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Bilingual education distinguishes itself from other forms of language education'in
that content and langttage learning are-integrated; that is, two languages &re used
as a medium of instruction. In 1974 Wallace Lambert proposed what became the
twd€lassic 'models of viewing: bilingualisth in schools ‘during the twentieth
centuiy—subttactive bilingualism dnd additive bilingualism. Subtrattive Hilingualism
is-what happeris whér schéols take away the home language of the child' who
speaks'a minoritized language and substitute it withi a majority language. Additive
bilinglialisii, on the’dthér hand, builds on thé child’s home larigtiage as the'addi-
tionallangudge is learned. IFowevet, these modéls of bilingualism have proven to
be insufficlerivin tHe twenty-first century, with interattiens incredsingly occurring
in contact spaces such as schools between speakers of different origirts, experiences,
cha¥actéristics,.and histories: Bilingual education cahnot bé"siriny stbtractive or
additive; for there are no horhogenous groups using the'same language practices.

* Garcia (2009a) has proposed-another two' tfpes’of bilifigualismfotschools—
recursive bilingualism and dynémic bilingudlism. Recutsive bilingualism refers to
the complex and dynamic nature of the bilingualism of ethnolinguistic groups
who have undergone substantial language shift as they attempt language revitalj-
zation. For these groups, immersion rebifdlizhtion bilingualeidiicdtion prografis-Are
organized to move their very different language practices (some speakers having
experiented more 1oss' thdriothers) into a bilirigtial future. Developmeéntat bilingual
ediicationt programis‘also ethbody this re¢ursivé bilinguali$m because thé ethinolin-
gliistic’ roupis ribtmonodlitigual to statt With) but rather has diverse language
practi¢es and multiplé identities: Thesé programs-dre’ ustally found in langudge-
mirfstifizeéd communities that have undergone some degree '6f language 16ss, but
have Hot'suffered the language shift of those who need immersion revitalization
bilingifal educatidon programs.

* Dytamic bilinguatism ‘reférs to the multiple language interactions and other
linguistic intertelationsHips that take place-on different scales and spaces aimong
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multilingual speakers. Today most bilingual education programs include children , processed and ‘digested’” (p. 289). Translanguaging not only promotes a deeper
who have various language prqgti}egs nd whorare from thany- emingnt and, noh- ! understanding of .coritent, but-also develops the weaker language in relationship
dominant groups. Bilingual "edh(:efﬁon"')%jé‘g knéwnas i jﬁ‘ngiug;ge, two—iu:zy % with the one that'is mbore dominant. In addition, tfranslanguaging promotes th&
bilingual education, two-way immersion, poly~girectional bilingua] ducation, bilingual i | integrdtion of those who are emergent bilinguals with those who have fuller use-of
immersion, deliberately incluée; éﬁici&ts tith divérse }langﬁgg’eigxréctiées. Beyond bilingualisnt in & classroom (Lewis; Jones'& Baker, 2012b). In parts of the.world
these programs, some countries aspire to havestheir.entire pppulatiort fluent in at | ¢ where bilingualism is'valued,-translanguaging:for the.purposes of sustaining
least three languages. Th thebé ﬁla‘(:eg mitltii;leeinu'ltilir@ziml ediichtion-uses three or j I bilingual practices i$ moving:to the educational mainstream.

morelanguages as media of instruction and.in literacy. instriction..As in other pro- + “Garcfa’s' use of theWelsh-inspired. term tran$languaging (2009a) goes beyond
grams, the students are not assumed to be homogeneous. ; 9 the‘use of two separate autonomous languages in education:»

In this chapter, weldiscussthowa translantguaging lens has the potential to trans-

ult 4 i
form structures and practices of b‘ih'ngual education.! The emphasis on the “trans” j * Translanguaging; or engaging in bilingual. or multilingual discourse practicesf is an
aspects of language and education enables us to transgress the categorical distinc- - f ¢! approach to bilingualism thatis centered ndt on languages as has been often the case,
tions of the past. In particular, a “trans” approach to bilingual education liberates but opjhg pmc}‘ices of bilinguals that are readily observable. These'worldwide translan-
our traditional understandings and pointsto.three innovative, aspects in cengid- 2 ] ..7-8uaging practices are seen here nof,as marked or unusyal, byf rather taken for what

eringxlangugge onthe one hand, and education pn the other: _ 4 P tchg:y, are, n,a\melfy. the normal mode of com munication .t1.1at, with some exceptions
) E the, . j-4n some mopolingual enclaves, gharacteglzazs communities, thrgughoutvthe world.
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1. Referring; to a.trans-system and drans-gpace; that is, to fluid practices that go
. betweeprand peyond language andeducatignal systems, structures, and pragtices to
v, &ngage,diverse studgnts‘ myltiplemeaping-making systems and subjectiv_ities.,

2. :Ref@rring to its trausformatine,nature; thatis, as:ew, configurations of language

