 

know. 

Priscila is aware of how meaning shifts when different linguistic choices are made; she is also 

mindful of “the way a sentence is read”—in other words, she is aware of her audience’s 
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reception of her message. The last sentence of Priscila’s reflection is particularly interesting 

because of her reference to “a language we all know.” “We” might “all know” English and yet 

what we know of it and how we use it is markedly different, depending on context, purpose, 

audience, and other elements that comprise the rhetorical situation. So, while Priscila is 

exhibiting some moments of increased rhetorical awareness in this activity, some of her 

conceptualizations of audience may still need further refinement. 

 In response to this same intralinguistic activity, Amy translated the following sentence 

from her cover letter from Project #1 into five variations: “This job requires working closely 

with a myriad of people and developing my oral and technological communication skills.” 

Again, it’s helpful to see two examples of how this intralinguistic translation manifested. One 

example is “This project necessitates collaboration with multiple employees and improving my 

written and computer speaking ability;” the second example is “The position pushes me to work 

closely with other people, as well as refine my online and face-to-face communication skills.” In 

her analysis of the latter sentence, Amy writes, “This sentence creates more of an action driven 

phrase because of the use of pushes and refine, while not as professional as some of the other 

iterations, I think this one is the most action packed and one of the most powerful.” Amy is 

calling attention to the increased power and action that she built into the sentence when she 

shifted her linguistic choices; she is also gesturing toward a recognized moment of rhetorical 

awareness in her allusion to audience and their reception of the sentence. For the audience, Amy 

believes her sentence offers an energy or a sense of being “action packed” that will appeal to 

them. Much like Priscila, Amy focuses on the differences that arise from changes in linguistic 

choices in her lengthier reflection at the end of the activity: 
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Comparing the different versions of the same sentence really displays how language 

influences our written words. All of my versions had the same purpose, and yet they all 

ranged in power, professionalism, and sophistication. Understanding how important word 

choice and how we frame sentences is important in all writing and especially this project. 

This work is taking place in a business world, where professionalism and intentions are 

important. In addition, because we are crossing language and cultural boundaries, 

understanding how we are saying our words is vital.  

In highlighting the “same purpose” in each of her sentences, Amy is experiencing a recognized 

moment of rhetorical awareness, and extends her understanding by claiming that though the 

purpose might be the same, the “power, professionalism, and sophistication” changes based on 

her linguistic choices. Amy also highlights the importance of word choice and “intentions” in 

“all writing,” and specifically in the business world. Amy’s reflection signals a recognized 

moment of cultural awareness in her final sentence; she is acknowledging the importance of 

more than just what is said, but “how” it is said.  

 

Interlinguistic Translation Activities 
 

 In what I consider to be a central activity to students’ understanding of translation and the 

development of rhetorical and cultural awarenesses in the context of our course, I asked students 

to watch a 15-minute video in which I translated a Welsh poster. I have described this activity 

earlier in this chapter and its overarching purposes. I only have Amy’s initial response and peer 

responses to this activity, since Priscila did not complete this activity; however, even this limited 

data is edifying. What Amy’s responses and reflection point to are many recognized moments of 

cultural awareness. I confess that Amy’s responses were exciting for me to read—one of my 
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central aims for this study has been to see if/how students’ cultural awareness is targeted and 

increased in some way. Amy’s responses offer such a view in both her own response and her 

interactions with peers. Amy’s engagement with this activity and the ways in which learning 

occurred were possible in part, I believe, because of the online modality. Amy’s learning 

happened noticeably not just through her own engagement with the translation video, but in 

reading peers’ responses and building on their interpretations of my translation choices. I will 

offer three examples where recognized moments of cultural awareness take place. In analyzing 

my translation choices and reflecting on the contexts surrounding the initial Welsh poster, Amy 

claims,  

I think this translation revealed that Welsh culture enforces age requirements like the US 

does, but is obviously more strict in the control since the age is 25, as opposed to 21. That 

realization could teach us that Welsh culture treats alcohol more strictly than the US, and 

certainly more strictly that other areas of Europe. 

Amy is gathering what information she can from the Welsh poster and my translation of it and 

making some assumptions about the Welsh culture from the rhetorical strategies employed on 

the poster. This leap—from text to cultural analysis—is key in cultivating recognized moments of 

cultural awareness in students. It is in this leap that students’ learning can be seen rippling 

outward, beyond their own contexts to consider the contexts of other cultures.  

In responding to a peer’s interpretation of my translation choices, Amy writes, 

It's interesting that you pointed out that please might indicate a cultural view of social 

cohesion. While it is a single word, it definitely changes the entire tone of the poster. 

Because of this, I realize how important a single word can be, and how much it can relate 

to the culture of the language. research [sic] into translation ad [sic] cultural language 
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should help avoid situation where you add or remove a word that critically affects 

sentences.  

Here, Amy is referring to how I grappled with the word “please” within the context of underage 

drinking and having one’s ID checked. While Amy did not initiate the realization that “please 

might indicate a cultural view of social cohesion,” she does take this idea onboard, and uses it to 

have recognized moments of cultural and rhetorical awarenesses. Amy acknowledges the 

powerful way in which a single word—like please—can impact tone and ultimately impact an 

audience’s reception of the message. Amy also connects word choice to “the culture of the 

language.” Finally, Amy sees value in “research into translation” for avoiding linguistic 

confusions in critical textual communications.  

In another response to a peer’s analysis of my translation, Amy reflects, 

It is interesting that you pointed out that Welsh culture might have an emphasis on using 

as few words as possible. This is not something that had crossed my mind before, but 

makes sense. The poster is rather simplistic and uses few words, which can definitely 

lead to that conclusion. At the same time, it is possible that the few words is because of 

the medium of writing (a poster), rather than a cultural choice. It would be interesting to 

look more into Welsh writing and see if they use few words in all forms of writing. 

In this response, Amy is moving gracefully between two possible interpretations of why the 

Welsh poster included few words. First, she agrees with her peer that the use of few words might 

point to the Welsh culture being more linguistically pithy or to the point. But then she pivots to 

consider the genre—she says “medium”—of the poster. She argues that the genre might be 

dictating the content, and that the quick assumption that the Welsh culture appears to favor fewer 

words may be an incorrect cultural interpretation. Finally, Amy indicates an interest in or a 
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curiosity about the Welsh culture and its style of writing. This last sentence is exciting to see, 

because it shows Amy moving from my translation to her own reflection to a peer response (all 

operating within the context of our English 307 course in Tucson, AZ) to a Welsh context. She is 

expressing an interest in how the Welsh language operates both culturally and rhetorically. Her 

interest is reminiscent of my own throughout my translation practice with the Welsh-language 

poet Elen Egryn. One supposition or interpretation led me to ask questions that led me more 

deeply into the Welsh culture. Ultimately, this has been one of my central aims of integrating 

translation into a composition course, such as English 307—to see how or if students might be 

able to make the cultural leap from one context to another, and to begin asking questions about 

the rhetorical and cultural influences at play on a given piece of writing.  

In her nuanced analysis, Amy is practicing moving between interpretation, assumption, 

and analysis, based on the cultural and rhetorical information available to her, and she is 

experiencing recognized moments of cultural and rhetorical awarenesses. Amy’s experience 

here exemplifies what Elorza argues in her article “Promoting Intercultural Competence in the 

FL/SL Classroom: Translations as Sources of Data”: 

. . . translation activities are introduced in the methodology as an awareness-raising tool. 

These activities can help students develop a metacognitive awareness not only about 

themselves, as language users and members of a culture, but also about others who are 

typically users of a different language and members of other cultures and who in these 

activities typically adopt either the role of the author of the original text or that of the 

target audience, depending on the directionality of translation. In the long run, these 

activities are aimed at helping the students to promote critical or analytical understanding 

required for both efficient translational and intercultural competence and also at helping 
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the students either to reaffirm or to restructure their attitudes about people from other 

cultures by dealing explicitly not only with cultural stereotypes or customs but also with 

merely different ways of saying, doing and evaluating things. (p. 266). 

Amy’s response illustrates the development of her metacognitive awareness—she allows for 

differing interpretations of the Welsh poster’s use of few words, and then steps back to assess 

what cultural and generic factors might be at play in influencing her interpretation. Amy also 

shies away from “cultural stereotypes”—she interrogates her peer’s assessment that Welsh is a 

pithy language based on one cultural text and suggests that further investigation and inquiry 

would probably complicate and enrich this assessment.  

 After moving through intralinguistic translations from English to English, and watching 

and reflecting on TED Talks about language, culture, and communication, students were then 

tasked with choosing a text to translate from the culture and language with which they were 

working for their CGCRR. Students chose something similar in length to the Welsh poster, so 

they did not have to conduct lengthy translations. This activity was meant to give them a sense of 

what a translation practice would feel like translating from an unfamiliar (in most cases) 

language to English. I envisioned this activity as the one that would provide me with the most 

telling data about students’ perceptions of the intersections of translation, culture, and rhetoric; 

however, this was not quite the case.  

After reflecting on her translation and the translations of her teammates, Priscila wrote, 

“Most words, especially in a language like Spanish which derives from Latin. This means that 

the words have been evolving for centuries, This [sic] allows for a multitude of meanings behind 

most words.” Priscila had earlier in this reflection identified herself as “from Mexico” and 

therefore her sense of Spanish’s history and linguistic make-up is not surprising. She 
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acknowledges that Spanish words each have a “multitude of meanings” because of Spanish’s 

Latin roots and the language’s long, and continuing, evolution. However, Priscila does not 

explicitly address the other questions I posed for this discussion about the possible connection 

between translation and learning about a culture, or the cultural information (norms, idioms, 

slang, etc.) that might be gathered from such a translation. Again, though, this may be because of 

Priscila’s lifelong relationship to Spanish—in other words, she is not entering this translation 

activity with little or no cultural information about Spanish in a Mexican context, and therefore 

did not or could not see how her cultural or rhetorical awareness might have shifted or been 

affected.  

 Amy’s CGCRR focused on Japanese, a language she did not identify in the pre-survey as 

knowing, either fluently or casually. Her response does address some of the key questions I 

asked about cultural knowledge being extended or unearthed. The text she and her group chose 

to translate was a shirt advertisement. Her reflection includes questions that point toward 

potential recognized moments of cultural awareness. She writes, “The cultural idea that came up 

was how advertisements function in Japan -do they usually focus on the quality of the item, or it 

is more usual to speak about how the person will feel? Do they prioritize comfort over quality?” 

(Amy). Amy is probing the content of the advertisement to see if it does offer telling information 

about Japanese culture. Her questions center around not only what Japanese advertisers focus on, 

but on what Japanese customers value. At the end of her reflection, however, she says, 

“Understanding Japanese culture helped me think about how the advertisement would sound, but 

overall I'm not sure it informed this translation too much since it was a simple clothing ad.” This 

statement is intriguing, and somewhat baffling, because Amy seems to define the advertisement 

as something “simple” and not informed or shaped by cultural influences. One reading of this 
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response might be that Amy is not quite arriving at an understanding of the rhetorical power of 

an advertisement—in other words, she might not see it as arguing for a particular set of values or 

beliefs; it is merely “a simple clothing ad.” Alternately, Amy might not yet see how learning 

about a particular culture’s communicative norms and practices has influence over how 

translation of a text takes place.  

 

Post-Project #2 Survey about Translation, Cultural Awareness, and Rhetorical Awareness 
 

At the end of the CGCRR, students were required to complete the Post-Project #2 Survey 

about Translation, Cultural Awareness, and Rhetorical Awareness. My aim for this survey was to 

gauge if/how students felt that engaging with intra- and interlinguistic translation practice 

affected or influenced their cultural and rhetorical awarenesses, and what their overall takeaways 

were after engaging in this work. In answer to the question, “What did you learn through 

translating texts?” Amy replied, “Word choice and context are very important, and mistranslation 

can happen easily.” To the question, “What will be your biggest take-away from translating 

texts?,” Amy answered, “Be aware of the words that I use and how that can affect my purpose 

and audience.” Both answers highlight a recognized moment of rhetorical awareness on the part 

of Amy: she is referring to the importance of context, purpose, audience, and word choice. Her 

reference to word choice or word awareness in both answers points to a raised awareness of how 

small choices matter in terms of communicating effectively, and how intentionality (though she 

does not use this specific word) in terms of word choice is central to achieving the desired 

communicative results.  

In the post-survey, I offered seven statements that required students to rate their response 

in terms of these options: Strongly Agree, Agree, Unsure, Disagree, and Strongly Disagree. The 
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first statement was “Translating texts gave me a new or different understanding of the culture I 

was working with in Project #2.” To this statement, Amy responded Agree, and Priscila 

responded Unsure. The second statement was “My cultural awareness increased because of the 

translation activities (lectures, discussions, assignments).” To this statement, Amy responded 

Strongly Agree, and Priscila responded Agree. The third statement was “My rhetorical awareness 

increased because of the translation activities (lectures, discussions, assignments).” To this 

statement, Amy responded Unsure, and Priscila responded Agree. The fourth statement was 

“There is value in incorporating translation activities into a business writing class.” To this 

statement, Amy responded Unsure, and Priscila responded Strongly Agree. The fifth statement 

was “Translating texts gave me more of an awareness of the importance of language choices.” 

