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Abstract

Translanguaging as a relatively new language pedagogy has managed to chal-
lenge the monolingual habitus of educational settings around the world and has
widened teaching and learning horizons for all teachers and students. Translanguage
has gained extensive academic recognition, since it moves away from standardized
teaching and learning practices, which usually result in unauthentic school experi-
ences. However, translanguaging is still viewed with some reservation by teachers,
due to political rather than educational reasons. This is because schools have tra-
ditionally been spaces that enforce a unitary language to promote homogenization
of linguistically diverse student populations (Busch, 2014). Due to this and other
reasons, translanguage as a pedagogical trend has been mainly explored in edu-
cational contexts that genuinely challenge monolingual educational norms. It has
been discussed that this can be reversed if we acknowledge and potentially exploit
the connection between translanguage and critical literacy approach (Tsiplakou,
2016, 2022). In this paper, we discuss whether teachers’ efforts to consider and use
bilingual students’ full linguistic repertoire offer the beginning of the exoneration
of translanguaging practices’ use with not only bilingual students in preparatory or
non-formal educational contexts, but also with bidialectal students in formal main-
stream contexts and beyond.

Keywords: Bidialectal students, Mainstream classrooms, Preparatory classrooms,
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Introduction

Even though global migration flows decreased for a while due to restrictive
measures imposed to prevent the spread of Coronavirus (European Council,
2022), they were and remain an indisputable fact arising as a result of war con-
flicts, climate changes, environmental disasters, etc. These flows are one of the
most important factors contributing to the creation of complex, social transfor-
mations, which strive for educational solutions and practices that do not have
traditional connections (Busch, 2014). These complex social transformations
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have led to translanguage becoming more than ever a pedagogy that tran-
scends the narrow framework of older, traditional language education.

Our discussion will begin with an initial conceptualization as well as a brief
historical overview of the term translanguage. Translanguaging refers to the
practice of multilingual speakers traversing their entire linguistic repertoire
with ease to engage in interactive meaning-making (Wei, 2011; Garcia and Wei,
2014). A particularly detailed history of the term has been published by Lewis,
Jones, and Baker (2012), dating back to the 1980s. Translanguage, as they men-
tion, is relatively new, but it is also in development since it includes not only
the spontaneous process by which meanings, experiences, and communication
are achieved through the use of two or more languages, but also how the use of
these languages is viewed as a cognitive process, in which learning takes place
(Lewis, Jones and Baker, 2012). Even though the term was first coined by Cen
Williams (1994, as cited in Lewis et al., 2012), it became renowned through the
work of Baker (i.e. 2001) and Garcia (i.e. 2009), generating a lot of research in-
terest and becoming widely accepted in the field of sociolinguistics (Vogel and
Garcia, 2017).

In the international literature, there are several terms associated with
translanguage, such as codemeshing (Canagarajah, 2011), translingual practice
(Canagarajah, 2012), polylingual languaging (Jergensen, 2008), flexible bilin-
gualism (Creese and Blackledge, 2010), synaesthesia, heteroglossia, polyglot
synthesis, super-diversity and many more (Tsokalidou and Koutoulis, 2015).
Each concept has its characteristics and scopes leading to valuable insights,
which significantly contribute to the field (Rosiers, Van Lancker and Delarue,
2018). However, it is considered particularly important to discuss translan-
guage relationship with plurilingualism in the context of this paper due to their
points of convergence. CoE (2001) defines plurilingualism as the combination
of linguistic experiences and sociocultural interactions, meaning that as a
person’s experiences and interactions increase, so does his or her repertoire
of communication skills. At first glance, it becomes obvious that both terms,
translanguage and plurilingualism, recognize the unique integrated linguistic
repertoire of semiotic resources that each speaker strategically and creatively
combines and puts into place according to the context and the participants of
the interaction. However, concerns have been raised as to whether plurilingual-
ism only views the use of various plurilingual resources as a way of learning an
additional language, and not as a means to express one’s self and as a way to
embrace own’s identity (Garcia and Otheguy, 2020). This concern results from
the realization that, in the case of translanguaging, the competence of bilin-
gual speakers is complete at every stage of the process (Garcia and Otheguy,
2020). From a plurilingual perspective, however, it is precisely by deploying
one’s emerging competence and plurilingual resources in creative and strategic
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ways that one expands his/her repertoire and develops his/her communicative
abilities. Moreover, plurilingualism has been criticized for not viewing bilingual
speakers’ linguistic performances as unitary, leaving the concept of named
languages intact (Garcia and Otheguy, 2020), affecting the nature of pedagogy
promoted. This is largely a result of how each term perceives code alternation.
In translanguaging, code alternation appears to be irrelevant, while in plurilin-
gualism, code alternation such as code-switching and code-mixing appears to
be a useful emic category in the analysis of plurilingual practices (Vallejo and
Dooly, 2020). In addition, some criticism has been leveled as to the inconsisten-
cy found between developing and promoting an individual’s unique linguistic
repertoire (as these are presented in CEFR’s multilingual proficiency profiles
in 2018 and 2020) and the CEFR descriptors per se (Vallejo and Dooly, 2020).
Eventually, it is also discussed that plurilingualism seems to focus mainly on
colonial European languages (indirectly promoting neoliberal agendas as op-
posed to social justice and language sustainability) (Vallejo and Dooly, 2020).