K

She continues, “translanguagings are multiple discursipe pmcti&gs in which bilin-
guals él}gpgg in order to, rfzalge sense ;(’)f their bilingual worlds” (2009a, p. 45, emphasis
. , in original). Translanguaging, Garcfa says (2011a), goes héyond code-switching and
qnd,,e,du,cat;onﬂa’rg generated, .old, understandings and stsuctures are released, translation ireducation becatise it “refers to the process by which bilingiial stu-
thus ransforming not,anly subjectivitiesiand identities, but, alsq cognpitive and dents petforh bi]jcrilguall,:if in the myriad mulfimodal ways of c':las:::roo‘ms——-’r'ea‘ding
» Sogiakstructures. In sq doing,jorders of.discourseg;shift and the voices, of Others wgftfn . ?akmlg nofes " disc s:sihg ‘ Sw g e B 147, 'é‘fr‘{pha‘sis a d'ciea)/
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come o theforefronfy, 1, -y, ¢ - e ‘ ' 1 ranslangtiaging i way to s instructi 20 i
) - Lo ! » o ] T notonl affold in
3. Re,ftle,rr‘{ng to.-t.h%t_mmdlsaplmary;£9n§equeng§szquthe languaging and.education | 1 ;ﬁiﬁiﬁ;@"ﬁf&f tt%gr{é{;gzgti%*gsics 'R:r’:i off}zuﬁté?:df;r;asifésf:;ﬁéﬁzﬁfug
e v o ol for ndansading o ry ngungeon R eyt o i 201117 Do
A -so;::aL;rIéi o éhd), e " . ty; gl i 3 the yx?rk of the Internatiopal N'e”cwlor(k of P{’}lbhg H1gh‘rS~chools‘q1kthe UmEez@{StateS,
) and learning,-socjalrelations, and soclal-structures. ] Gz’argi,a"apd"Sylvan (2011 (reféf to the fact that stuc}gnts‘gse”’di\férsg lmguage prac-
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_ £ tices for purposes of 1earni g and teachers use inclusive lan uage practices for
T I rl. L B d’-1 b, P 1 ’ ; p'ur‘p( 0565 of teach’i'ng” (p“3§7) In'the ébnt'elx:c of U3 bflhngualc assrooms for ﬁnn{i-
JAransianguaging in. ) SIS Dl S ar Y, Ve . . i C )
Aranslanguaging in education ; s ] ¢ grapt ::‘ftud?n_ts;, ,whc() gf‘e developmg English, lG'ar\(':lgl"iar!ld Klreifge}l (2010? describe
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hQYY educatérs encgurage, emergent bilinguals tg translanguage in order to think,
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ref}ec;}‘ and g:xfend ,tf}el,r inner speech. Glaur:cfa (2009b) df(?scnbes the role of translan-
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guagmng 10’ the process of developing students’ bilingtialis in the followmg way:
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Theterm tr,ansiqnguagir)g #asicpined ingWelsh by Gen Williams to zefes to a prac;
tice, of deljberately changing thedanguage ofiinput.and, the-Janguage. of,qutput.
Williams (2002). further-glarifies that, translanguagingsin,education;refers.fo, using ]
one language;tn ,reJ.n_{c,’IQe t}nt?,qthel; in order to-increage understandingandin order K Eh\ergéﬁ*l"btilingua'lé ‘dd rot acquilre a‘separate additional langudge, but develop and
tg-augment the pupil's. actiyity, in both languages (pi 40;ps sited;in: Lewis, Jones, & - i fatgrate’new laknage practices ifito a complek dynamit bilingual fepertoire in
Raker,;2012b, oyremphasis).“Translanguaging/” as used, by Williams, refgrs,to a | Whilh' franslarigliAgih¥ is both thie stipportive coritéxt and the'cdmmuticative web
pedagogic theory that involves students’ learning two; languages-throygh,a pro+ : ] itgelf:(h.p.) v

cess. of.deep, cogpitive -bilingual engaggment. Lewis,,Jones, and Baker (2012a, - . '

2012b), following- Williams,~point qut that the, cognitiveprocessing; involyedin 1 In education, Garcfa and Kanq (2014)‘say, translanguaging is “a process by
‘Eran*s'l_zmgu_ag‘ing. is more relevant for retaining and devéloping bilingualism, rather 1 8  which students and teachers;engage in gomplek discursive practices that include
than just for emergent bilinguals at the initial stages of the bilingual continuum. As ] t  ALL the language practices of Al L students in a class in order to develop new lan-
Colin Baker (2011) explains: “To read and discuss aﬂtbpic in.one language;and:t)herll i ¢ guage practices dnd sustain old ones, communicate-and appropriate knowledge,
to write about it in another language;-means-that .the’subject mattes has to be f  and give voice tonew sociopolitical fealities by interrogating linguistic inequality.”