Both students responded Agree to this statement. The sixth statement was “Translating texts 

made me more aware of my target audience and target culture.” To this statement, Amy 

responded Unsure, and Priscila responded Agree. The seventh statement was “Translating texts 

gave me insight into the context(s) that shape any piece of writing.” Both students responded 

Agree to this statement. Obviously, given that only two students were willing to offer their data 

for this study, these scant responses may be viewed as statistically insignificant. That being said, 

this data offers some valuable starting points for understanding how the translation activities that 

I incorporated into English 307 were met and interpreted by students.  

One data point that stands out is in the responses to the fourth statement—“There is value 

in incorporating translation activities into a business writing class.” First, the responses stand out 

because they contain one of only two Strongly Agree responses. And second, the responses stand 

out because of their differences and how those differences might relate to the linguistic 

backgrounds of the students. Amy, the self-identified monolingual student, responded Unsure to 
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this statement, though she later wrote that through translating texts she gained an increased 

awareness of word choice and its importance to conveying meaning. One possible reading of her 

responses is that though translation led her to focus on word choice in meaningful ways, there 

might be other ways of doing this that do not involve translation—thereby supporting her 

hesitance around translation activities being integrated into a business writing course. Another 

possible reading for Amy’s answers could be that as the teacher, I did not establish enough 

context or offer enough instruction around translation and its value to our course. Amy could 

also be hesitant to claim there is value to the incorporation of translation activities to a business 

writing course simply because she has never seen translation instruction or practice incorporated 

into any course before; her hesitance may be a result of seeing the American university as a 

predominantly monolingual space and English as the sole language of composition.  

Contrastingly, Priscila’s response to the fourth statement is Strongly Agree. As already 

mentioned, Priscila is a self-described bilingual, who sees translation at work “everywhere.” Her 

response might indicate a desire to see translation and the acknowledgement of other languages 

“everywhere”—and specifically in a business writing course. Experiencing the world bilingually 

might have shown Priscila the necessity of harnessing all possible linguistic resources in a given 

interaction, including those taking place in the business or professional realm. In my 

conversation with Priscila, she expanded on her answer of Strongly Agree: “I believe in 

inclusivity…people who are taking these classes will have an impact…we all have an impact on 

each other’s lives…” She went on to say that people taking business writing are already 

experiencing a certain privilege in simply being in the course and being able to attend college 

more generally. Priscila believes that many students will probably go on to graduate school and, 

in that context, they have the potential to impact others, specifically in relation to their awareness 



118 
 

of languages other than English and their awareness of cultures beyond their own. Priscila says, 

“I believe that having inclusivity would benefit, literally, the world.” Here, Priscila is using the 

term inclusivity to refer to an awareness of languages other than English and to an awareness of 

how multiculturalism affects and shapes the United States context. She argues that being exposed 

to languages and cultures unfamiliar to students through translation activities is one way of 

building that mentality of inclusivity. However, Priscila is not sure if translation activities 

incorporated into one project in English 307 alone is enough to cultivate and instill an ideology 

of inclusivity in students in a long-lasting or meaningful way. While she allows that “any 

progress is progress,” for real change to take effect, translation activities or other activities that 

target a cultivation of inclusivity and cultural awareness must be incorporated into and reinforced 

in coursework across disciplines on a wider scale. Her point is well taken. While my 

incorporation of translation activities may spark recognized moments of cultural and rhetorical 

awarenesses in students that were not previously there, it cannot and should not exist in 

isolation. Priscila’s comments call attention to a need for increased interdisciplinary coalition 

building, and the development of concrete strategies for increasing/cultivating cultural and 

rhetorical awarenesses in students by way of the specific disciplinary work. 

I will further reflect on the responses to statements where some discrepancy was seen. To 

the statement “Translating texts gave me a new or different understanding of the culture I was 

working with in Project #2,” Amy responded Agree, and Priscila responded Unsure. Given that 

Amy was working with the Japanese language for the CGCRR, which was a language with 

which she had no familiarity according to her pre-survey, it stands to reason that she might see 

translating texts from Japanese into English as offering a new understanding of the Japanese 

culture. Priscila’s response of Unsure could be attributed to the fact that her CGCRR focused on 
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Mexico and the Spanish language. Given that Priscila is from Mexico and fluent in Spanish, the 

translation activities designed for our course may not have offered her anything new or different 

as far as understanding the Mexican culture. Her prior knowledge of and relationship to the 

Mexican culture may have occluded any new cultural learning. In our interview, Priscila 

confirmed my assumptions about her response to this survey question and stated that focusing on 

Mexico “might not have been the most beneficial for me” because of her personal relationship 

with Mexico and Spanish. My conversation with Priscila on this point brought to light an 

important realization for future iterations of this research: that students whose group happens to 

choose a country and language with which they are already familiar has potential downsides in 

terms of the cultivation of recognized moments of cultural awareness. Granted, there can always 

be more one can learn about one’s native culture, but it might be that that learning will not be as 

noticeable or impactful as it might be if they had chosen an unfamiliar culture and language. 

However, there are obvious upsides to a group having a linguistic and cultural “expert” to offer 

insights as the group progresses through their research and translation work. This “expert” might 

also be able to offer translation suggestions to their peers based on an insider’s knowledge of the 

culture and language.  

When I first asked Priscila if she learned anything new about the Mexican culture and 

Spanish language through translation activities, she answered in the negative. But as we spoke 

more about this, her response became evidence of a burgeoning rhetorical awareness. Though 

she identifies as bilingual, she said that her dominant language is English, and so she found 

translating “formal” business texts from Spanish to English to be particularly challenging. She 

explained that she did not have formal writing training in Mexico in Spanish; rather, her 

language learning, given that it took place in grade school, was “more informal.” Given her 
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“informal” knowledge of Spanish, she found translation challenging within a more formal 

context. While Priscila herself did not say that this distinction between formal and informal 

writing signals an awareness of the rhetorical situation, specifically context, audience, and 

message, it clearly does point to an awareness of different Spanishes used for different purposes 

and in different contexts, depending on the needs of the audience. So, though Priscila was 

working with a language she knew, she was grappling with changes in that language’s usage and 

delivery in meaningful ways.  

Additionally, Priscila articulated an increased awareness or a reminder of cultural 

differences between Mexico and the United States. She said that Mexico is a more conservative 

country than the United States, and that it was interesting to see how the conservative bent of 

Mexicans showed through the texts she analyzed, especially in the medical context, which was 

her group’s focus. She said: “In the United States, we’re taught to question your doctors…your 

doctors have to answer you ‘Why are you doing this? What are my options?’, and in Mexico, 

you just say ‘Yes, ok.’” Priscila argues that the difference in responses between the United States 

and Mexico has to do with each country’s cultures. In Mexico, “they’re conservative, and the 

doctors are educated, and you’re conservative.” For Priscila, this discrepancy is not a “language 

thing, but rather a “culture thing.” In the end, even though Priscila was working with a language 

and culture familiar to her, her ability to recognize cultural and rhetorical differences between 

Spanish and Mexico, and English and the United States, suggests that translation activities were 

beneficial for her in terms of producing recognized moments of rhetorical and cultural 

awarenesses. 

The responses of Amy and Priscila are invaluable to the development of my pedagogical 

methods in future iterations of this study. Their insights elucidated what was working and what 
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needed further thought and planning in the study design. Crucially, their reflections and 

observations reinforced my belief that translation work belongs in composition classrooms, and 

that it can cultivate recognized moments of cultural and rhetorical awarenesses in meaningful, 

and hopefully lingering, ways for student writers. 

The Online Modality: Affordances and Hindrances 

 A discussion of my study design and methodologies would not be complete without an 

explicit discussion of the online format of the course. There are both affordances and hindrances 

to the modality of online composition courses, generally speaking, but also as they specifically 

relate to incorporating translation activities into a business composition course. As mentioned 

earlier, this particular online version of English 307 was assigned to me by the English Program, 

and given that I needed to conduct my study in the spring of 2019, this was the course with 

which I would do that. As I also earlier mentioned, that is not to say that English 307 is not an 

important and apt course in which to incorporate translation activities; in fact, it is an ideal one in 

many respects, given the nature of the CGCRR. That being said, the online format of the course 

necessarily affects the reception of information and the methods by which learning can be carried 

out.  

 Typically, my pedagogical approach in face-to-face courses includes building small 

group work and discussion into each day’s lesson. I briefly lecture and model for students key 

concepts for the day, and then I design experiential, hands-on types of activities that put those 

key concepts into practice. I encourage frequent feedback from students, and I often modify my 

approach and the day’s plan based on that feedback. In short, my face-to-face approach to 

teaching is dialogic, collaborative, and open to real-time revision. Much of this pedagogical 

approach does not transfer to an online modality. And though I try to retain the spirit of 
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collaboration and responsiveness to student needs, often I face the constraints and realities of the 

online classroom environment. I will briefly list the constraints of online teaching as they apply 

to my pedagogical philosophy and approach, and then I will discuss the constraints as 

specifically related to translation work.  

In the online modality, I am able to pre-record lectures for students in which I discuss key 

concepts and model for students; however, I am not able to revise, reroute, or otherwise respond 

to student needs in the moment if students seem confused or have questions. In this way, online 

lecturing that will be viewed asynchronously is less flexible (at least in view of my pedagogical 

approach) than face-to-face lecturing. I can certainly design activities for students in an online 

modality, and they can range from discussion boards, activities, surveys, quizzes, and so on, but I 

have little control over the embodied experiences of my students. I do not know where students 

physically are when they complete the work; students are not sharing the same physical space 

(with the positives and negatives that come with that); I cannot monitor group work as it occurs 

in terms of how students engage with one another; I cannot circulate among students and offer 

comments to encourage or guide them. There is a lack of immediacy to the online modality. As a 

teacher of both face-to-face and online courses, I have found and continue to find it challenging 

to reproduce that immediacy and responsiveness, both of which I think are central to engaged 

teaching and learning, in an online course.  

 What is particularly challenging in an online setting is to introduce a new concept, 

specifically translation as it applies to English composition. Anecdotally, I have found that 

students have an easier time with new concepts when they are able to engage with the teacher 

and their peers face-to-face—in short, to use all available resources to work through a concept 

and understand it. The online modality also does not lend itself to repetition of concepts and 
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checking in with students’ acquisition of skills and application of concepts in the same way. I 

can, and certainly do, repeat key concepts in lectures spanning the length of the module, in 

announcements posted to the main course page, and in emails to students. Aside from the 

lectures, most of the ways in which I repeat information is text-driven, which for many students 

can be overwhelming, even students who prefer an online learning environment.  

 There are also many affordances in an online environment. Though asynchronous videos 

do not allow for on the spot revision or repetition by the teacher, they are built so that students 

can re-watch the video as many times as they need to. Students can watch at their own pace, and 

revisit specific sections of the video for confirmation of key concepts. Students do not have to 

grapple with concerns they might have if they ask for clarification or repetition, like if they look 

“stupid” in front of classmates, or if they have missed something the teacher said, that arise in a 

face-to-face course. In short, students do not have to proclaim their lack of understanding aloud 

to anyone; the recorded lecture lets them, in part, determine how they learn best.  

 Another affordance to online learning is that students use their time in vastly different 

ways. When meeting face-to-face, there are predetermined and imposed time limits on class 

length—while this may seem like an obvious observation, it bears some reflection. Face-to-face 

courses require that the teacher, however interested in co-creating the learning experience with 

students, achieve certain goals within a set timeframe. The teacher might need to go more 

quickly or more slowly than students are prepared to go to conform to the time given. Often, 

classes are scheduled back to back in the same room, which means that even if essential and 

important learning is taking place, it either has to stop, be postponed, or taken into the hallway to 

accommodate the next class coming in. Shifts in location and pacing can disrupt students’ 

learning, as much as teacher and student might try to make it otherwise. With online learning 
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there will certainly still be distractions of one kind or another, but there is a less demarcated 

timeframe by which learning has to occur. Students carve out their learning time as they see fit—

they are given that agency and power to determine how and when their learning will take place. 

This temporal freedom offers students learning a new concept, like translation and how it applies 

to cultural and rhetorical awarenesses, the time and space to understand and absorb the new 

material. Additionally, often students do not choose course times in which to enroll, so much as 

they are forced to choose a particular time slot or modality (face-to-face, hybrid, or online) 

because of the constraints of their schedules. What this means for face-to-face courses, then, is 

that some students enrolled in an 8am course, say, may be tired, underwhelmed, and uninspired. 

An online course allows them to fit the classwork into time slots that hopefully work best for 

their schedules and their learning preferences.  

 Since translation is text-based, the online modality, and its emphasis on text, can be an 

appropriate space for translation work. To illustrate my point, I turn to the activity I have 

students complete that asks group members to choose one business communication related text 

to translate. Each student translates the text separately, posts their translation to a group 

discussion board, and then views the other translations. The online discussion board forum 

allows students to return to each other’s posts again and again, to easily click between each 

other’s translations, and to go back and add more comments and reflection to each other’s posts. 