For the reasons discussed earlier, in this paper, we use the term translan-
guage, even though points of concern on translanguage are also discussed
in the literature. Although widely accepted, some researchers do raise strong
concerns, even objections (Vogel and Garcia, 2017), to the extent that trans-
language as a theoretical and pedagogical principle can provide answers to
all questions related to educational practice (such as the role and nature of
language assessment in translanguage pedagogy), making discussions on
translanguage always interesting and relevant. It has also been expressed that
it remains unclear whether translanguage presents an overall epistemological
paradigm shift, as Vogel and Garcia (2017) argue, or whether it projects the ex-
pected extensions of more contemporary sociolinguistic and anthropological
approaches, those of code-switching and code-mixing (see Nilep 2021; cited in
Tsiplakou, 2022).

In the following chapters, we discuss the theoretical and pedagogical frame-
work of translanguage, its evolution, its repercussions, but also its special
importance in bidialectal linguistic environments, concluding with recommen-
dations on teaching practices and strategies for trainee and in-service teachers.

1. Theoretical Framework

In this section of the paper, translanguage is presented as a term widely
used to describe language contact and multilingualism, particularly from a
postmodern and poststructuralist perspective. That being said, we discuss
how the named ‘languages’ are used, negotiated, and understood in diverse
sociocultural contexts, acknowledging the fluidity and complexity of linguistic
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identity and communication, while emphasizing the influence of power dynam-
ics, social constructs, and context in shaping linguistic practices.

In the past, sociolinguists focused on studying linguistic phenomena based
on specific linguistic systems. Nowadays, the focus has shifted to examining
speakers and the way they actin various contexts (Hadjidaki, 2020). As explained
by Garcia (2009), social activities construct languages that do not adhere to a
single (named) code, but rather change based on space and time. Garcia (2009)
also continues that this fluidity of resources should be extended to classrooms
to create a ‘multilingual ecology’ where students can express themselves and
embrace their identities in a safe environment. Therefore, even though trans-
languaging practices are often conceptualized to include numerous discursive
practices such as translation, code-switching, code-mixing, and code-meshing,
translanguaging as conceptualized by Garcia and Sylvan (2011) differs from
these simple practices (code-switching, translation, etc.) in that it refers to a
process by which bilingual students understand and perform bilingually in a
variety of classroom settings.

Mazak and Herbas-Donoso (2015) argue that deviations from tradition-
al terms to describe language contact phenomena such as the above (i.e.
code-switching, code-mixing etc.) stem from changes in conceptualizing lan-
guage. Language in translanguage pedagogy is treated as a fluid and flexible
entity that is not limited geographically (Busch, 2014; Tsiplakou, 2022). More
specifically, Tsiplakou (2016, p. 144) describes translanguage, while presenting
its conceptual relation with languaging, as a pedagogical approach that favors
“a dynamic way of language not as a static system but as languaging, i.e. as a
series of performances located in specific social and cultural micro- and mac-
ro-contexts, in which elements from multiple and complex linguistic repertoires
are retrieved and utilized, in order to produce different kinds of socio-culturally
located meanings, to symbolically perform various acts of identification, to
symbolically negotiate values, to articulate alternative ‘voices’, discourses and
ideologies, etc.”. This definition broadens our understanding of language con-
tact, from attempts to guide, describe, and outline pedagogical practices, to de-
scribe broader, everyday, complex, cognitive processes. This conceptualization
of translanguage presents, among other things, the encounter of a bilinguals’
everyday life with the school life and school experiences within them (Mazak
and Herbas-Donoso, 2015). Because of this authentic educational approach,
which especially fosters established connections between lived experiences
outside and inside the classroom (Conteh, 2018), bilinguals can more easily de-
velop language and literacy skills (e.g. Wei, 2011; Lewis, Jones and Baker, 2012;
Rowe, 2018).
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2. Translanguage Pedagogy in Bidialectal, Bilingual and Monolingual
Educational Settings