f i i 1 1
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‘Hornbergerrand:Link:(2012)-explicitly connect translanguaging to Hornberger’s
coritinua of biliteracy, enabling the potential “to explicitly.valorize,all points along
the continua, of -biliterate context, media, content, and: development” (p.. 268).
Drawing on ethnographic: research in complementary schools in the United
Kingdom; Greese -and Bladkledge (2010; also Blackledge & Creese, 2010) ‘describe
how the students’ flexible Bilingualism, theirtranslanguaging; is tsed by teachers
to convey ideas and to promote “cross-linguistic transfer.¥ That is, as a. flexible
bilingual pedagogy (Blackledge &Creese, 2010),.translanguaging offers learners
the possibility of accessing academic- content with-the semiotic resouraes they
bring, while acquiring new ones.

The notion.of translarigtiaging highlights two.concepts that are fundamental to
education, but hithérto under-explored dimensions' of multilingualism, namely
creativity ‘4nd criticality. Li Wei (2011a, p. 1223) defines- creativity as'“the ability to
chdose between following and flouting the tules'and norms of behavionr, iricluding
the is€ of lahghiagel” Créativity is dBout fushing and breaking the boundaries bet-
ween theé old aitd the'new, thé tbnvertithal and the original, 4nd the accgptable
and the challenging. Criticality refers to the ability to use available évidence appro-
priately, systematically, and insightfully to infornrl consic?e;ed views of. cultural,
social, and linguisti¢ phendmena, to question’arid problematize received Wisdom,
2o pPEfL g s " sy t AT S LTS L 3
and fo express views adequately thirough reasoned responses to situations. These
tWo concépfs are intrinsiéaliy lirtked: [ori‘e',éafindt push or break Botndaries without
béing” ¢ritical; and';the best expression of, orie’s Criticality i ‘one’s cteativity:
Tlihn:slaﬁgtfé’g’i'iﬁ'g, as'a §gbféédﬁé§ii’on§fprocé‘s§,renablés é’tu'dénﬁs to qgns%rﬁ'qt and
qor}sfén';ljy modify their sotiocultural 'ideritities ‘and vélues, as they resp Pﬁ‘d to
their Historical and pqrésehrt conditions cr}ﬁgall(); and creatively. It enables students
to contest ths “Oné latguagé only”lor “oné lafiglidge at a'timé” ideologies of moné-
lmgual'qhd'tl;aditioﬁa[ll biling}l’él’éla’s'érq' rﬁ)s.x_' ) o _' o !

"Iranslapgqagiqg'ir} ed'uc,atioﬁlélsc',) pays attention to thé ways in which stdcignts’
goglbiﬁe different modes and ‘media’ acfoés'[sg'ér:'ial c’:olr}’t‘ei)(ts and nego iafe social
identities. Kennef (2004) teports. on how bilingual/ biliterafe yqung’ c'hild'fe;n’ii\
fhe UK Iéarh different writing systenis/(Chiriese, Arabic, ahd Spémsh) athome'in
complernentaty $chools, and ,i'rﬁ;ﬂ\e" mai}l{s’,c'r%arf{ ‘Brirhaty school. Her work ill{#s-
trates how a focus”on_different, modes; ihcl)ilcﬂngi thé' éhjldre:("s_ ‘sefs of linguistic

resources, can foreground thé differeht culfure spetific Ways multﬂmgh' al chiildten
mesh thé visual and actional thodbs (i'e., make tise 'of'shai)e, sf;'é ‘and location of
symbols on the page, directionality, type of stroke) in the process of learnjng how
to write’in two langyages. Moreover, such a foqus shows the different ways mylti-
lingual children combine and juxtapose scripts as well as explore connections.and
differences between their available writing systems in their text making. By trans-
languaging, that is, drawing on more than one set of linguistic and other modal
resources to.construct bilinghal-texts in’seftings-wHete:multilingual communica-
tioniwag ertouraged; Kenner¢2004, pr 118) argued; children could: #express:their
sense of livihg-iymultiple social and cultural worlds. +# + ,x . .3
Translanguaging in schools not onlyrcreates the possibilityy that bilinguat stu-
dents could usei their! full‘linguisti¢ arid semiotic repertoire to.make meaning, but
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also that teachers would “take it up” as a legitimate pedagogical practice. Rather
than just being a scaffolding practice to access content orlanguage, translanguag-
ing is transformative for the child, for the teacher, and for education itself, and
particularly. for bilingual education.

r Although translanguaging is simultaneously transformative, In the next section
we.tonsider. how translariguaging transforms bilingual education structures and
pragtices, before.we review.its effects on learners, enabling them to engage-with
cognitivély. difficult material and to construct multiple and valid subjectivities.
We.then look-at how translanguaging i5 transformative for the tehcher, able to
use translanguaging strategically to cognitively engage every child in the class, to
makerherself understood, and to truly assess what students kndw. We start, how-
ever, by exploring the meaning of adopting atranslanguaging space.when working
within bilingual educatien structures.