Whereas a group discussion that takes place in a face-to-face course would inevitably have to 

conclude, given the end of class, an online discussion can continue for as long as the participants 

are interested—this means that learning might continue past the due date of the particular 

activity, which is certainly a boon to learning a new concept like translation. 
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Summary and Looking Ahead 

 In this chapter, I have described my study in two online sections of English 307: Business 

Writing. I reported on the data of two student participants and offered analyses of their work. I 

incorporated Priscila’s interview into this analysis as a way of letting students (in this case, one 

student) speak for herself, and to avoid what Alcoff calls “a desire for mastery” or a privileging 

of someone “who more correctly understands the truth about another's situation or as one who 

can champion a just cause and thus achieve glory and praise” (29). The student data has shown 

that there is merit in including translation activities in a composition classroom and in enacting a 

translation pedagogy for the composition classroom (TPCC). I have also offered an explication 

of the affordances and hindrances to enacting translation work in an online modality. Ultimately, 

I have argued that while it may be impossible to assess whether a student’s cultural and 

rhetorical awarenesses have increased measurably (at least in the context of my study), it is 

possible and meaningful to call out what I have termed recognized moments of cultural and 

rhetorical awarenesses. It is through the recognition and articulation of these moments that 

students can build their cultural and rhetorical awarenesses and demonstrate a more sophisticated 

and multicultural lens through which they communicate.  

 In the next chapter, I will argue how a TPCC is a type of critical pedagogy, and in turn 

how it contributes to the burgeoning area of translingual pedagogies. My specific TPCC works to 

unsettle notions/myths of monolingualism in the composition classroom, makes apparent the 

expertise and linguistic knowledge students bring with them, and acknowledges translation as an 

important vehicle by which to foster recognized moments of cultural and rhetorical awarenesses.  
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Chapter 5 
“Standard English is not the speech of exile. It is the language of conquest and domination;  

in the United States, it is the mask which hides the loss of so many tongues,  
all those sounds of diverse, native communities we will never hear.” – bell hooks 

“Words bring confiscations, hierarchies, and histories.” – Arabella Lyon 

Context: Responses and Influences  

Rhetoric and composition scholar Keith Gilyard approaches the disciplinary lure of 

translingualism and its connections to critical pedagogies skeptically: “If the answer is that every 

translanguaging student, regardless of educational success, could stand to be better educated with 

respect to the inner workings of the discourses and power dynamics that impact their lives, then 

the project of translingualism is indistinguishable from other species of critical pedagogy. But it 

should be” (285). My aim in this chapter is to argue that a composition pedagogy that explicitly 

includes translation work—a translation pedagogy for the composition classroom (TPCC)—is a 

type of critical pedagogy, one that is a new “species” in its relationship to the ideals of the 

translingual and the linguistic turns.  

A TPCC represents a concrete response to one of the calls of the 2018 revision of the 

National Council of Teachers of English Statement on Anti-Racism to Support Teaching and 

Learning:  “Our work promotes research-based recommendations to help in counteracting racism 

and other forms of bigotry in teaching materials, methods, and programs for the teaching and 

learning of English and the language arts.” Further, a TPCC speaks to the ethos of 

translingualism and offers teachers a way to cultivate more rhetorically and culturally aware 

students using the lens and work of translation. The work of translation itself is deeply embedded 

in and contributes to social, political, and cultural movements and infrastructures, and challenges 

racist and bigoted perceptions of language use. Scholars within the field of translation studies 
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have long touted translation’s role in shaping histories, and of operating within and for specific 

ideologies. Mona Baker believes we should view 

 translational choices not merely as local linguistic challenges but as contributing directly  

to the narratives that shape our social world. Here, we consider every choice—at least 

potentially—as a kind of index that activates a narrative, a story of what the world or 

some aspect of the world is like. (156) 

Baker’s argument positions translators as instrumental in shaping historical mo(ve)ments and 

highlights how crucial each linguistic choice is to the shaping of a particular “narrative” and how 

it positions “individuals and communities in social and political space” (156). Cushman extends 

this conversation into the field of rhetoric and composition and argues for the potential of 

translingualism to undermine colonialist underpinnings in composition: 

 Translingualism could also help the process of decolonizing thought and everyday  

languaging practices in composition scholarship and classrooms by helping scholars, 

teachers, and students dwell in the borders of colonial difference by using multiple 

scripts, media, languages, and English(es) as routine and integral parts of the teaching, 

learning, and knowledge making activities of universities. (240) 

Moreover, Cushman argues that translingualism is currently in a decolonial moment, in addition 

to being in a post-monolinguistic moment. To be truly emancipatory—the aim of critical 

pedagogies—translingualism must move beyond replacing old content with new; it must rebuild 

the old structures of thinking that have influenced composition's architecture. A TPCC engages 

with much of what Cushman is arguing: specifically, the inclusion of multiple languages in the 

composition classroom. Translation work offers students the opportunity to “dwell in the borders 

of colonial difference” by examining and articulating how languages other than Standard English 



128 
 

operate rhetorically and how they invite opportunity for recognized moments of rhetorical and 

cultural awarenesses.  

Connections to Cushman can be seen in the work of rhetoric and composition scholar 

Damián Baca, who has argued that the composition classroom must be decolonized (“Rethinking 

Composition;” Mestiz@ Scripts). Baca calls for “a critical intervention in the politics of writing 

instruction in the present” (239), so that rhetoric and composition does not continue on its current 

trajectory of perpetuating colonial and global violences on non-alphabetic composition practices.  

Baca contends that “the dominant narratives of Western rhetoric and writing must also be retold 

and revised” (Mestiz@ Scripts 14). While my study and my subsequent arguments do not, at this 

time, suggest moving away from alphabetic composition practices, I respond to Baca’s challenge 

to rhetoric and composition scholars for the decolonization of the writing classroom and for “a 

critical intervention” in the status quo. I argue that including translation activities in the 

composition classroom widens the linguistic scope of composition and opens up the possibility 

that English might not be front and center in all composition work. Through the investigation of 

languages other than English and the ways in which the users of those languages make rhetorical 

moves, students may begin to glimpse a linguistic and rhetorical terrain beyond English. And for 

those students who speak languages other than and in addition to English, and may have seen 

English privileged in institutional spaces, the explicit inclusion of languages other than English 

may signal a change or shift in linguistic hierarchies and an explicit openness to multilingualism. 

To reiterate, my argument for the inclusion of translation activities in the composition 

classroom is two-pronged: one, I argue that a TPCC expands on translingual pedagogies already 

at work; two, I argue that a TPCC is a critical pedagogy in its own right. At the core of these 

arguments is the belief that inviting, integrating, and involving languages in addition to English 
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in the composition classroom is valuable in terms of cultivating recognized moments of 

rhetorical and cultural awarenesses in students, and highlighting what is already occurring with 

our students: the translingual use and interweaving of multiple languages and dialects in any 

given communicative moment. These arguments and my beliefs about language and critical 

pedagogies are foregrounded and informed by the work of Gloria Anzaldúa, Victor Villanueva, 

Jr., bell hooks, and Paolo Freire.  

Critical Pedagogy and Influences 

A critical pedagogy aims to interrogate the status quo, to question and dismantle 

corrosive power structures, and to see education as a site for struggle in terms of gender, race, 

and class; further, a critical pedagogy asks those enacting it to question the nature of “what has 

always been” and to see how each person is outfitted with a positionality that may be privileging 

or disadvantaging. A critical pedagogy might ask of those enacting it, in turn, for resistance, 

rebellion, re-visioning (Rich), revisiting, re-imagining, or eradication altogether. A critical 

pedagogy centralizes the importance of calling out and naming systems and structures of power 

within the classroom—those linguistic, cultural, and social underpinnings that are often left 

unexhumed and unexamined. A critical TPCC, in turn, is one that uses language as its central 

concern; a pedagogy that positions language as its fulcrum about which critical cultural and 

rhetorical analyses pivot. 

 

Gloria Anzaldúa: “I am my language” 
 

Before rhetoric and composition underwent translingual or linguistic turns, the cultural 

and feminist theory scholar Gloria Anzaldúa was spotlighting the multilingual speaker’s 

linguistic realities in the face of linguistic homogeneity and hierarchization. Anzaldúa’s pivotal 
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work, Borderlands/La Frontera: The New Mestiza, written in 1987, argues that language is 

inextricable from culture and that to deny someone their language is to deny their culture. 

Anzaldúa enacts her multiculturalism and multilingualism in the text itself: it is written primarily 

in alternating Spanish and English and does not offer translations. Her text is translingual—as it 

is now understood in rhetoric and composition—at its core, and invites the reader to co-create the 

meaning with it. Her use of multiple languages invites readers to experience potential moments 

of confusion, frustration, curiosity. At various moments, readers are positioned as outsiders 

without access to the language in use. From this position of confusion or curiosity, readers are 

forced to read rhetorically: to look for context clues, to move from text to research, from text to 

translation tools, to ascertain Anzaldua’s purpose in disrupting a linear and fluid reading 

experience. Her reader must be an active reader, a reader willing to give as much as she takes in 

order to co-create meaning.  

 What is of specific relevance to my conceptualization of a critical TPCC is the way in 

which Anzaldúa highlights the “linguistic terrorism” (80) she experienced in her own life and 

sees at work when those in power limit, disallow, or disavow those not in positions in power 

whose languages mark them differently than those in power. Anzaldúa asserts, “I am my 

language” (81) and argues that “Repeated attacks on our native tongue diminish our sense of 

self” (80). The inextricability of language and culture that Anzaldúa discusses is something I 

held at the forefront of my mind when I conceived of and designed my study for English 307. 

My students were learning about another country’s business communication strategies for their 

CGCRRs, and they were doing so by conducting research on that country’s culture and language. 

To study a country’s communication strategies without having some knowledge of its culture 

and language seemed impossible—how can these elements be separate, how can the linkages not 



131 
 

be investigated? If each of us is our language, then students had to understand a modicum of that 

language in order to understand the people who wield it. My method of cultivating this 

understanding was through translation work.  

What also aligns my study design with Anzaldúa’s arguments regarding language 

negation is my belief, as stated elsewhere and affirmed by many rhetoric and composition and 

applied linguistics scholars already quoted, that the composition classroom is not a monolingual 

space. To say so is to deny and ignore the multifoliate linguistic nature of composition 

classrooms. As was evident from my interview in Chapter 4 with Priscila, she was fluent in both 

Spanish and English; these two languages were at work simultaneously, intermittently, 

imbricatedly throughout our course, and certainly shaped how and what she wrote. And given 

where the University of Arizona sits in relation to Mexico and the Tohono O’odham Nation, and 

Tucson’s rich refugee population, it is not out of the question that many of our students come to 

our classroom with Spanish, O’odham, and other linguistic competencies, as well as English. 

Unless explicitly asked through the pre-translation survey, as I did, or in other ways, students 

may not ever share the linguistic resources they bring with them, and teachers may never know 

the linguistic wealth that students possess. If there is not an explicit acknowledgment of the 

languages undergirding the composition classroom space, then there is, by omission, a negation 

of them—a refusal to see. And so, in bringing translation work and languages other than English 

into the composition classroom, my critical TPCC aims to spotlight what is really there, to call 

out what has been ignored. I aim to grapple, along with my students, with what it means to 

embrace the existence of many languages in our classroom, and to critically assess how 

recognizing and working with languages with which one is unfamiliar can cultivate recognized 
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moments of rhetorical and culture awarenesses, which lead to stronger, more rhetorically aware 

writers.  

 

Victor Villanueva, Jr.: “…the code-switcher is a rhetorical power-player.” 
 
 Also central to my conceptualization of critical pedagogy is the work of rhetoric and 

composition scholar Victor Villanueva, Jr. and specifically his text Bootstraps: From an 

American Academic of Color, published in 1993. In charting his own educational and linguistic 

experiences in the academy, Villanueva challenges readers to view language as inextricable from 

culture, much as Anzaldua does. Villanueva further calls out, in similar ways as Matsuda and 

Baca do, the ways in which language, especially the language championed and taught in 

universities, carries ideological agendas. The use of English in composition classrooms is not 

ideologically unembedded or divorced from its attendant histories or hierarchies. “It is clear,” 

Villanueva argues, “that language is passed on by people. People would pass language on in 

particular ways. Those ways would reflect social and historical preferences, traditions, 

conventions—rhetorics” (86). Villanueva spotlights the “imperial conquests and the rhetoric that 

traveled with the conquerors” (88), thus insisting that the rhetoric commonly taught in 

composition classrooms comes to students on the backs of conquering nations, and not because it 

is the “best” or “most effective” method of crafting and presenting an argument. These terms—

“ways” and “rhetorics”—that Villanueva highlights remained with me as I structured my study 

and formed my arguments. In re-visioning my own pedagogy, I have had to take a critical dive 

into what my “ways” have been, what they say about me, what “preferences, traditions” ride on 

their backs into my classroom, and how my students are affected by my pedagogical choices. By 

beckoning translation into my composition classroom, I hope to pass languages on in new and 
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different “ways” and to make explicit to my students my justification for doing so. Scholars and 

educators who enact various critical pedagogies champion the necessity of making critical 

pedagogical moves transparent and explicit to students. If students are not aware that there might 

be something wrong in their classroom make-up, then how can they see when something is 

changed? Students must be shown behind the pedagogical curtain, and teachers must be willing 

to exhibit vulnerability as they try out new pedagogies. Vulnerability is essential because, 

especially when trying to dismantle long-held linguistic beliefs or institutional preferences, 

teachers will experience push back, missteps, revisions, and attempts for change that simply fall 

flat in the classroom space. So, along with transparency, vulnerability must also be present in a 

critical TPCC. 