A brief literature review presented in the previous section provides a basic
understanding of the theoretical base for exploring translanguage pedagogy in
education. In continuation, the focus shifts to the practical implementation of
translanguage in bidialectal, bilingual, and monolingual educational settings.

An increasing number of studies have focused on investigating the advan-
tages of translanguage practices in various educational settings, including kin-
dergarten (Garcia et al., 2011; Sanders-Smith and Davila, 2019; Hofslundsengen
etal., 2020), elementary (Childs, 2016), secondary (Garcia, Flores and Woodley,
2013) and tertiary education (Fallas Escobar, 2019; Prada, 2019). As translan-
guage pedagogy is often resisted by teachers and schools, the majority of these
studies took place in settings that challenged monolingual regimes, typically
informal educational settings (Garcia and Wei, 2014), such as after-schools
(Garcia, Zakharia and Octu-Grillman, 2012), complementary programs (Creese
and Blackledge, 2010), preparatory language lessons (Kyriakou, 2023) or gener-
ally less-structured learning settings with migrant and minority di/multiglossic
languages (Wei, 2014; Abourehab and Azaz, 2023) with sparse exceptions in
trilingual countries such as the Netherlands and Luxembourg (Duarte, 2018).

The benefits of translanguage can be attributed to the fact that it considers
mother tongues as tools that contribute to the overall development of literacy
and language skills (Baker, 2011; Tsiplakou, 2016), referring - partly - to previous
language teaching approaches such as Cummins’ language interdependence
hypothesis (Cummins, 2003), but also of Hornberger’s continua of biliteracy
(Hornberger and Link, 2012; Tsokalidou and Koutoulis, 2015; Tsiplakou, 2022),
where bilinguals’ pre-existing language knowledge - rather than being regarded
as a problem - is viewed as a resource to be exploited (Tsiplakou, 2022). More
specifically, translanguage pedagogy has been recognized as a means of promot-
ing mutual appreciation and respect for all languages and cultures (Garcia et al.,
2011), valuing bi/multilingual identity performance, enhancing students’ motiva-
tion and confidence (Creese and Blackledge, 2010), and enhancing fundamental
literacy skills and knowledge (Hornberger and Link, 2012; Abourehab and Azaz,
2023). It can also facilitate co-teaching between proficient and beginner students
in the mainstream classroom (Baker, 2011), since it is a flexible mechanism that
facilitates understanding among diverse language groups and contributes to
inclusiveness (Garcia, 2009). Not only that, but since bilinguals are considered
carriers of alternative linguistic and semiotic capitals, linguistic varieties are also
considered as indicators of social and cultural structures, trends, discourses, and
ideologies (Garcia and Wei, 2014; Tsiplakou, 2022). This perspective considers
how different linguistic choices determine social meanings, cultural identities,
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communities, practices, and more (Garcia and Wei, 2014; Tsiplakou, 2022). Thus,
translanguage can contribute to strengthening relationships and cooperation
between school, home, and the wider community.

Translanguage pedagogy is also particularly important for communities
characterized with diglossia (Ferguson, 1959) or as otherwise referred to, bi-
dialectism (Yiakoumetti, 2006), which mainly refers to speech communities
where two or more linguistic varieties of the same named ‘language’ are used
by speakers under different circumstances (Ferguson, 1959). Research has
demonstrated that unofficial varieties are used in school contexts despite be-
ing less accepted in official contexts (loannidou, 2009). Nevertheless, the large
accumulation of children with migrant, refugee or other backgrounds in various
countries around the world in recent years (Word Migration Report 2022, 2021)
has caused a small but hopeful change in teachers’ attitudes toward the use of
unofficial linguistic varieties in public schools (Kyriakou, 2020; Kyriakou, 2023).
This is observed because teachers recognize unofficial varieties as their only
channel of communication with migrant or refugee students, who often learn
and use the unofficial linguistic variety much more quickly and efficiently than
the official one (which they only encounter in classrooms). So, despite earlier
negative attitudes or reactions from educational and official bodies regarding
the authorized and conscious use of unofficial linguistic varieties in schools
(e.g., loannidou, 2012), multiculturalism and multilingualism may be able to
resolve this previous, problematic educational habitus.