1. 1
L

Translanguaging and bilingual education structures

As nationalreducation systems have adepted-more responsibility for educating all
children, and not-just those of dominant majorities, translanguaging has been
increasingly used to trahsgress monolingual education structures. And as bilingual
education has increasingly'incorporated children with different languaging prac-
tices, translanguaging has.disrupted school structures. Translanguaging in class-
rooms is precisely a way of working-in the gap-between, on the.one hand, the
global designs of nation-states and, their monoglossic education systems, and on
the other, the localhistories of peoples who language differently.

For monolinguat education, adopting a translanguaging lens means that there
can be no way of educating children inclusively without recognizing their diverse
language and meaning-making practices as a resource to learn and to show what
they know, as well as tq extend these. This is so for Janguage minorities, and most
especially for language majorities who need a translanguaging space that would
enable them to build dynamic plurilingual practices for the twenty-first' century.
Gutiérrez, Baquedano-Lépez and Alvarez (2001) have convincingly demonstrated
the diversity of, and interplay between, linguistic codes'and literacy practices in
the familiar and ever present multilingual classtooms of the twenty-first century.

-For bilingual educationjradopting a translanguaging:lens means' that we would
build flexibility-within.strict.language education. policies to enable childrén to
make meaning by engaging-their entire-linguistic repertoire and-expanding it.
I\/f.any bilingual education types,rand most-especially immersioh and"two-way
dual Janguage bilingual programs, pride themselves.in céntrolling carefully the
language.use within the different spaces they-construct. The argument is‘made
that-children need to be given opportunities to. practice languages ag if they
belonged .to.different nation-states of different speech communities. In so doing
the two languages remain in what Cummins (2008) calls “bilingual solitudes.” But
in, the twenty-first century language has beer deterritorialized as diasporic com-
munities intéract with other communities of. practice in what Mary Louise Pratt
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has called ‘contatt,zones' (1991). In this. more .dynamic world of interaction it is
practice inutranslanguaging.that students need.

1 Furthermote, in the twenty-first dentury, the ‘exigencies of learning and.of using
language have become more complex. For example, bilingutal education and
“seécond languiage education” programs in the 20 ceptury emphasized eonfmuni-
cative skills. Today, however, the eniphasis is on the development of critical.thinking
skills:gnék deep comprehension. Schools canrtot affort to focus on.just developing
linguistic communicative skjllsto later teach studentsto use these skills to learn-and
think! They: also cannot afford to-tise solely languaging associated with one socially
constructéd rautSnomous, language; beforedintroducing other.language ipractices.
If fanguagingand knowing are.constitutive,theh. schools must pay:attention from
thé beginnirig to getting students to use-their emergent language practices to think
critically. But this, of course, cannot happen without translanguaging;: for students
cannot engage in meaningful discussion, comprehension, or design of texts with
only a set of emergent language practides. Instead, all the child’s language and
semiotit’practiees thust be' purin thesétyice df.ﬂ{aléiﬁg&ﬂeamﬂgfahdfgggaghgdhtei-
lectually. Even if schools only value certain standard language practices, those
canndt.emerge except intinterrelationishipswith others.withr whom children have
practice making meafingsat hothe,jinsthe commimity,-and withirf themselves: 1t

Wé agred that bilingual education pfograms must bytild spaces where certain
language practices or othefs are-sériétimes,expectedsQn:the. orie hané, ithistis
what domihant;government schools And! their assessment mechanisms continue
to require,~and thus, it isimpottant to ‘give gtudents an opportunity-tosengagerin
theSes practices -that insthemiselvies: violate translanguaging. Onivthe other thand,
these spaces are sometimes‘ngeded:to proteet,and sustain, mirtoritized language
prattices,thatare oftén stigmatized in schools;Garcia 2009, p: 301) argues:

' ' ] s 1 oy ¢ t1 g My
- Whilé it ig impdrtant to put the‘niiriorify language“alongsidé the mjority laniguage,
sthus.ensuring for it a-placd it pfwerfut¥ dotriains, it i’ important tofpreservera space,
nalthough not a rigid or static place, in Which the minority larguage does not compete,