The necessity of being transparent in how and why a critical translation pedagogy for the 

composition classroom is enacted was also encouraged by my student, Priscila. In our 

conversation, she told me that she was not sure if other students in our English 307 course 

understood why I was inserting translation activities into our course; she was not sure if they saw 

the connections between language and power, or language and cultural and rhetorical 

awarenesses. She suggested that I be more explicit and explain the motivations for asking 

students to do translation work. She specifically suggested short, pre-recorded lectures at either 

end of each module that, on the front end, quickly highlight the pedagogical underpinnings for 

the week’s work, and on the back end, summarize the expected takeaways regarding language, 

translation, and cultural and rhetorical awarenesses (Priscila). In future manifestations of this 

study, I aim to revise according to Priscila’s suggestions. 

 In addition to informing my version of a critical pedagogy, Villanueva also addresses 

what rhetoric and composition scholars now refer to as translingual writing, translingualism, or 
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translanguaging, in his discussion of cultural bias. Villanueva sees cultural bias occurring as both 

linguistic and rhetorical biases (22). In speaking of students who are “bilingual and bidialectal,” 

Villanueva argues: 

 the code-switcher is a rhetorical power-player. He knows language isn’t fixed, has a  

relativistic perception of language, knows that words take on hues of meaning when 

colored by cognates . . . better writers have a heightened metalinguistic awareness, an 

awareness of language’s multiplicity (Harwell). So do the bidialectal and the bilingual. 

English Only could destroy the very metalinguistic awareness that could make for a 

better writer. (23) 

Villanueva spotlights the rhetorical and linguistic power and meta-awareness that students who 

wield multiple languages possess. In his view, Villanueva positions bilingual and bidialectal 

students as communicators (writers) who know the malleability and fluidity of language, and 

who know when and how to code-switch according to the rhetorical needs of the communicative 

moment. Villanueva’s line of thinking as regards bilingual and bidialectal students falls in step 

with translingual scholarship in terms of fluidity, openness to co-creation of meaning, and an 

acceptance of the possibility of a multiplicity of meanings. To highlight “English Only” in a 

classroom has the potential to flatten out or stifle the “metalinguistic awareness” that Villanueva 

believes exists.  

 

bell hooks: “…language as a site of resistance…” 
 

 My conception of what critical pedagogy is and can do is singularly shaped by the work 

of bell hooks. In her powerful book Teaching to Transgress, hooks examines the relationship 

between language and power—she specifically investigates how English carries with it the 
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colonizers’ oppressive cultural project, and how teaching Standard English to the detriment of all 

other forms of English is in itself a project of violence and shame. hooks positions “language as a 

site of resistance” (170) for those—in the specific case she references, black slaves—who wish 

to rebel against the colonizers’ control. hooks reflects “that it is not the English language that 

hurts me, but what the oppressors do with it, how they shape it to become a territory that limits 

and defines, how they make it a weapon that can shame, humiliate, colonize” (168). As hooks 

often calls her readers to do, I am forced to critically reflect and interrogate what it is I have 

“do[ne] with it”—English. In what ways might I have limited, defined, or shamed my students 

because of their perceived misuses of Standard English? Have I participated in that particular 

project of colonization? It is likely. I believe that returning to a consideration of these questions 

and thereby a consideration of language use in the composition classroom moves my TPCC 

toward a critical pedagogy. hooks tells us that “Recent discussions of diversity and 

multiculturalism tend to downplay or ignore the question of language” (173), and I argue that a 

critical TPCC moves us back into language. I have earlier argued that the multicultural rhetoric 

seen across institutional and programmatic documents bespeaks a desire to move more 

concretely and explicitly toward an ethos of diversity, and yet that rhetoric often falls short of 

language’s door. And yes, to encourage languages in a classroom that are unbeknownst to the 

teacher is frightening, challenging, and daunting. An engaged pedagogy, alongside a critical one, 

is necessary. It necessitates a willingness for the teacher to operate in that liminal space 

discussed earlier—to be unsure, to not know—to find real pedagogical value in existing in that 

“in-betwixt” space, and to recognize that the borders between knowing and not knowing a 

language are porous, contingent, and in flux. In a discussion of incorporating “black vernacular” 
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(172) into her classroom, hooks parallels my advocacy of the value of a liminal existence for 

both teacher and students: 

Pedagogically, I encouraged them to think of the moment of not understanding what 

someone says as a space to learn. Such a space provides not only the opportunity to listen 

without “mastery,” without owning or possessing speech through interpretation, but also 

the experience of hearing non-English words. These lessons seem particularly crucial in a 

multicultural society that remains white supremacist, that uses standard English as a 

weapon to silence and censor. (172)  

The experience of simply listening, of withholding “interpretation,” of not inhabiting a stance of 

ownership is perhaps foreign to many students but is particularly crucial when engaging with 

translation activities. For the teacher, enacting a critical TPCC might result in cultivating and 

providing a safe space for these moments of uncertainty, silence, and precarity that students will 

undoubtedly find themselves in as they translate. A critical TPCC of this kind might, at its core, 

be about identifying those teetering, liminal spaces as sites for critical change—as crucial 

moments of protest against Standard English and the monolingual myths that surround 

composition classrooms.  

 In one brief section of her book, hooks offers ideas about how translation can enter a 

classroom space, though her approach differs from mine. Referencing her specific experience of 

finding both white and black vernacular at work in her classrooms, she argues that “Using the 

vernacular means that translation into standard English may be needed if one wishes to reach a 

more inclusive audience” (172). Placing the onus on students whose languages do not align with 

Standard English to change themselves and their languages in order to “reach a more inclusive 

audience” is a position that has met with considerable pushback in recent scholarship on 
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translingualism and translingual pedagogies. Though, what hooks is ultimately cultivating in her 

students is rhetorical awareness: an awareness of audience expectations and needs. Further 

discussing translation, hooks encourages “students to use their first language and translate it so 

they do not feel that seeking higher education will necessarily estrange them from that language 

and culture they know most intimately” (172). On the face of things, this pedagogical stance is 

laudable. Allowing students to use their first languages, as opposed to Standard English, as 

starting points for their learning is an explicit acknowledgement of the value those languages 

have in the typically English-speaking classroom. However, it seems that a linguistic burden is 

placed on these students; in fact, they must do double duty if they want to avoid being estranged 

“from that language and culture they know most intimately.” They must operate within their first 

language and then do the labor-intensive translation work in order to gain access to the, 

ultimately, English-speaking classroom.  

 My study and arguments diverge from hooks’ in that I am asking students to start with 

the unfamiliar language—the language other than English they have chosen to work with for 

their CGCRR. Though students in my classroom are mostly using English throughout our course, 

once they get to the CGCRR, they are asked to shift away from English and operate within an 

unfamiliar linguistic space. A different kind of burden to the one I see in hooks’ classroom is 

placed on students in my pedagogical context: the burden of being a linguistic neophyte, of being 

uncertain, and of performing the role of translator. And in fact, I am asking students to be 

estranged from the language “they know most intimately,” at least initially. I do this not with an 

eye to colonize or eradicate, but rather with an eye to position them in an unsteady, questioning, 

and liminal linguistic space. They come to language anew and must grapple with the weight of 

translating and the implications their linguistic and rhetorical choices have on shaping meaning.  
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 It is precisely in these awkward, clumsy translation moments that I see the potential for 

critical intervention. As students move their translations from the unfamiliar language into 

English, a critical TPCC must make them aware of the importance of each translation choice and 

must cultivate a mindset of intentionality and deliberateness. What’s more, a critical TPCC must 

make clear that each choice has rhetorical repercussions; each choice carries certain ideologies, 

histories, and proclivities. Horner and Tetreault similarly argue that “A composition pedagogy of 

translation would focus attention on production by emphasizing how translation, like all writing, 

is a site of struggle—labor—that contends with competing ideologies” (“Translation as” 19). 

Andone further argues, “Languages are seen as part of the process by which identities are 

formed. In this context, the understanding of translation has changed, and it is seen as an activity 

which may create or destabilize cultural identities and thus become a new mode of cultural 

creation” (135). A critical TPCC must include an explicit discussion with students about the 

power of translation to influence and shape cultural ideologies and identities; the translation 

work students conduct, though minimal, must be framed by this urgency: that to participate in 

translation work is to be engaged with a critical project of linguistic intervention and rebuilding. 

Further, a critical TPCC aligns with the goals of translingual pedagogies in that it positions 

students to negotiate back and forth and through various languages and rhetorical approaches, 

and to develop critical awarenesses along the way. As De Costa argues, “because 

translanguaging challenges structuralist ideologies of language linked to nationalism, 

engagement in translingual practices itself is often viewed as a political act associated with a 

wider critical agenda to develop metalinguistic and cultural awareness and to decolonize the 

minds of individuals” (465).  A critical TPCC becomes such a “translingual practice” when it is 
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explicit about its critical potential and its “agenda” to unsettle the notion of a monolingual 

composition classroom.  

 I have argued here and in other chapters that a TPCC necessitates the willingness, by both 

teacher and student, to be in a liminal place of learning, to embrace a neophyte mentality, and to 

co-create meaning. As I described in Chapter 4, one of the main translation activities asked 

students to choose, as a group, a short text that each student would translate separately. After the 

separate translations, students were asked to read each other’s translations, discuss the choices of 

their peers, and reflect on how and why different translations might emerge from the same source 

text. Cronin opines that 

The perennial difficulty for translators is how to choose between competing alternatives,  

each occupying different parts of the semantic field; and the sum total of choices that the  

translators make constitute their specific style, making each translation of the same text  

different. (37)   

It is to assuage the “perennial difficulty” that my student neophyte translators might encounter 

upon doing translation work alone that I require collaborative translation work. In order for 

students to see the many choices available when translating the same text, I ask them to complete 

their translations separately first, and then to share their work and the justification for their 

choices. The online modality of my English 307 course allowed me to build collaborative 

discussion boards and online spaces for students to engage with one another, and to co-create and 

co-shape their translations. I would argue that collaboration is a necessary part of a TPCC, as it is 

a necessary part of translingual pedagogies, as, I believe, it is a necessary part of a critical 

pedagogy.  
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Paolo Freire: Moving Toward Engaged Learning 
 

In theorizing “conscientization,” and liberatory pedagogy, Paolo Freire calls teachers and 

students to work with one another to move toward freedom and true, engaged learning. “Only 

through such praxis—” Freire writes, “in which those who help and those who are being helped 

help each other simultaneously—can the act of helping become free from the distortion in which 

the helper dominates the helped” (8). In a critical TPCC, a sense of domination or the act of 

linguistic hierarchization is minimized, if not muted. By this, I mean that because my students 

are working with languages that, for the most part, they are completely unfamiliar with, and 

engaging with/in a task also unfamiliar to them—that of translation—they are all on similar 

playing fields. Notwithstanding those students who enter the classroom with more than one 

language at their disposal, most students have never translated interlinguistically, either formally 

or informally. Most students in a composition classroom come to translation and come to the 

language from which they are translating as neophytes. In this respect, then, students are free(r) 

from the “distortion” that accompanies cultural domination and linguistic hierarchization. And 

given my limited translation experience, I join my students in their liminal, neophyte 

positionalities. Granted, my status as teacher, as creator of the translation activities themselves, 

does obviously place me in a different position than my students—we are not truly on equal 

ground. But we are close. And in this liminal, neophyte space, my students are encouraged to 

collaborate, to co-construct translation, to grapple with meaning, and to make deliberate, 

intentional rhetorical choices.  

A Feminist View to Translation 

 For decades, Venuti’s assertion that the translator is “invisible” has held fast, and yet, 

many translation scholars challenge this notion—both in terms of its veracity, and in terms of its 
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ethics. Given that many translations have either omitted the name of the translator, or minimized 

the importance of the translator by reducing the font size of the translator’s name alongside the 

larger font of the “real author,” or by burying the translator’s name somewhere in the opening 

pages (again, in tiny font), there would seem to exist a desire to stifle the existence of the 

translator and to deny her agency, influence, and ideological bent. Feminist translation scholars, 

in particular, reject the notion of an invisible translator—one whose mark is not seen on the 

original text. Andone argues: “Women translators develop a resistant and non-fluent translation 

style designed to reveal rather than conceal the presence of the translator as the intermediary 

between two cultures and languages” (147). Aiming for a “non-fluent translation style” would 

seem to challenge long-held translation practices and beliefs that what the reader reads in the 

target language should or can be just the same in style and tone as it was as written in the source 

language. Andone is arguing for obvious difference, for non-fluency, for disruption in the target 

text. She is aiming for visibility and transparency: there is a person here who translates, and on 

her shoulders sit her culture and its influences. Indeed, Andone and other feminist scholars 

(Castro; Johnston) see translation as “production, not reproduction” (143). Production because 

the target text that is born out of the source text is newly created on many fronts: First and 

obviously, by the shift in language; second, by the ways in which local references must be 

relocalized for the target readers; third, by the translator herself, who influences the text in ways 

it has never experienced before, because of her positionality and ideologies. Andone writes: 

 Woman translators can use language for cultural intervention, as part of an effort to alter  

expressions of domination. Any text carries the mark of its producer, which is also the 

mark of the ideological and cultural context in which it is produced. Moreover, every 

reader adds his own individual meaning to a text. Just like feminist readers and rewriters, 
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working in a context and culture that lead to feminist writing, feminist translators are thus 

likely to produce work that matches their culture and time, including in terms of politics 

in a broad sense. (144)  

A text is produced, rather than simply reproduced, because of the “mark” of the person who 

translates it, because of her “culture and time.” This feminist viewpoint is important in thinking 

about a critical TPCC—it shapes how translation might be framed to students. Instead of 

teaching translation as a one-to-one equivalency (which is, of course, an outdated approach for 

most professional translators, but might be seen as how translation works by student neophyte 

translators), translation can and must be taught in the composition classroom as a disruptive and 

productive processes. Students must see how and where they stand in time and culture and 

acknowledge how their positions will influence their translation work and the rhetorical choices 

they make. They must also see that when they translate, they are producing something new, 

something not there before they came to it—and that in this production, they contribute to their 

contexts, and to the sedimentation of certain ideologies over others.  