Despite the previous recognition of translanguage’s educational (and not
only) value, its application at a global level has generally been hindered by
non-educational factors. One of these factors, perhaps the most important
of all, is that ‘language’ is a sociopolitical construct that has little to do with
one’s languaging (De Los Reyes, 2019; Garcia, 2019; Wei and Lin, 2019). This is
mainly manifested in official spaces such as courts, mass media, and schools.
Specifically in the educational field, it is widely known that schools were and
still are considered important institutions for implementing language policies
that often aim to impose a single language (usually the state language) and to
homogenize linguistically diverse populations (Busch, 2014). To achieve this,
schools ostensibly present and implement an explicitly monolingual educa-
tional practice and develop a highly formalized, linguistic regime that prioritiz-
es ‘official languages’, rather than children’s complex linguistic and semiotic
repertoire (Gogolin, 2013). It is therefore not at all surprising that many teachers
tend to have a monolingual orientation and are described as less enthusiastic
about or outright opposed to the pedagogy of translanguage (Probyn, 2009,
2015; Heugh, 2015; Childs, 2016).

Another factor that seems to significantly contribute to teachers’ rejection
of translanguaging is their attitudes toward the simultaneous use of multiple
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linguistic varieties. Creese and Blackledge (2010) reported in their research that
the simultaneous use of linguistic varieties was often demonstrated by children
from low socio-economic backgrounds, creating negative conjunctions. It has
been established that mixing linguistic varieties is considered a shameful,
wrongful, or incriminating practice (Creese & Blackledge, 2010) and that it re-
inforces an incomplete form of written or spoken language expression (Mitsiaki
et al., 2020), which seems to limit and impede bilinguals from using their full
linguistic repertoire, while also preventing the recognition of this approach’s
pedagogical value. Thus, we end up with educational environments which usu-
ally recognize, encourage, or use one linguistic variety (at least at the official
level). However, these schools are unlikely to reflect the linguistic practices of
their bilingual children (Mazak and Herbas-Donoso, 2015), leaving the strong
possibility of offering non-authentic educational experiences to their students.

This section presented several arguments in favor of translanguage, how-
ever, this information should not be considered without discussing one more
point. The implementation of translanguage pedagogy in bilingual and bi-
dialectal classrooms must be organized in such a manner that promotes the
multilingual and sociolinguistic awareness of all students to overcome visible
and significant challenges that may arise in the teaching of bilingual children
in a bilingual society. Mitsiaki et al. (2020) advise teachers to seek to ensure
the most appropriate use of children’s speech by the conventions of each com-
municative occasion, instead of focusing on endless debates as to which is the
most appropriate linguistic variety to teach within school environments.

Hitherto, we argued that educators can utilize translanguage pedagogy
to create inclusive learning environments that value and empower students’
linguistic and semiotic repertoire, facilitating meaningful engagement and
effective language acquisition across various named ‘dialects’ and ‘languag-
es’, bridging theory with practice. However, it is considered important to also
explore the affordances provided by translanguage in monolingual classrooms
or, better yet, with monolingual students. Despite the rarity of monolingual
classrooms, it is not surprising for monolingual students to coexist inside multi-
lingual classrooms with their named ‘bilingual’ peers.