“with the majority, language. =« o1 T F

PR TPR AL PR off 1, N . st i

» But within.those separate spaces, schools'must-also ¢onstruct tranlangunging
spaces, spaces-where/ds'Li Weir(2011a) has proposed,tchildren are given dgenty to
act linguisticdlly by beingfboth creative:and criticalIn.this.translariguagihy space,
children’s language practices are brought togetheri ifbways that not'only develop
an gxtended bilingual tepertoireleapable-of deeply inyelving them cognitively/but
also-a more sophisticated: metalinguistic awareness. That is,'in thede translanguaj:
ing SPacestlinguistically divetsestudénts,are able to cq-construct their language
ekpertise,recognize each other as rescurces; gand-act ol their knowing; doing; and
languaging. Gutiérrez, Baquedano-Lopez.and Tejeda (1999) refér to thesé translar
guaging spaces as third spaces in which students' language and- cultural 'practices
trahsforin the officjal practices in's¢hool. A L TN S
¢ Whéreas some fraditional bilingual.education.program types control language
practiceés rigidly, thete is a fiew.type Of educational programy emerging that
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structures itself within this translanguaging space. The.secondary programs for
immigrant-newcomers to the United States that Garcia and: Sylvan (2010) have
desgribed fall within this space:n these programs, students are-given the agency
to negotiate their linguistic andmeaning-making’ repertoires: That is, the locus of
control of the language rests with the students; ag they move to expand their home
language practices.to indlude those iri English for academic use. In so doing they
rely especially on peers and resources such as iPads, and certainly not solely.on the
teacher whowarely shares the langudge practices of the studenits. The teacher then
becomes the facilitator, generating opportunities for lariguage use,;and seeing her-
Self not as the linguistic authority, but as another language learner. A limitation of
suchrprograms is that translanguaging is valued-because of its potential to educate
the..children in English, more than for its capacity to sustain the students’ own
languaging.Garcia.and Kleifgen (2010) have called programs that give students
agency: to'negotiate their language practices while developing bilingualism a.nd
biliteracy dynamic bi/plurilingual education. These educational spaces of negotiation
and contact exist rdrely in established school systems.

» A translanguaging space changes the nature of learning, as well as of teaching.
Westonsider below.how students use translanguaging to learn, even when a trans-
languagingspace has not been offieially available. That is, we look at how learners
openuup their own translanguagingrspaces.

=gyt 2

‘Franslanguaging to learn: students

Déveloping new. language practices, and especially academic ones, is not easy
fotrlearners. Learning new-ways of languaging.is more difficult than just learning
new*subject content in school because, as A. L. Becker (1995, p,227) has said, it also
ifyyolves learning “a new way of being.in the world.” If language constitutes us,
then adding to a linguistic and semiotic repertoire means that we acquire-not only
hew .ways-of speaking and acting, of languaging, but also of being, of knowing,
androf doing: For new languaging to be learned then, much more ismeeded than
just picking it up as:in the “acquisition”-promoted by communicative language
teaching, or learned as a system of structures as in grammar-translation methods.
Netwr language practices can only emerge in interrelationship with. old ones,
without. competing -onithreatening an already- established sense of being that
lafiguaging: constitutes! Norton (2000) has called this investment in learning a
larrguage. To'invest irv learning new language practices some things. are needed.
On;the one hand, learners need a secure sense of self thtat allows them to appro-
priate new language.practices as they engage in a continuous becoming. On the
otlier,.leéfrners must be able to cognitively engage with the learning and to act on
the learning. Thatiis, itis nat enough simply, to listen andtake in forms or to output
new forms. Itisimpdrtant taerigage-with the material arid interact cognitively and
soctally in ways that produce and extend.the students’ languaging and meaning
making. Translanguaging is important to mediate students’ identities, but also
cognitivé complex activities:
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Translangyagirtg is also important. for students to embrace positiening, whieh
accordirigifo Davies & Harié (1990,p. 48) is “the discur'sive process wherebyselves
are located in:conversations as observably and subjectively coherent participants
in jointly produced story lines:’’ It is throughmeaningful partjcipation in the-act of
learning enabled by translanguaging thatbilingual students,can ereate for them-
selves academic identities ‘and, thustinvest in learhing. Translanguaging.enaples
even embetgent bilinguals to modelformss of knowing and talking andrto serve as
“language broKers™to'other ledrners.(Lee; Hill-Bonnet; & Raley, 2011)..

«« Translanguaging'not only. allows for shuttling between acts of language thatare
socially and-educatiorially construcfed as being separate, but integratés bilingual
acts in ways that reflect the anifiéd constitution of the learneri That is; translan-
guaging allows us to go from the concept of transfer. that Cummins so long.agod
introduced 4o the field of bilingual.educdtion fo a concéptualization of integration
ofrlangudge-précticesiin the persdn of.thelearner. Translanguaging goes beydnd-hav-
ing to.acquire and learn new lartiguage structures, rather it develops the integration’
of new language practices into one»hngulstlc fepertoire: that is available for the
speaker to be,’know, and-do, and that is,in turn; produced in-the complex Ainterac-
tions .of rbilingual speakeérs. Rather than-learningsemew separate ““setond, lan-
guage,”l learhersiaré-engaged in appropriating thew. languaging that-makes >up
their own unique repertoire of meaning-making resoyrces. The languagé practices
then don’t belong to the school or to the home; the languaging is that of the learner,
his or her own being, knowing, and doing.