 Framing my critical TPCC with feminist translation theories is another way of inviting a 

critical eye to the process of translation and its influence on cultivating recognized moments of 

cultural and rhetorical awarenesses. A feminist translation approach demands the visibility of 

those whose labor produces the target text—it asks who they are, what they want, and within 

what contexts and discourses they operate. And ultimately, and most importantly, a feminist 

translation approach critically examines how the answers to those questions shape a translation 

and render it a product of its time and place in explicit ways. Baker complicates Andone’s and 

other feminist translation theories by challenging the fixity of the translator’s position and 

positionality in time and place: “…what we need is a framework that recognizes the varied, 
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shifting and ongoingly negotiable positioning of individual translators in relation to their texts, 

authors, societies and dominant ideologies” (152). While the contexts in which translators 

translate are constantly in flux, so, too, are the translators themselves. Moreover, Baker uses this 

idea of un-fixity in her critique of Venuti’s binary description of translation approaches: either 

foreignization or domestication. In fact, Baker is particularly critical of any approach to 

translation that operates in binaries that force the translator into choosing one method over 

another. Baker argues that translators should operate within and between the many options 

available to them, and to be mindful of the ways in which translation choices function 

rhetorically: 

Here, we consider every choice, at least potentially, as a kind of index that activates a 

narrative, a story of what the world or some aspect of the world is like. Some choices, 

particularly those relating to how we label an event, place or group, as well as the way we 

position individuals and communities in social and political space through the use of 

pronouns and adverbs of place, among other things, allow us to frame the narrative for 

others, in the social movement, activist sense of framing. (156) 

Baker argues that each choice becomes part of the frame through which a text, an event, and an 

experience is viewed and thereby understood. The choosing of one choice over another must be 

conscious and intentional in order to contribute meaningfully to the narrative that we espouse.  

Summary and Looking Ahead  

In this chapter, I have highlighted scholars whose conceptions of critical pedagogy have 

shaped and informed the development of a critical TPCC. Ultimately, I have argued that in view 

of what critical pedagogies are and can do, a TPCC can be critical, if the teacher enacting it is 

explicit in her reasons for doing so. For a critical TPCC to be effective, students must be made 
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aware of how their participation in translation work has ideological implications and of how each 

choice sediments and contributes to a certain ideological narrative. Moreover, I have argued that 

a TPCC can also be a critical pedagogy when/if viewed through a feminist lens. Feminist 

translation scholars offer ways of approaching and performing translation that disrupts 

domestication versus foreignization binaries and repositions the translator in full view. Their 

desire for visibility parallels my desire to make visible the linguistic resources of my students 

and to make visible their sites of struggle as they inhabit the role of language neophytes.  

 In the Conclusion, I will offer some final thoughts on my English 307 study and reflect 

on the ways in which future iterations of the study might unfold. I will also offer next steps for 

this kind of work, and further sites of investigation of how translation practices can enhance 

composition classrooms in myriad ways.  
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Chapter 6: Conclusion 
 

“…we could say that the word 'translation' is haunted by all the concepts it might translate,  
the words with which it may be translated.” – Michael Emmerich 

My Argument and its Tributaries 

 My overarching argument of placing language front and center in pedagogical spaces is 

not new. Even before the SRTOL—considered to be the pivotal document for honoring students’ 

languages and dialects in the classroom—scholars previous to 1972 were grappling with how to 

teach “non-traditional” populations that were entering higher education institutions. For example, 

in her book Reclaiming Composition for Chicano/as and Other Ethnic Minorities: A Critical 

History and Pedagogy, Iris D. Ruiz exhumes an educational manifesto titled The Miseducation 

of the Negro written by Carter G. Woodson, a historian and journalist writing in the 1930s. In his 

manifesto, Woodson argues that, in addition to learning the “fundamentals of English,” “Negro 

students” (his term) should then learn about “folklore of the African, to the philosophy in his 

proverbs, to the development of the Negro in the use of modern language, and the works of 

Negro writers” (“Chapter XIV: The New Program”). Woodson states that “Negro” students 

should invest time in learning about how they might contribute to and influence modern 

language—in other words, how they might have a say in how modern language is shaped, so 

they are not merely recipients of and subject to the rules of Standard Written English. Woodson 

further argues,  

To educate the Negro we must find out exactly what his background is, what he is today,  

what his possibilities are, and how to begin with him as he is and make him a better 

individual of the kind that he is. Instead of cramming the Negro's mind with what others 
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have shown that they can do, we should develop his latent powers that he may perform in 

society a part of which others are not capable. (“Chapter XIV: The New Program”) 

Evident in the above excerpt is the attention paid to collaborative pedagogies that clearly pre-

date the scholars I have earlier cited as foundational to engaged and collaborative pedagogies. 

Woodson advocates that teachers start with the specific student before them—with an awareness 

of their needs, backgrounds, and aspirations—in order to teach effectively. Ruiz does the field of 

composition studies a service by unearthing this manifesto and joining it with current 

conceptions of how the field of rhetoric and composition has evolved, and what critical texts and 

scholars have shaped it. Undoubtedly, there are other unexamined scholars still to be unearthed.  

As I have detailed elsewhere, scholars from a range of fields have developed approaches 

for working with languages other than English in order to develop intercultural awareness, meta-

cognition, and rhetorical awareness. There exists a desire for and an awareness of the importance 

of language to learning across subjects. As part of what is being called the linguistic turn in 

rhetoric and composition, scholars like Esther Milu, Bruce Horner, and Laura Tetreault have 

begun to imagine how translation activities can enter the first language (L1) composition 

classroom in generative ways. In this dissertation, I have joined with those scholars, and my 

contribution offers some new approaches and pedagogies to the conversation. First, I situate my 

inquiry in the “monolingual” composition classroom, not an L2 classroom (though Milu, Horner, 

and Tetreault are also working in a “monolingual” classroom, the majority of scholars who 

incorporate translation activities are second language (L2) courses). Second, I advocate for the 

use of translation work as a means to cultivate recognized moments of rhetorical and cultural 

awarenesses in that classroom context. Third, I posit that a translation pedagogy for the 

composition classroom (TPCC) is critical if it acknowledges linguistic disparities and inequities 
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in how composition is currently taught in higher education institutions and highlights how and 

with what scholarship rhetoric and composition has been built.  

Pieced together from various interdisciplinary scholars I advanced a recurring question 

throughout my dissertation: How can versions of these pedagogies work for/in “monolingual” 

composition classrooms? Looking with a critical eye, I wanted to know why composition 

courses for predominantly English speakers cannot function as a crucial site for cultivating 

language awareness through translation work. As I learned from my student Priscila, mentioned 

in Chapter 4, students who speak more than one language often already possess a basic 

understanding of how translation operates in their worlds, and of how navigating through 

unfamiliar cultures can be both challenging and edifying. The students who view themselves as 

monolingual and view translation as something that happens externally to them are positioned to 

need these critical translation pedagogies the most. In this study, framing the pedagogy in a way 

that hasn’t once again privileged English speakers has been precarious.  

This dissertation endeavored to cover a great deal of ground in a short space: target first 

language (L1) composition classrooms as an important site for critical intervention; acknowledge 

and honor students who speak more than one language; situate multilingual students as experts of 

intercultural exchange and potentially of translation practices; build a critical pedagogy that 

validates the linguistic expertise of multilinguals; recognize the colonial underpinnings of 

composition studies and rhetoric and composition, and expose monolinguals to the languages 

swirling around them through translation work. A tall order, perhaps, but the trajectory of my 

research and my in-class study led me to multiple places, multiple fields, and multiple scholars. 

In the end, I recognize the inextricability and interrelation of the issues I have investigated—
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language, culture, rhetoric, translation, composition, critical pedagogy—and the near 

impossibility of separating one from another.  

Starting Points and Citation Practices 

 Investigating how translation activities might benefit students in a composition classroom 

necessitated an examination of the roots of several fields and areas of inquiry: translation studies, 

translingualism, critical pedagogy, and many others. Throughout the chapters, I have attempted 

to name those who foregrounded and catalyzed these fields and areas—Venuti, Holmes, and 

Schleiermacher for translation studies; Canagarajah and Horner for translingualism; Anzaldúa, 

hooks, and Villanueva. for critical pedagogy—but this remains a complex endeavor. Deciphering 

which scholar begets what theory, or what theory begets what field remains a subjective 

enterprise, at best. I am aware of the shoulders on which I have chosen to stand and how that 

elevation predisposes me to see things in a certain way. Had I chosen other scholars and other 

fields, the lay of the land might look quite different. Especially when it comes to fields outside of 

my expertise, like translation studies, I have probably stood on the shoulders of the “big names,” 

the “heavy hitters,” those that have been most published and most cited, rather than those whose 

contributions are less known, but just as valuable and vital to understanding the history of the 

field and where it stands today. Given that, I also believe that it is important to know the names, 

such as Venuti and Benjamin, of those who have loomed over translation studies and shaped it 

with their louder voices. The same goes for the other areas I investigated, such as translingualism 

and critical pedagogy.  

At the same time, I have also been mindful of my citation practices—I have endeavored 

to include lesser known or marginalized voices, such as Anzaldúa, Elboubekri, Gonzales, and the 

scholars whose dissertations I have referenced (Olid-Peña and Massoud Meghdadi). I sought 
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scholars outside of the United States (Araújo et al.;Castro; Elorza; Lewis et al.), scholars whose 

work was written first in a language other than English and then translated (Araújo et al.; 

Castro), scholars who speak more than one language (Anzaldúa; Baca; Castro; Gonazales; Lewis 

et al., Enoch and Ramírez; Villanueva), female scholars (Andone; Agorni; Baker; Castro; 

Tetreault), scholars of color (Asher; hooks; Silva-Reis), and scholars who may have been 

bypassed in favor of recent scholars who articulate newer conceptions of key concepts. For 

example, I made a point to include Anzaldúa and Villanueva as central figures in the formation 

of translingualism, though they were writing before this term was coined within the field of 

rhetoric and composition. Their voices are central to translingual practices, alongside names like 

Canagarajah and Horner.  

I have endeavored to practice “conscientious engagement” (Mott and Cockayne 956) 

with my citation choices. Carrie Mott and Daniel Cockayne argue “Through the process of 

citation, we bring with us those bodies and ideas deemed legitimate and worthy of attention and 

dialogue – those who we want to remember” (964).  I know there are other voices to be heard 

and remembered. Indeed, scholars like Ruiz, Ramírez, and Enoch have taught me that there is a 

vast sea of voices that yet remain to be unearthed from the folds of rhetoric and composition 

history. Moreover, these exhumations are necessary within the field of rhetoric and composition; 

critical, even, if rhetoric and composition hopes to rewrite its history to be more inclusive of 

marginalized and silenced voices and challenge the “monolingual myth” (Matsuda) of the 

composition classroom. 

Shifting Sands 

 Conducting this research and writing this dissertation has been a lesson in openness to 

change and adaptability. At the outset, my argument was twofold: First, that incorporating 



150 
 

translation activities into the composition classroom would raise students’ rhetorical and cultural 

awarenesses in measurable ways; and second, that incorporating translation activities into the 

composition classroom necessitated and engendered a critical translation pedagogy. In response 

to what I saw in my English 307 classroom and heard from my students, my first argument had 

to change. In the end (or at least the end of this particular beginning), my argument became: 

Translation activities incorporated into the composition classroom can cultivate recognized 

moments of rhetorical and cultural awarenesses. My argument moved away from observing and 

noting increases in students’ awarenesses, to highlighting where students or I recognize 

something new about their rhetorical and cultural awarenesses as a result of engaging with 

translation activities.  