As with previous theoretical and pedagogical approaches in the Second
Language Learning field (take the Communicative approach example and its
profound influence on first language instruction), translanguage is believed
should be used in both monolingual and multilingual classrooms (Garcia and
Wei, 2014). The specific interest arises from the realization that translanguage
is not just for named ‘bilingual’ or ‘multilingual’ students (Vallejo and Dooly,
2020), since both multilingual and monolingual speakers have an idiolect,
considered to be the cornerstone of translanguage (Otheguy, Garcia and Reid,
2015)establishing it as a particular conception of the mental grammars and
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linguistic practices of bilinguals. Translanguaging is different from\n code
switching\n . Under translanguaging, the mental grammars of bilinguals are
structured but unitary collections of features, and the practices of bilinguals
are acts of feature selection, not of grammar switch. A proper understanding
of translanguaging requires a return to the well known but often forgotten idea
that named languages are social, not linguistic, objects. Whereas the idiolect
of a particular individual is a linguistic object defined in terms of lexical and
structural features, the named language of a nation or social group is not; its
boundaries and membership\n cannot\n be established on the basis of lexical
and structural features. The two named languages of the bilingual exist only
in the outsider’s view. From the insider’s perspective of the speaker, there is
only his or her full idiolect or repertoire, which belongs only to the speaker, not
to any named language. Translanguaging is\n the deployment of a speaker’s
full linguistic repertoire without regard for watchful adherence to the socially
and politically defined boundaries of named (and usually national and state.
International literature has also discussed the use of synonyms for idiolect such
as the use of the term ‘repertoire’, which signifies a set of linguistic resources
and multimodal forms of expressions (Gumperz, 1972, 1982 as cited in Rosiers,
Van Lancker and Delarue, 2018). Thus, translanguage pedagogy paves the way
for how a person’s idiolect or unique and complex repertoire is utilized and ex-
ploited by all students. Currently, very few studies have examined the potential
of translanguage pedagogy in monolingual classrooms and/or with monolin-
gual students (Rosiers, Van Lancker and Delarue, 2018). Rosiers, Van Lancker
and Delarue (2018) have indicated the rather different nature of translanguage
practices utilized in multilingual and monolingual classrooms, however, all
these practices seem to serve a socio-emotional purpose remaining an integral
part of the classroom activity (Rosiers, Van Lancker and Delarue, 2018). There is
a further need to fully explore the opportunities provided by translanguage in
monolingual classrooms that remain to be investigated in the future.

Translanguage acknowledges the fluidity and complexity of language use
and encourages educators to embrace linguistic and semiotic variation as a
valuable resource for promoting equitable educational outcomes. Despite
the multiple educational contexts briefly discussed above, one point remains
relevant to all: conscious metalinguistic and metacognitive analysis and ne-
gotiation of translanguage have the potential to contribute to the meaningful
critical treatment of language (Tsiplakou, 2016), which can eventually facilitate
cognitive development.
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3. Utilization of Translanguage Methods in Educational Settings

Up to this point in the discussion we have established that in multilingual,
bidialectal or monolingual environments moving between multiple linguistic
and semiotic means is a natural linguistic practice. Discussion has also been
developed related to the (meta)linguistic and (meta)cognitive skills that can be
developed through translanguage in bilingual, monolingual, and/or bidialectal
environments. However, there are concerns as to whether there are appropri-
ate educational tools to effectively use this knowledge in schools. This concern
arises because the construction of knowledge offered through translanguage
depends entirely on the socio-cultural and historical environment of the appli-
cation of each practice and also on the local ecologies of schools and classrooms
(Creese and Blackledge, 2010). Therefore, the following practices are presented,
while recognizing the necessity of a holistic supportive approach, which will not
perpetuate an overlaid emphasis on official languages, but will inform parents,
children, and the wider educational community about the advantages of these
teaching applications. In addition to these, for a successful implementation of
translanguage teaching practices, we should aim - among other things - at the
complex historical, social, cultural, value, and ideological investment of the
entire linguistic and semiotic repertoire of these individuals, but also at the sys-
tematization and recollection of different ways of meaning-making depending
on the contexts and wider communities in which these are utilized (Tsiplakou,
2022). Presented below are the practices and functions as captured by two
selected studies, one survey and one ethnographic study, that focused on the
implementation of translanguage pedagogy in the classroom.

The first research was carried out by Duarte (2018), who through her eth-
nographic study examined two forms of translanguage: a) ‘pedagogical trans-
languaging’ (Cenoz, 2017), via co-teaching examples, and b) ‘spontaneous
translanguaging’ (Cenoz, 2017), studying fluid speech practices that took place
in the classroom, as well as cases where the participating teachers encouraged
children to use translanguage in their communication to understand the new
content. Through the study of these two forms of translanguage, Duarte (2018)
recognized that ‘spontaneous’ or otherwise ‘natural’ translanguage mainly
aims to enhance understanding both linguistically and cognitively, while the
‘official’ form of translanguage, otherwise ‘pedagogical’ translanguage, aims
more at the implementation of didactic applications for the use of multiple
languages in the classroom. Specifically, she records three different functions
of these forms of translanguage, as they were identified through the data she
collected in the mainstream classroom.