If languaging is being, doing, and kifowittg thien it'stands to reas’dn‘thatﬂearﬁé’rs
cannot appropriate languagé practices without also knowing. Development of
new: language: practice$ are atts of:ﬁkndwjng"arid ‘doing. For those‘whoraré;still
developing-new’ ldngtiage practices; that-is} 'for emergent bilingtiali students,
knbwledge carinot be actessed except thtough language practices.with which they
are already-familjar and lariguage practices:caninot be. developediexcept thréough
tHeir existing knowledge. Thus, translanguaging ehables-emergent bilinguals- to
enter into a text that is encoded through danguage.practices: with which they.are
not quite familiar. At.the same time, translanguagingenables students:tatruly
show what they krow.. Furthermore, the:more: students, know -about a-text, the
mbre'they.can “language” and make meaning. e ¢ <

Trarislanguiaging refeis to the-flexibility .of bﬂmgual learners to take ,control -of
their own'leammg, to'self- -fegulate When and how tor language, depending on "the
context in-which-they are performing languagé ‘Williams (2012) refers-to thlsmvthe
classroomvas ngatuval, translgnguaging. Lewis, Jones and Baker (20¥la): call:it pupil»
directed translangyagirlg. This means, for example, that whenr bilinguals have toi find
newr information- by .reading-or speaking to dthers,-they: can langudge and use
meaning-making resolrces-that- are: not found ire the cldssrdom and -with which
teachers may not be familiar~Translanguaging strategies-prémote.d higls sensk of
self-efficacy, as.students: selfrregulate their learning; Embetded in this pi‘actxcevls the
belief that learning is not a product, but a proces$,mediated by peers and teachers.

» Actording'to socidcultural theory (Vygotsky; 1978), knowledgeis'acquiredrinter=
personally; that is, in relationships with others and the wotld, before it becomes
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internalized. And thus, translanguaging is important for-metatalk (talk about talk),
metacognition (talk about the task), and whispered private speech (Kibler, 2010), all
essential for learning. During cooperative tasks, translanguaging has been found to
be helpful to move the task along, as well as to attend to vocabulary and grammat
(Swain & Lapkin, 2000).

Bilingual students at different points of the.bilingual continuum seem to use
translanguaging differently to learn. In a study by Garcia and Kano (2014) that
used- trarislanguaging as' pedagogy (mtore dn'this below), emergent bilinguals
were shown to have a.tendency to translanguage because they were dependent on
their expertisé with other language practices in order to-tomplete the task; the
mote experienced bilinguals:translanguaged to enhance the task, demonstrating
their greater autonemy and ability to self-regulate. In all cases, however, both lan-
guages seem to ‘be.continuously activated, but to,different degrees. The Japanese
stutlents interviewed in the Garcia and Kano study revealed that all students,
regardless of. where they were positioned in the bilingual continuum, translan-
guaged frequently in order to make meaning. They demonstrated much linguistic
awareness of their own linguistic needs and were cognizant of their strengths and
weaknesses. Beyond that, the students demonstrated much autonomy and control
in languaging appropriately for thé task-in which they were inyolved.

Many scholars have convincingly shown how students themselves use trans-
ldhguaging in-otder'to learn. In'a study of a two-way dual language bilingual kin-
detgarten (5year olds), Garcia (2011b) considérs how translanguaging is used by
children who entér school speaking what the school considers only English or only
Spanish. These'young kindergarteners‘use translanguaging for six metafunctions,
as'they develop their bilingualism:

. To mediate understandings among each other

. To co-construct meaning of what the other is saying
. To construct meaning within oneself

. To include others

. To exclude others, and,

. To demonstrate knowledge.

Ul LN

What is interesting about the translanguaging of these very young learners is that
they were not shy about using their'entire language repertoire to make meaning,
successfully communicating across “languages” and “modes” by combining all
the multimodal semiotic signs at their disposal. Translanguaging always intluded
linguistic signs from their growing repertoire, accompanied by gestures, pointing,
physical imitations, noises, drawings, and onomatopoeic words.

One of the most influential aspects of schooling is.the development of literacy.
Writtén-linguistic modes of meaning are also intricately bound up with other visual,
audio and spatial semiotic systems (Kress, 2003), but also with languaging practices
that vary depending on situations, sociocultural contexts and complex social inter-
actions (Street, 1995). Garcia, Bartlett, and Kleifgen (2007) speak about pluriliteracy
practices to emphasize that literacy practices are interrelated and flexible, and have

e
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equal value; that is, translanguaging is important for literacy development because
students develop the agency to use-their entire semiotic systems. )