Given that students are newly performing the role of student-translator, and given their 

neophyte positioning, it makes sense for my argument to be about small recognitions that might 

have impact on the way students compose in future contexts, rather than on large increases in 

overall awarenesses. To expect a drastic change in their overall awareness now seems an 

unrealistic outcome for students after a handful of translation activities incorporated into one 

writing project. Moreover, as the teacher, it is equally unrealistic to expect to report statistically 

relevant increases, given that so much influences how students’ rhetorical and cultural 

awarenesses are shaped. An increase in cultural awareness is particularly complicated to 

measure. In discussing intercultural rhetoric and ESL writing, Xiaoming Li asks, “First, how do 

we determine when culture comes into play in a student’s writing process or product? Second, 

what particular cultural-specific template is the student writer consciously or unconsciously 

proceeding from?” (17). Li’s questions are important to consider alongside any research that 

might further attempt to record measurable increases or changes in students’ cultural awareness. 
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Ultimately, listening to my student Priscila and examining my students’ translation work, led me 

to identify when and how moments of rhetorical and cultural awarenesses manifested 

themselves. My research supports what other scholars (Laviosa; Horner; Horner and Tetreault, 

“Introduction” and “Translation as”; Petrescu) have been suggesting about translation in 

composition, language learning, translation studies, and applied linguistics classrooms: by 

(re)focusing on languages in the classroom, translation activities have the potential to expose 

students to cultural contexts outside their own, and cultivate an awareness of rhetorical 

approaches across languages.  

 My second argument—incorporating translation activities into the composition classroom 

necessitates and engenders a critical translation pedagogy—holds true. A critical TPCC proves 

crucial if teachers of composition aim to recognize the presence and unseen influence of the 

many languages in their classroom spaces and of harnessing the linguistic expertises their 

students bring with them. A critical TPCC becomes essential if teachers are interested in ways of 

de-colonizing the composition classroom, with language as their central concern. Anzaldúa 

avers: “language is a homeland,” and enacting a critical TPCC takes her message to heart in two 

ways. First, a critical TPCC honors and makes apparent the languages beyond English our 

students bring into the classroom; second, it posits that a powerful tie exists between place and 

language, and that to target, increase, or change our students’ understandings of rhetoric and 

culture, they must be exposed to the languages in which those homelands are embedded. 

Areas for Future Exploration 

 There are many avenues of expansion for this research. This project started out as a 

response to the challenge set forth by scholars such as Canagarajah, who inspired me with the 

pedagogical potential of translingualism. Further, Robert Kaplan and Ulla Connor’s scholarship 
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around contrastive rhetoric/intercultural rhetoric motivated this inquiry in its earlier iterations. 

And throughout, I have been interested in how the inclusion of translation activities in the 

composition classroom can be collaborative; in other words, in what ways I can continue to co-

create collaborative pedagogies with my students with language at their core. This research has 

been far-reaching and ambitious. I say this not to glorify what I have done, but to recognize how 

my inquiry has led into many fields, and that in my attempts to cover many fields and the ways 

in which they have influenced my arguments, I have undoubtedly fallen short of the nuances and 

the depth that each field possesses.  

 Given my background in rhetoric and composition and literary studies, and not 

translation studies or translation work, I endeavored to establish my ethos in these less familiar 

areas so that my overarching argument would be taken seriously. I read widely in the literature of 

translation studies in order to get a sense of the field’s inception, history, and recent 

developments. That being said, much has been neglected, in part because of length constraints, 

and in part because of my own neophyte knowledge of the field. I know there are nuances, 

schools of thought, and theories I have neglected. Future research would undertake a more 

comprehensive understanding of translation studies. Of particular interest to me is feminist 

translation theory. Scholars such as Susanne de Lotbinière-Harwood, Barbara Godard, Suzanne 

Jill Levine, Oana-Helena Andone, and Mirella Agorni argue for feminist translation practices 

that challenge much of the conventional thinking about translation work and the role and 

visibility of the translator. Andone writes, 

Woman translators can use language for cultural intervention, as part of an effort to alter  

expressions of domination. Any text carries the mark of its producer, which is also the 

mark of the ideological and cultural context in which it is produced. Moreover, every 
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reader adds his own individual meaning to a text. Just like feminist readers and rewriters, 

working in a context and culture that lead to feminist writing, feminist translators are thus 

likely to produce work that matches their culture and time, including in terms of politics 

in a broad sense. (144) 

Agorni echoes Andone and advocates for the value of collaboration and collective translation 

work: “Moreover, by rejecting the traditional dichotomy between author and translator, and 

embracing instead the idea of a cooperative effort, feminist theorists gain an immediate 

perception of the social dimension of language and of the collective construction of meaning” 

(822). In future iterations of this research, it would be worth investigating how to pedagogically 

address the issues of visibility and cultural embeddedness, as Andone suggests, and the 

“collective construction of meaning” advocated by Agorni. I am also motivated to develop a 

concrete feminist translation pedagogy for the composition classroom. A feminist TPCC would 

use feminist methods, such as collaboration, negotiation, and collective meaning-making, to 

inform how students translate and write.  

Initially, I intended my study to take place in a first-year composition course. Some 

rhetoric and composition scholarship positions first-year composition at a crossroads; its purpose 

and value faces questions from various angles, and scholars have offered suggestions for its 

revision, re-imagining, or eradication (Baca; Downs and Wardle; Inoue; Wardle). I envisioned 

my use of translation in a “monolingual” setting as one way to revise or re-imagine what first-

year composition could offer students and stakeholders. In the face of first-year composition’s 

precarity, rhetoric and composition scholars have sought to determine what aspects of 

composition instruction transfer beyond the composition classroom. Scholars ask, how can what 

students learn in our classrooms serve them in their disciplines and in their future professional 
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spaces? This question is in part born out of a need to continue to make composition a relevant, 

integral, and requisite part of college curriculum. To answer this question is to validate 

composition’s existence to its various stakeholders. Many, myself included, would answer that 

the aspect of composition instruction that will benefit students long past when they have left our 

classrooms is the development of their rhetorical awareness. I would argue that composition’s 

raison d’etre is to teach rhetorical awareness—to arm students with this most valuable of skills. 

In most spaces, an ability to articulate context, audience, purpose, and other aspects of the 

rhetorical situation, will make our students keener and more effective communicators. Further, I 

argue that composition must also teach students about rhetorical approaches and methods outside 

of the Western rhetorical model—to outfit students with intercultural rhetorical awareness. I also 

argue that the purpose of composition is to teach cultural awareness. Many might disagree that 

the required two-course sequence2 of first-year composition is the place for cultural instruction. 

But cultural awareness is deeply embedded in the concept of context, a key feature of rhetorical 

awareness.  

By its kairotic nature, first-year composition is one obvious space through and by which 

students first experience the university—its offerings, its culture, its rules, its values. Given that 

students are barraged with institutional and programmatic documents that promote a culturally 

inclusive narrative that values diversity, what better space than the first-year composition 

classroom for working with what this narrative actually means? What better space for learning 

cultural awareness? In future iterations of this research, I plan on resituating my critical, feminist 

TPCC in the first-year composition classroom. That space can be a fruitful site for translation 

 
2 The University of Arizona requires a two-course sequence, though other institutions might only require one first-
year composition course. 
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work and cultivate cultural and rhetorical awarenesses in students that will serve them 

throughout their college career. 

 Another area for further exploration stands in the area of contrastive rhetoric, more 

recently known as intercultural rhetoric (Connor; Li; Matsuda and Atkinson). I touched only 

briefly on this area of inquiry for a few reasons. First, there are only so many topics I can cover 

in a dissertation before the dissertation loses its focus. Second, contrastive rhetoric/intercultural 

rhetoric has historically been of most relevance to ESL and EFL courses and offers teachers a 

way to understand how and why student writers organize and argue the way they do. Though I 

have drawn from many L2 pedagogies throughout this dissertation, contrastive 

rhetoric/intercultural rhetoric pedagogies are a different area onto themselves that I was not yet 

prepared to assiduously investigate. Third, contrastive rhetoric (as it was known when Kaplan 

first theorized it) or intercultural studies (as Connor has coined it) remains a controversial area of 

investigation. Kaplan’s arguments and visuals of how an argument is formed in different cultural 

contexts was critiqued as “ethnocentric” (Connor, Nagelhout, & Rozycki 2). In Contrastive 

Rhetoric: Reaching to Intercultural Rhetoric, Connor, Nagelhout, and Rozycki report recent and 

continued critique of contrastive rhetoric as “essentializing writers and privileging English 

writing” (2). Obviously, my goal in this work has been to do the opposite—to explore rhetorical 

differences in language use and to use that information to broaden students’ cultural awareness 

and dexterity, and not to concretize what students see in texts written in languages other than 

English. I have hoped to widen students’ perspectives and possible ways of viewing language 

and culture, rather than shrinking them.  

Yet, I have grappled with the worry throughout this research that I may be leading 

students to essentialize the features of cultures and the rhetorical traits of languages. What I may 
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be asking students to do is point out differences or discrepancies in the work they translate and 

their rhetorical features, and attribute those half-blindly to cultural factors, without further 

investigation or interrogation. What a student might attribute to a cultural difference might in 

truth simply be a reference or type of writing that they have never before encountered; the 

difference they see might only really be because of their own lack of exposure and experience. 

My worry exists, in part, because of the limited time that I had to introduce these topics to my 

students. Bringing translation into the composition classroom and enacting a fully formed 

critical, feminist TPCC warrants an entire course devoted to these concerns of translation, 

language, culture, and rhetorics. In the future, I aim to develop such a course, and as I do that, I 

foresee the inclusion of intercultural rhetoric scholarship.  

 Scholars in fields such as anthropology, applied linguistics, rhetoric and composition, and 

cultural studies continue to grapple with how to define culture and cultural awareness. In order to 

deepen my own investigations, I would have to include those conversations more fully alongside 

my own definitions. Li posits that contrastive rhetoric has undergone scrutiny because of the 

ways in which the definition and understanding of “culture” has been “implied” (13) rather than 

fully fleshed out and theorized. Matsuda and Atkinson also question how to define and separate 

culture from other areas of investigation, like language. Atkinson argues that “all social and 

cultural practices are deeply infused and penetrated by other cultural practices” (285). Given 

Atkinson’s line of thinking, it is difficult to study culture as a distinct and discrete thing; cultures 

are imbricated; cultures are palimpsests of one another. But perhaps this is less concerning than it 

initially seems, especially in terms of research like my own that roots itself in translingualism 

and feminist approaches to translation work. If I accept that languages are not discrete, are co-
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constituted, and highly influenced by other languages as translingual scholarship argues, then I 

can also accept that cultures have the same characteristics.  

Perhaps, for my students, the key to their learning—to their recognized moments of 

rhetorical and cultural awarenesses—is the act of questioning, the curiosity to wonder what 

informs a specific rhetorical feature. The investigation and inquiry that must follow these 

questions is where recognized moments of rhetorical and cultural awarenesses can multiply and 

edify. Speaking to these concerns, Canagarajah writes, 

 Though difference is always going to be there in writing, and though much of it may  

derive from culture, the ways in which this influence takes place can be positive or 

negative, enabling as well as limiting, and teachers have to be aware of all these 

possibilities when they teach student writing. More importantly, teachers must keep in 

mind that no one needs to be held hostage by language and culture; students can be taught 

to negotiate conflicting rhetorical structures to their advantage. (Translingual Practice 

68)  

What Canagarajah means, I believe, is that if the teacher is aware of the potential for students to 

essentialize, concretize, and generalize about what they see in writing in languages other than 

English, then teachers can find pedagogical ways of addressing those hurdles. Canagarajah’s 

second point implies that language and culture should not be viewed as immutable and 

monolithic; rather, they are open to inquiry, interpretation, and negotiation.  

Lessons Learned 

 As with much of the scholarship in rhetoric and composition that draws from student 

experiences and interviews, my study faced limitations in terms of the number of students 

willing to participate in the study and the limited amount of data. I was grateful that two students 
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offered themselves and their work up for analysis, but of course, the data of two students can 

hardly make my approach or my argument generalizable to the wider composition community at 

this juncture. Also, given that only one student, a self-identified bilingual, offered to be 

interviewed, I was unable to investigate more deeply the answers and translation work of the 

other student who volunteered. Future iterations of this study would greatly benefit from 

additional data—data that reflects the perceptions of monolingual, bilingual, and multilingual 

students. And indeed, as was clear from Priscila’s translation experience outside of our 

classroom, many students might have a more refined or practiced sense of translation at work in 

their lives already, prior to the translation work they are asked to perform in the classroom. There 

may be translation experts already embedded in the classroom who, if interviewed, might offer 

pedagogical suggestions for revision of my translation activities, as Priscila did. Moreover, as 

Priscila said in our interview, though she herself benefitted less from the translation activities 

given her own experiences with translation, she did believe that these activities were important 

particularly for monolingual students who have not yet fully realized the multilingual nature of 

their worlds.  

Despite earlier claiming in this conclusion that the many areas I investigated were 

interrelated and difficult to parse, I may have explored many areas at the expense of a more 

nuanced exploration of a carefully curated few. Perhaps outlining representative pedagogies in 

translation studies, rhetoric and composition, and translingualism specifically, was too much. 

Yet, I included these pedagogies to establish my ethos in these areas, and to offer a wide glimpse 

of what is happening pedagogically around areas of rhetorical and cultural awarenesses. In doing 

so, I felt more confident introducing my pedagogy as informed by those interdisciplinary 

pedagogies and contributing something original to that range of pedagogies. Making choices 
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about what to include or exclude is rife with implications and potentially indicative of scholarly 

allegiances. Whom I cite indicates whom I favor. Within this tension, I have erred on the side of 

including many scholars—though at times, it may seem like too many. 