- The first has been recorded as the ‘symbolic’ function, which acknowledg-
es and gives value to the minority named ‘languages’, without demanding the
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teacher to speak these languages. This function can be achieved via questions
related to students’ mother tongue, such as “How do we say X in Arabic?”.

- The second is the ‘scaffolding’ function, which takes the form of daily but
systematic efforts to bridge the named ‘languages’ during daily teaching. This
practice ultimately gives value to all the class’s languages while not requiring
the teachers’ knowledge of minority languages, but it does assume that the
students are the foremost authorities on their mother tongues. A practice that
serves this function could be a weekly ‘calendar’ routine in the mainstream
class, where days of the week, months, and seasons are used in all the languag-
es of the class. Of course, the function in issue is not entirely captured by the
proposed routine. Other daily routines that might be introduced include vocal
praise for accomplishments (such as ‘well done’, ‘good job’, etc.) and greetings
in the many languages spoken by the students in the class (good morning, hap-
py birthday, good afternoon, have a great weekend, etc.).

- Finally, the third one, is the ‘epistemological’ function, which is activated by
a bilingual teacher and/or through co-teaching, that makes full use of the minor-
ity named ‘languages’ as educational resources to improve both linguistic and
cognitive comprehension. Such strategies could include asking for clarification in
several languages, giving explanations or more information in various languages.

Around that time, Rowe (2018), being a teacher of a multilingual, sec-
ond-grade elementary school, presented six practices, that fall fully or partially
into the above-mentioned functions, thus providing a variety of examples of
how to create translanguage spaces within the school context.

- The first practice refers to explicitly valuing students’ languages and cul-
tures. Ideas that fall under this practice are classroom discussions around lan-
guages, e.g. “Is the word XX similar in language Z and language P?” and around
children’s cultures, e.g. “Let’s read the biography of this artist from country X”,
but also through reading various bilingual or multilingual texts. In monolingual
classrooms, such a practice could enable the use of educational material or ex-
amples from those children’s idiolect, personal experiences, and backgrounds
(i.e. using memes or emojis in specific writing styles, etc.).

- The second practice refers to modeling translanguage, where teachers use
multiple linguistic and semiotic means orally or in writing, via texts they have
created together with their students. The researcher herself (Rowe, 2018) states
that even in cases where teachers do not know their students’ mother tongues,
they can either repeat some words they learned from their students or publicly
recognize the value of students’ translanguage either orally or in writing. The
teachers can display the work of their bilingual or bidialectal students by post-
ing their bilingual or bidialectal work on the classroom board or by asking bilin-
gual or bidialectal students to repeat a bilingual or a bidialectal response and
highlight how the child managed to communicate using two linguistic varieties.
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Similarly, monolingual and multilingual students may also be using various
forms of linguistic and semiotic means to socialize and even create and sustain
their own digital identity (Coteli, 2019). Teachers can then display examples of
students’ use of their unique idiolect to display multimodal or otherwise unique
ways of writing and speaking (i.e. via using neologisms). Teachers can also in-
vite family members or members of the wider community at school to write or
chat with children, discussing how they use their different linguistic and semi-
otic means in their daily lives, at work, online, etc. Schools and teachers can
organize days when these people can come to the classroom and participate
in guided reading activities, and more. Finally, bilingual aids, translators and
mediators, employed by various schools, can serve as a resource for teachers
who wish to model translanguage.

- The third practice involves providing authentic opportunities for multilin-
gual communication on issues related to children’s lives and interests. An ex-
ample of this type could be a creation of linguistic portraits (Tsokalidou, 2017)
or a presentation of a scene from everyday life of a multilingual family (modified
idea from Marrero-Coldn, 2022).

- The fourth practice refers to two-way translation. Several classroom ac-
tivities can support children’s use of two-way translation as a comprehension
strategy (Jiménez et al., 2015; Pacheco & Miller, 2016 as cited in Rowe, 2018).
Although translation and translanguage are not the same thing (Garcia, 2009),
translation creates a space in which students can use their translanguage abil-
ities in a highly visible and useful way. Such practices can be particularly useful
in cases where children and teachers negotiate demanding written or oral texts
and teachers translate keywords in children’s native language or when bilingual
children take personal notes in their mother tongue (Kyriakou, 2023).