We now have imuch, research evidence that students! translanguaging builds
deeper thinking,-provides-students,with more rigorous contént, affirms multiple
identities, and at the same time develops language and literacy practices that
are, adequate for speciﬁc;a_gademic tasks. (Blackledge & Creese, 2010; Creese &
Blackledge, 2010; Garcia, 2009a; 2014 a,b; Garcia, Flores, & Woodley,-2012; Garcia &
Li.Wet; 2014;-Hornberger &, Link +2012; Lewis, Jones & Baker 2012a, 2012b; Li Wei
2011a; 2011b; 14 Wei & W11,2009; Palmer.& Martinez, 2013; Sayer, 2013).. Whereas
translanguaging forlearners is a way to hecome more knowledgeable as language
practices-are expanded; far.teachers, ag we will see, it is a strategy to educate chil-
dren:holistically, btif also,to teach all the students in.the,classroom. And yet, as we
will alsose¢, a translanguaging pedagogy that works,within an educational space
that-éncompasses a,multiplicity-of signs and issues withoutrprivileging one oyer
the ather is:difficult to' copstruct. We. focus nextcon-translanguaging+as a tool for
teachers, arless understood and less deyeloped area.

1 . v PR

Traﬁslané{i}ag'i;ng fo teach; teétcl'aers and pedagogies
« f1 v

Gjven thai; ftranslanguagmg was-Qriginally, goined in Welsh to teach bilingually,
Welsh sgholar;s have paid much attention tp,its deyelopment as pedagoegy. Williams
(2012)-distingyishes between,natyral translanguﬂgmg,ar\d official translanguaging.
Natural translanguaging refers mostly 4o acts by students to,learn, described in the
previous section, although it also includes the teachers’ uyse of translanguaging
with individyals, pairs and small groups “to ensure full understanding of the sub-
ject material” (p. 39). In contrast, officig] translanguaging is mostly conducted by the
teacher, although it can also, include students, ,as described by Williams (2012,
p- 39) and summarized here: ¢

By the teachers
¢ Orally when it is needed. ' 1
¢ To explain a term relatifg to the subject or a general term.
.r* Toexplain complex parts,of the topicbeing taught; using,clauses, sentences
or fuller discussions-rather tharrindividtial words within-sentences.

* In writing, where a shart appropriate translation.is needed. 1
+ By the students feo1t . T
s <Jo explamwgomét}ung~m the other-langyage so as to show full.under-
standing of the subject.area. - -, ]

-, To explain-to parents, who-do not speak, the language: , ;
* In-tests’and~examinations~when students feel they cannot convey -the
exagt informatiort.,, Ps -
g " ' "2 S TS B, S ¢
‘Lewis, Jones-and-Baketr (2012b‘2 also ,dlfferentlate between-the pupil-directed
translanguagmg described in-the previous section and teacher-directed translan-

guaging. Teacher-directed translanguaging involves planned and structured activity

i
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by the teacher and is related to translanguaging as-a transformative pedagogy. In
the.diverse classrooms of today, learriers have diverse profiles—linguistically, but
also socially, educationally, experience-wise, etc.For teachers, then, translanguag-
ing is important not only because it allows them to engage each individual child
holistically, but alsobecause it is a way’of differentiating instruction to ensure that
all students are receiving the appropriate linguistic input, producing the adequate
linguistic output, and are cognitively:involved.-

-Teachers use translanguaging strategically as a scaffolding approach to ensure
that emergent bilinguals at the beginning points of the.bilingual continuum
engage with rigorous content, access difficult texts, and produce new language
practices and new .knowledge. But translanguaging is also a.transformative
pedagogy capable of sustaining bilingual identities and'bilingual petformances
that go beyond one or the other binary logic.Opposite from what translanguag-
ing requires of the learner who takes control-of his or her language practices
in order to access-textstahd krtowledge ithe teacher who uses translanguaging
gives up her authority role'in the classroom. Rather than teachers, they become
facilitators, able to set up the project-based-instruction and collaborative group-
ings that maximize translanguaging to learn. The teacher sets up the affordances
for students to engage 'in discursive and ‘Sémiotic practices. that respond to
their.cognitive.and social intentions. Translanguaging in.teaching.is always used
in' the service of providing rigorous instryction and maximizing interactions.that
wotld expand the students’ language and.meaning-making repertoire, including
practices that fall under what some consider standard language for academic
purposes. b >

Adopting translanguaging to teach requires what Busch (2011) calls a “critical
gesture” of.language practices that aims to develop a high degree of linguistic
dwareness. Follewing Busch (2011), one .can. say: that tedchers’ translanguaging
praectices not only acknowledge the use of all students’ language ptactices as a
resource (what Bakhtin called raznojazycie), but in so doing also entail a commit-
meht to multidiscursivity (what‘Bakhtin called raznorecie) that includes students’
discourses, concerns,and topics of interest. But, beyond this, a teacher who.uses
trarislanguaging as pedagogy participates as learner; that is, she adopts a multi-
voicedness, a raznoglosie in Bakhtin’s terms.