Ultimately, this study offers other composition instructors a way to imagine how 

languages other than English might begin to make their ways into the composition classroom in 

ways related to specific course goals, outcomes, and assignments. Further, this study and the 

overarching argument offers concrete approaches for composition instructors to address their 

own programmatic and institutional initiatives to recognize the multilingual realities of their 

institutions, and to meet goals aimed at cultural awareness. Finally, my TPCC serves as a further 

addition to translingual pedagogies and to the ongoing conceptualization and theorization of 

translingualism, more broadly.  

Myself in this Study 

 One thing I have been painfully aware of throughout this research is my own 

monolingual status. Though I know bits and pieces of other languages—Welsh, Korean, French, 

Portuguese, Spanish—I would not characterize myself as fluent in any of these. I am mindful of 

the importance of language learning in my own life, and the depth and richness that learning 

would add to this research. I am equally mindful of how important it is to “walk the walk,” and 

not just “talk the talk” through this dissertation. I wonder how continuing to learn Welsh, for 

example, might add nuance and depth to the way I build future translation activities for my 

composition classrooms.  

 A crucial part of continuing this research remains the pursuit of immersing myself in not 

only language(s) other than English, but in cultures beyond my own, and reading in languages 

with which I am not familiar. Central to a critical TPCC is travel and the investigation of 
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unfamiliar cultures. I recognize travel as a method of cultural exploration is a privileged 

notion—one that is only possible with enough money and time. But if academic institutions want 

their faculty and students to think globally, then traveling globally is part and parcel of that 

ethos. Study abroad opportunities offer students the chance to immerse themselves in a new 

culture and potentially a new language. Such teaching and learning abroad opportunities must 

also be made available to and encouraged for faculty. What a critical TPCC or a translingual 

pedagogy can do is limited by the scope and breadth of the faculty’s experiences outside of their 

familiar contexts—outside of experiences that force them to translanguage and translate.  

In the future, I envision a semester-long teaching and learning abroad experience that 

includes students and faculty scaffolded by translingual and translation practices. I can imagine 

students and faculty translanguaging together as they navigate an unfamiliar context. Translation 

work becomes all the more relevant and personal when both students and faculty must do it in 

real time with real consequences. Instead of the translation of a sign or a tweet being merely part 

of a required homework assignment, it becomes of central importance to the lived experiences of 

students and faculty. Perhaps this idea of requisite teaching and learning abroad opportunities for 

rhetoric and composition faculty, as well as students, reaches beyond the scope of my current 

inquiry. However, I believe it is mostly through experiential learning that concepts and theories 

take hold in meaningful ways. Again, if academic institutions want to cultivate and employ 

globally-minded and culturally savvy students and faculty, respectively, then they must invest in 

ways to do this that take both groups outside the classroom doors.  

 I am also mindful of how important it is to continue listening to my students, especially 

those who speak more than one language, in reframing this work. Priscila’s interview was 

invaluable because it highlighted some of the many ways she, and possibly other students, were 
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already engaging with translation work outside of our classroom. Priscila underscored the 

essential role translation plays in sites like doctors’ offices, and the difficulty, but necessity, of 

three-way translations in everyday scenarios. As I rethink some of my translation activities and 

how I introduced them to students, it would benefit students to hear about the life and death 

value of translation in real-world situations. One way of introducing students to the value of 

translation might be to ask students, like Priscila, to share their experiences of translation in the 

world. Positioning students as experts in this way allows their languages to be a vital and 

transformative part of the composition classroom. It also exposes students who might consider 

themselves monolingual to the linguistic complexities and challenges that exist outside their 

sphere of experience. Kiernan, Meier, and Wang argue similarly for the value of allowing 

students to showcase their linguistic expertise: “In positioning multilingual writers as experts, the 

translation assignment by nature encourages these students to consider, reflect upon, name, and 

elucidate the kinds of ongoing translingual and transnational negotiations that they practice in 

daily life” (98). Monolingual students, if guided carefully by the teacher, might also begin to see 

how intralinguistic translation functions not only around them, but in their own speech and 

writing. In hearing about the translation experiences of multilingual students, monolingual 

students might also come to realize that translation does function in their lives as well, from road 

signs as they drive toward Mexico, to flyers or menus at Korean and Mexican stores or 

restaurants, and so on.  

On the Horizon 

 The translingual and linguistic turns in rhetoric and composition have opened up space 

for issues around language and translation to make their ways into composition pedagogies. 

Established rhetoric and composition scholars are theorizing how best to harness the potential of 
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translation practices in composition classrooms. Concurrently, our field is also seeing these 

issues explored by up-and-coming scholars in recent dissertations and conferences. In January of 

2020, the University of Arizona hosted the Seventh International Conference on the 

Development and Assessment of Intercultural Competence. The theme of this year’s conference 

was: Internationalizing the Curriculum: The Role of Intercultural Competence. The keynote 

speaker, Adriana Díaz, was Lecturer in the Spanish and Latin American Studies Program at The 

University of Queensland’s School of Languages and Cultures; her speech was titled “The 

(In)visibility of Languages in Universities’ Internationalization Processes,” and investigated 

how/why languages have been invisible in higher education (“2020 Keynote Presentation”). The 

focus of this conference bespeaks an ongoing interdisciplinary interest in the centrality of 

language and language learning to academic institutions and pedagogies (“International 

Competence Conference”). 

 While there are conferences specifically devoted to translation work—for example, The 

American Literary Translators Association conference and American Translators Association 

Conference—sessions on translation are beginning to trickle into rhetoric and composition 

conferences, as well. In the last three years, sessions like Laura Gonzales’ “Converging Fields, 

Expanding Outcomes: Translation as a Framework for Teaching Technical Communication,” 

Christopher LeCluyse’s “Literacy Narratives as Self-Translation,” and Terence Daniel 

McEneny’s “Translation as Composing” have appeared at the Conference on College 

Composition and Communication. The presence of rhetoric and composition scholars grappling 

with translation in their disciplinary context speaks to the field’s burgeoning interest in the value 

of translation to composing. That being said, translation-focused sessions remain in the minority. 
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More remains to be done to reveal translation work’s generative potential to rhetoric and 

composition. 

 Dissertations written in the last several years by freshly graduated rhetoric and 

composition scholars add to the voices already advocating for the place of language and 

translation in our field.  Rachel Griffo’s 2015 dissertation titled Recontextualizing composition 

studies: Translingual practice, representation, and an enacted methodology offers “a heuristic 

for developing better pedagogical approaches and textual practices that respond to the multiple 

ways that meaning is composed and communicated within and between languages” (iv). Laura 

Gonzales’s 2016 dissertation Sites of Translation: What Multilinguals can Teach us about 

Writing, Rhetoric, and Technology “presents implications for technical communicators aiming to 

collaborate with translators to develop culturally-situated content, and for rhetoric and 

composition instructors and researchers who seek to make space for linguistic diversity in their 

classrooms” (“Abstract”). Finally, Madelyn Pawlowski’s 2019 dissertation Locating and 

Supporting the Developing Pedagogical Language Knowledge of College Writing Instructors 

“helps draw attention to the complexity of teachers’ knowledge and could also be used to help 

designers of writing teacher education find ways to better support teachers’ developing language-

related knowledge” (10).  

The evident interest in translation and rhetoric and composition’s relationship seen in 

recent dissertations means that new rhetoric and composition scholars will undoubtedly play 

dynamic roles in helping to shape the translingual and linguistic turns of our field in areas of 

pedagogy, theory, and practice. My hope is that this dissertation has played one such role.  
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Pre-Translation Survey, ENGL 307 

 
 

Start of Block: Default Question Block 
 

Q16 What is your name? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

Q1 What language(s) do you speak fluently? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

Q2 What languages do you have some working knowledge of, but don’t consider yourself to be 
fluent in? (Think about language classes you may have taken in high school, or languages 
learned at work or home). 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

Q3 What languages do you feel comfortable reading? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

Q4 Of those languages that you read, what kinds of things do you feel comfortable reading? (For 
example, newspaper articles, billboards, social media posts, etc.) 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q5 Use these definitions to answer this question: Monolingual means a speaker of one language. 
Bilingual means a speaker of two languages. Multilingual means a speaker of three or more 
languages. 
 
 
Do you consider yourself to be . . .  

o Monolingual  (1)  

o Bilingual  (2)  

o Polylingual  (3)  
 
 
 

Q6 What languages do you speak/use at school? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

Q7 What languages do you speak/use at home? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

Q8 What languages do you speak/use at work? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

Q9 How would you define the term translation? 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q10 Where in everyday life do you see translation happening? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

Q11 Do you think you have to be fluent in a language to be able to translate to and from it? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

Q12 What value, if any, might there be in studying translation or to translate texts in a 
composition class, like ours? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

Q13 Do you think that language shapes the way we think? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

Q14 How might translation activities increase your cultural awareness? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

Q15 How might a knowledge of translation benefit you from a business communication 
standpoint? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

End of Block: Default Question Block  
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Appendix B: Key Vocabulary 

bilingual: having the ability to speak two languages 

cultural awareness: an attention to and recognition of cultural factors, such as 
language and cultural/ethnic background, that might influence any given type of communication; 
an attunement to cultural, historical, political, and social contexts that might influence and 
inform communication and the way language is used; an awareness that cultures different from 
our own may approach communication and language use differently. 

domestication: a theory of translation that seeks to make the translated text as accessible to the 
target culture as possible (in other words, no culture-specific elements of the source culture 
would be included); this type of translation reads like it’s not a translation 

foreignization: a theory of translation that seeks to retain some of the culture-specific elements 
of the source text 

interlinguistic translation: translation between two different languages (German to English, 
English to Welsh, etc.) 

intralinguistic translation: translation within the same language (German to German, English 
to English, etc.); paraphrase  

multilingual: having the ability to speak more than two languages 

rhetorical awareness: an attention to and recognition of the influence of language choices, 
audience needs, various contexts, communicative resources, writer ethos, and kairos on any 
given communicative act; the ability to perceive the rhetorical situation and communicate 
accordingly to best meet the needs of the audience, and the ability to make intentional choices 
between the array of communicative possibilities, including document style and/or choice of 
language. 

source language: the original language that a text is written in 

source text: the original text, written in the original language, before translation 

target language: the language that the original text is translated into; the language of the 
intended translation’s audience 

target text: the resulting text, after it has been translated into a new language (the target 
language) 

translation: the change of one language into another 
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Appendix C: Homework #4: Discuss How language shapes the way we think 

• Purpose: Reflect on and consider ways of thinking about language and culture. 
• Time: 30-60 minutes 
• Grade: 4 raw homework points 
• SLOs: Collaboration & Accommodation, Info & Tech, Growth Process, Ethics & 

Inclusion 

I'd like you to engage in a discussion with your peers about this 15-minute video: How language 
shapes the way we think. 

After watching the video, write a short response (200-300 words) about how Lera Boroditsky 
argument(s) applies to the work we are beginning to do on Project #2. What are two key 
takeaways of this video about language and thinking? How will each of these takeaways 
impact/affect how you embark on Project #2 and your ways of thinking about global 
communication? 

After you post your initial response, take a look at what your peers are saying. Respond to two 
peers' posts--ask them questions, identify commonalities or differences between your post and 
theirs, play devil's advocate, build on their ideas, etc. Each response should be at least 100 
words. Go beyond merely agreeing or disagreeing with your peers--dig more deeply and really 
think about how this discussion can enhance, contribute to, or change your approach to Project 
#2. 

Initial post is due by Thursday, February 14. Responses to peers due by Sunday, February 
17. 