- The fifth practice is the composition of multimodal, dual-language, or
multilanguage texts utilizing children’s entire linguistic and semiotic reper-
toire. Children who have no prior experience and knowledge of writing in their
mother tongue can be supported by teachers by writing phonologically, using
letters from the alphabet of their second language (Rowe, 2018). Likewise, chil-
dren who may not have previous experience with how their unofficial linguistic
variety (dialect) is written (like is the case with Greek Cypriot Dialect and Greek
Cypriot students), can be provided with examples from known literature or even
allowed to write that dialect as they feel fit. Moreover, all students, regardless of
the number of the named ‘languages’ they may speak, could be allowed to use
linguistic or semiotic means used in their daily lives, such as hyperlinks, hash-
tags, and addresses to a global audience in their speaking and writing learning
experiences.

- The sixth and final practice refers to connecting children with bilingual or
multilingual audiences to whom they can present their work (Cummins, 2011,
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Duran, 2016; Louie & Davis-Welton, 2016; Rowe & Miller, 2016 as cited in Rowe,
2018). As we mentioned before, members of the children’s family or community
could be the bilingual or multilingual audience, to whom the children will ad-
dress. An example of this practice can be the production of bilingual invitations
addressed to children’s parents, posting bilingual signs in school areas, and
posting multilingual instructions and documents on the school’s website.

It has been argued that translanguage challenges the monolingual status
quo of (mainly European) mainstream education (Duarte, 2018), thus deep and
substantial teachers’ training is necessary, which will lead to a targeted and sys-
tematic implementation, rather than to a superficial, folkloristic didactic that
is fragmentary integrated or implemented due to fashion. However, we may
question it and ask ourselves whether it is worth it. It is strongly believed that
translanguage practices and functions can cultivate people both as students
and as speakers so that they can reverse the dominant discourse that often
treats their experiences and cultures as inferior and give voice to groups that
are usually silenced or ignored (Hadjidaki, 2020).

10. Conclusion

Translanguage as a language teaching approach has multiple theoretical
implications [see the utilization of translanguage in Art (Tsokalidou, 2017) etc.],
while the intense academic engagement with it foretells that we have not yet
seen all its manifestations and potentials in various learning and socializing
environments.

Based on what is already known, it is recognized that translanguage can
contribute to removing the stereotypical perception of language use as a sim-
ple movement between L1 and L2. Translanguage is the starting point, if not
the driving force, to turn our research and pedagogical interest to how differ-
ent theoretical and methodological approaches complement each other and
expand our understanding of pedagogical and other social issues via language.

The discussion carried out in this chapter aims, among other things, to
change educational policies and public opinion, but most importantly teach-
ers’ attitudes toward translanguage. Translanguage can help in the develop-
ment of students’ entire linguistic and semiotic repertoire (Marrero-Coldn,
2022). Translanguage forces us to see what is in front of us, since as a pedagogy
it is based on reality, but also a necessity of modern multicultural classrooms
(Maligkoudi, Panteliou and Papanikolaou, 2021). As educators but also as mem-
bers of multilingual and multicultural societies, we could either keep the named
‘languages’, ‘dialects’ and cultures hidden, uncherished and non-exploited - or
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we could allow space for our children’s and our fellow human beings’ entire
linguistic and semiotic repertoire to be voiced.

Based on what has been mentioned, there is a relative sense of optimism
that a new era has begun, where teachers who work and live in bilingual,
multilingual, and multicultural communities are not only able to destigmatize
the use of translanguage, as has been suggested in the past (Tsokalidou and
Koutoulis, 2015), but also to specifically contribute to the ‘legitimization’ of
unofficial linguistic varieties’ usage and idiolects within school premises. Now
is the time for systematic and substantial efforts to inform, strengthen and sup-
port the educational community, which will not be limited to using multiple
linguistic varieties in a fragmented and arbitrary manner within the classroom,
or using sterilized linguistic and semiotic means, but will progress toward an
unrestrained process of strengthening metalinguistic awareness among stu-
dents of today and tomorrow.
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