 

https://www.ted.com/talks/lera_boroditsky_how_language_shapes_the_way_we_think#t-45671
https://www.ted.com/talks/lera_boroditsky_how_language_shapes_the_way_we_think#t-45671
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Appendix D: “Your letter pleased me greatly” 

Variations by Desiderius Erasmus from On Copia of Words and Ideas 
First published in 1512 
 
Your letter mightily pleased me. 
To a wonderful degree did your letter please me. 
Me exceedingly did your letter please. 
By your letter was I mightily pleased. 
I was exceeding pleased by your letter. 
Your epistle exhilarated me intensely. 
I was intensely exhilarated by your epistle. 
Your brief note refreshed my spirits in no small measure. 
I was in no small measure refreshed in spirit by your grace's hand. 
From your affectionate letter I received unbelievable pleasure. 
Your affectionate letter brought me unbelievable pleasure. 
Your pages engendered in me an unfamiliar delight. 
I conceived a wonderful delight from your pages. 
Your lines conveyed to me the greatest joy. 
The greatest joy was brought to me by your lines. 
We derived great delight form your excellency's letter. 
From my dear Faustus' letter I derived much delight. 
In these Faustine letters I found a wonderful kind of delectation. 
At your words a delight of no ordinary kind came over me. 
I was singularly delighted by your epistle. 
To be sure your letter delighted my spirits! 
Your brief missive flooded me with inexpressible Joy. 
As a result of your letter, I was suffused by an unfamiliar gladness. 
Your communication poured vials of joy on my head. 
Your epistle afforded me no small delight. 
The perusal of your letter charmed my mind with singular delight. 
Your epistle was delightful to a degree. 
Your letter affected me with extraordinary gladness. 
As a result of your letter I was affected with singular gladness. 
Your epistle was the great joy to me. 
Your missive was to me a very great delight. 
Your epistle was an incredible joy to me. 
How exceedingly agreeable did we find your epistle! 
You could scarce credit with relief I find your missive. 
Your epistle was to us one of great delightfulness. 
Your letter was very sweet to me. 
Your letter was the source of singular gladness. 
Your letter mad me positively jump for joy. 
Your letter having arrived, I was transported with joy. 
When your letter was delivered, I was filled with delight. 
On receipt of your letter, an incredible delight seized my spirits. 
Once I had read your affectionate letter, I was carried away with a strange happiness. 
Your epistle poured the balm of happiness over me. 
Your writing to me was the most delightful thing possible. 
The fact that you had written to me was extremely pleasurable to me. 
Your honoring me with a letter was the most agreeable of occurrences. 
Your brief note made me burst with joy. 
How overjoyed I was by your letter! 
I was both please and delighted that you communicated with me by letter. 
When your letter arrived, you could have seen me jumping for all the joy I felt. 
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That you paid your respect by letter was assuredly a satisfaction to me. 
Nothing more wished for than your letter could have been growth me. 
Nothing more desire than your letter could have been brought us . 
Not unpleasing was your epistle tome. 
Your by no means displeasing letter has arrived. 
your missive by no means failed of a welcome. 
Your epistle was to me the sweetest of the sweet. 
I read and reread your letter with great pleasure. 
It was not without the greatest pleasure that I received your letter. 
The man who delivered your letter conveyed a wealth of joy. 
Wonderful to relate how your letter entranced me. 
The pages I received from you sent a new light of joy stealing over my heart. 
Your letter promptly expelled all sorrow from my mind. 
I sensed a wonderful happiness in my spirits when your letter was handed me. 
From your letter an unaccustomed happiness swept over my spirits. 
Your letter cause me to rejoice to the full. 
Because of your letter my whole self exulted with joy. 
It is difficult to say how much happiness was occasioned in me by your letter. 
I can hardly find word to express the extent of the joy to which your letter gave rise. 
It is wonderful to tell what a ray of delight beamed forth from your letter. 
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Appendix E: Homework #4: Intralinguistic Translation Practice 

• Purpose: To conduct an intralinguistic translation 
• Time: 15-30 minutes 
• Grade: 3 points 
• SLOs: Collaboration & Accommodation, Growth Process, Ethics & Inclusion 

Background: As you work on Project #2, you'll be thinking a lot about culture, languages, and 
communication. You'll also be doing some translation activities that will actively engage you 
with the language of your target country. Before we get into translating languages other than 
English, I'd like to start with translating within English--this is called intralinguistic translation, 
or you might also know it as paraphrase. In short, what intralinguistic translation means is that 
you are taking terms in English and choosing other, similar terms in English to replace those 
initial words. Why would you do such a thing? Well, because there are many ways to say 
something, and the specific words we choose have rhetorical effects and purposes. Different 
words argue differently. When we choose one word over another, we are making an intentional 
choice that the word we chose is better at conveying the intended meaning than another word. 

So, let's practice with intralinguistic translation! 

Read: First, take a look at this link: Erasmus, On copia 

Erasmus was a Dutch writer born in the 15th century, who wrote about rhetoric and language. 
The link above is a collection of phrases that he wrote that all are variations on the same initial 
sentence. It's kind of amazing to see how many different ways there are to say the same thing! 
But, of course, the meaning shifts with each new version. 

Practice: Second, go to this link and intralinguistically translate the sentence you find there. In 
the Google doc, write your name and then your intralinguistic translation of the initial sentence at 
the top of the page. You only have to write one intralinguistic translation of the sentence.  

You do not need to upload anything to this dropbox; just complete the translation in the 
Google doc.  

https://docs.google.com/document/d/19AGYpn4gppTZfjPWUtF-WOlMsCXs0PLheTbMaeeimbY/edit?usp=drivesdk
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1bwbn4YPKeovCRJJ5PjOge-rdwlATND1fYxOOT635PG8/edit?usp=sharing
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Appendix F: Homework #5: More Intralinguistic Translation Practice & 
Discussion 

• Purpose: Intralinguistic Translation 
• Time: 30-60 minutes 
• Grade: 5 points 
• SLOs: Collaboration & Accommodation, Growth Process, Ethics & Inclusion 

Practice & Discuss: To further solidify the concept of intralinguistic translation,  you should 
choose one line from your cover letter or resume, and intralinguistically translate (remember 
that each translation is still in English) it 5 different ways. For each intralinguistic translation, 
you will compare and contrast your linguistic choices, and briefly articulate those choices by 
reflecting on the difference in tone/rhetorical effect/intent of each sentence. Be sure to answer 
these questions in your reflection: How did this activity get you thinking about the value of 
language, the importance of choice and intention, and the power inherent in these choices? How 
might the concept of intralinguistic translation relate to your work for Project #2 and 
communicating in other countries? 

Post the initial sentence, the 5 translations, and your reflection in the discussion area.  

Peer Responses: After you post your initial response, take a look at what your peers are 
saying. Respond to two peers' posts--ask them questions, identify commonalities or differences 
between your post and theirs, play devil's advocate, build on their ideas, etc. Each response 
should be at least 100 words. Go beyond merely agreeing or disagreeing with your peers--dig 
more deeply and really think about how this discussion can enhance, contribute to, or change 
your approach to Project #2. 

Initial post is due by Thursday, February 21. Responses to peers due by Sunday, February 
24. 
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Appendix G: Quotes about Translation 

 
“English is always a language in translation.” --Alastair Pennycook  
 
“...translation is the most intimate act of reading.” --Gayatri Chakraverty Spivak 
 
“It is a truism of translator training that translators must be initiated into the culture of the 
foreign language. Words have connotations and languages have contexts, so there must be due 
attentiveness to the cultural differences that feed languages.” --Michael Cronin 
 
“The perennial difficulty for translators is how to choose between competing alternatives, each 
occupying different parts of the semantic field; and the sum total of choices that the translators 
make constitute their specific style, making each translation of the same text different.” --
Michael Cronin 
 
“Translation processes are far from linear and involve multiple instances of negotiation and 
localization.” --Laura Gonzales 
 
“The act of translation is at once a letting go of dominant epistemologies and ontologies and a 
travel to the unfamiliarity of an/other’s language.” --Alsu Gilmetdinova and Jake Burdick 
 
“. . . a translation can move in either of two directions: either the author is brought to the 
language of the reader, or the reader is carried to the language of the author.” --Friedrich 
Schleiermacher 
 
“…we should certainly not expect that a word in one language will find its equal in another . . . a 
translation can never equal the original.” --Gregory Rabassa 
 
“A cultural situation . . . never finds its exact equivalent in another country . . . translators must 
assess the boundaries of every individual cultural situation to define both the sameness and the 
differences.” --John Biguenet and Rainer Schulte 
 
“Translation always exposes that nothing can be seen absolutely as it is since nothing is 
independent from ways of seeing it. This is so because the singularity of a particular perspective 
is inevitably linked to particular individuals, cultures and ultimately languages.” --M. Teresa 
Caneda Cabrera 
 
“Who we choose to translate is political. How we choose to translate is political.” --Antena 
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Appendix H: Homework #5: Translation Choices Discussion 

• Purpose: To discuss translation choices. 
• Time: 45 minutes 
• Grade: 3 raw homework points 
• SLOs: Collaboration & Accommodation 

After watching my translation video posted above (Translation of Welsh Poster) I would like you 
to engage in a discussion of the translation choices I made, and articulate what you might have 
learned about the context(s) from which those texts sprung. Be sure to address these questions: 
What translation choices did I make? Would you have made different choices? Provide an 
example. What might you have learned about the Welsh culture from the translation of the 
chosen text? For this discussion, you should also identify the elements of the rhetorical situation: 
Who is the intended audience of the text? What is the purpose of the text? What is the text's 
primary message? What contexts inform the creation of the text? 

After you post your initial response, take a look at what your peers are saying. Respond to two 
peers' posts--ask them questions, identify commonalities or differences between your post and 
theirs, play devil's advocate, build on their ideas, etc. Each response should be at least 100 
words. Go beyond merely agreeing or disagreeing with your peers--dig more deeply and really 
think about how this discussion can enhance, contribute to, or change your approach to Project 
#2, specifically the section on translation. 

Initial post is due by Thursday, March 14. Responses to peers due by Sunday, March 17. 
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Appendix I: Homework #1: Translation of Text 

• Purpose: To translate a text and articulate the linguistic choices made. 
• Time: 1-2 hours 
• Grade: 6 raw homework points 
• SLOs: Collaboration & Accommodation, Design Strategies, Info & Tech, Growth 

Process, Ethics & Inclusion 

Before you start this activity and discussion, be sure that you've watched my video posted 
for Due Date #8 about my translation choices of a Welsh poster.  

Collectively, as a group, you should choose a specific text (document) that is in use within the 
context you’ve chosen for Project #2--meaning a text that appears in the source language of the 
country you've chosen. This text could be a poster, billboard, email, flyer, tweet, etc. that is in 
some way related to business communication. Every member of your group will translate the 
same text. 

You will translate the text from the source language to the target language--in this case, English. 
Each member of your group will conduct a separate translation of the same text, using a different 
translation technology: Google translate, Linguee, WordReference, Collins online 
translator. Decide within your group who will use which technology. 

After the translations are completed, post the initial text in this discussion board, along with the 
translation. I have created private discussion groups, so you can only see what your group has 
posted. 

After your initial post, look at your group members' translations, then post a reflective response 
to your initial post that addresses the following areas: 

• Differentiate between the choices you each made, and the rhetorical differences that came 
about as a result of those choices. 

• Identify any cultural questions that came up as a result of the translation—for example, 
cultural idioms, cultural references to key historical moments or figures, slang, etc. 

• Discuss cultural values that you might be able to deduce from the translated texts. 
• How does working with translation and translated documents give you a unique insight 

into the culture you are investigating, or does it?  
• How has your research on your chosen culture’s communication styles influenced or 

informed how you approached this translation task? 

Post your initial response by Thursday, March 21, and post your follow-up reflective 
response by Sunday, March 24. 
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Appendix J: Post-Translation Survey, ENGL 307 

 
 

Start of Block: Default Question Block 
 

Q8 What is your name? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q4 Indicate your level of agreement to each statement below. 
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 Strongly 
agree (1) Agree (2) Unsure (3) Disagree (4) Strongly 

disagree (5) 

Translating 
texts gave me 

a new or 
different 

understanding 
of the culture I 
was working 

with in Project 
#2. (1)  

o  o  o  o  o  

My cultural 
awareness 
increased 

because of 
the translation 

activities 
(lectures, 

discussions, 
assignments). 

(2)  

o  o  o  o  o  

My rhetorical 
awareness 
increased 

because of 
the translation 

activities 
(lectures, 

discussions, 
assignments). 

(3)  

o  o  o  o  o  

There is value 
in 

incorporating 
translation 

activities into 
a business 

writing class. 
(4)  

o  o  o  o  o  
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Translating 
texts gave me 

more of an 
awareness of 

the 
importance of 

language 
choices. (5)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Translating 
texts made 
me more 

aware of my 
target 

audience and 
target culture. 

(6)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Translating 
texts gave me 

insight into 
the context(s) 

that shape 
any piece of 
writing. (7)  

o  o  o  o  o  

 

 
 
 

Q5 What did you learn through translating texts? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

Q6 What will be your biggest take-away from translating texts?  

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q7 I am interested in any and all comments you have about the translation activities we did for 
Project #2. Feel free to write comments below. 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

End of Block: Default Question Block  
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Appendix K: Email to be sent by Prairie Markussen’s dissertation advisor to 
students of ENGL 307: 

Hello Students! 

As part of your ENGL 307 course this semester, you will be working on a project 
called the Cultural/Global Communications Research Report. In a nutshell, this 
project is all about learning about business communication styles and approaches in 
a community, country, or specific region in which English is not the native language. 
As part of the learning and preparation for this project, your instructor, Prairie 
Markussen, will be incorporating some translation activities into your coursework.  

As part of her dissertation (which she is currently working on), Prairie will be 
studying how/if translation activities create cultural awareness (an awareness of 
cultural norms, communication styles, and so on) or rhetorical awareness (an 
awareness of context, audience, purpose, and so on) in students.  
Prairie is asking for volunteers to participate in her study. Whether you agree to 
participate or not, you’ll be completing the same translation activities leading up to 
the final Cultural/Global Communications Research Report. The difference is, if you 
do agree to participate in the study, you’ll be giving consent for Prairie to use the 
following pieces of your work: your responses to two surveys, your final report, and 
your reflections on the translation activities completed in class. Your names will be 
removed from these pieces in Prairie’s research.  
Additionally, Prairie is looking for volunteers to be interviewed after the project is 
completed. Interviews will take place in May-June, 2019, and will be no longer than 
one hour. These interviews can be conducted face-to-face, via Skype, telephone, etc.  
If you would like to participate in this study, please complete this online consent 
form. Prairie will not access the consent forms or know who has chosen to 
participate in the study until after final grades have been posted.  
If you have questions about this study, please let me know! 

Thanks in advance! 

https://uarizona.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_9Tscub901S0Ejdj
https://uarizona.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_9Tscub901S0Ejdj
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