Scholarship on bilingual education has focused on language allocation policies,
as two or more languages are assigned to one structure or another (either time,
tontent, person, .place). These macro-alternation policies require attention, but are
easily established. Teachers have to be taught to work withih these structures effi-
ciently, buf the.structure itself is easy to grasp. More difficult, however, is howto
educate teachers to use translanguaging strategically moment-by-moment-and as a
critical gesture. This is the artwof translanguaging as pedagogy.

Translanguaging as pedagogy refers to buildingorrbilingual students’ language
prattices flexibly. in. order to develop new. uniderstandings and new language
prictices, including language practices for academic purpeses. ‘Translanguaging
pedagogies are important for language-minoritized students, whether they are
emergent bilingual.or fot,-because they build on students’.linguistic: strengths.
They also reduce the risk of alienation at school by incorporating languaging and
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cultural references fariliar to them,.Translanguaging as a petlagogical practice
is.increasingly .being uised not. only to enable language-minoritized students to
learn meaningfully, but alsa- to. sustain their dynamic’ languaging (Creese &
Blackledge, 2610). yo i “

The translangtiaging pedagogy used in the experimental curriculum developed
by Karlo (2010):and-referred to above, enabled:Japanese students to become more
aware of the differences in the construétion of Japanese and English written texts,
so that they would be-able-to-produce better English essays. Her 'translanguaging
pedagogy followed threé steps:

H “ £ 1
1. Students read bilingtral texts on. the topic about which they were assigned to

write. Thes€ bilingtidl:texts. were presented Side-by-side, or theré was an English

text-doupled witha parallek translation in Japanese, tor-a set of-English and
Japanese texts about the samessubject,.but notparallel trafislations;
2.. Students discussed the bilingual readings mostly in-Japanese;
3.~ Students wrote an essay.in English on the topic of the bilingual reading and the
discussiorrin Japanese about the readings. -
L oo o 1 t

As reported by Garcia and Kano:(2014) a translanguaging pedagogy that took into
account the entire, linguistic- and.discursive repertoire of Japanese students rpro-
duced-better-written texts in ohe language, English. And although this was not the
purpose of the study, in.sbme cases evidence was providedtthrough-the.interviews
that students’ greater:aareness. of language differences also had repertussions on
their understanding and ¢onstruction of Japanese written texts. The translanguag-
ing pedagogy;.enablingstudents to moveback and forth along their entire linguistic
repertoife :actually ovértame the differences in language, ‘discourse, and idea
inventQry of-Japahese! American students.writihg ih English. That is, their English
essay repertoire ‘was-efiriched .through: the: inclusiort. and .dttention paid to ‘their
Japanese language.dnd, ciiltural practicésyincluding their, entire §emiotic repertoire.

‘Garcia, Florésyand ‘Woodley-(2012) havé'documenited how-teachers, with ‘differ-
ent language proficieiiesrworking ih two seedndaiyNew York City schools with
d:large number of emergent bilinguals use translanguaging; as pedagogy: Fhree
metafunctions for translanguaging are identified:!(i)the contextualization 'of key
words gnd concepts, (i) the devélopmeént.of métalinguisticawareness, andx(iii) the
creatiorr of affective bonds® with <students. Paying; attention to the teaching of
writing in a dual language bilingualfirst grade classtoom; Michael-Luna and
Canagarajah (2007) identified translanguaging pedagogical strategies, - whichr they
refer to:as cddermeshing strategies. These ‘strategies-included.selecting,mnultilin-
gual.texts;.that is, intcluding téxts, irr different:languages and; with. different-serhi-
otic resources, so as to activate prior knowlédge. Translanguagirg strategies also
included modelingoral:-and writteni.code:meshing-sd as to ericourage-student
agency.ih language choice: Finally; translanguaging strategies wére-also used by
thé-teacher to sdaffold the negotidtion with the text. Schecter.and Cumrnins (2003)
described how'some. teachers supported their students <reatjor of identjty-texts
that were bilingual duaklanguage b&oks. In'so doings students used their families’

$ . .
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multilingualism as a resource, and were engaged in translanguaging exercises,
supported by the teacher. What all these examples show is that despite much
monolingual instruction and language separation, teachers use translanguaging to
enable students to make meaning and learn, even though they mostly continue to
seesthe schoel language and the child’s language as separate and autonomous
practices.

We see translanguaging as used by teachers for seven different purposes:

1. To differentiate among students’ levels and adapt instruction to different types
« of students in multilingual classrooms; for example, those who iare bilingual,
* those who are monolingual,-and those who are emergent bilinguals.

2; To build background knowledge so that studerits,can make meaning of the

content being taught-and of the ways of languaging in the lesson.

3. To deepen understandings and cognitive engagement, develop and extend new

.knowledge, and.develop critical thinking.

4. For ctoss-linguistic transfer and metalinguistic awareness so as to strengthen
i« the-students” ability to translanguage in order to meet the communicative exi-

gencies of the socioeducational situation,

5. For cross-linguistic flexibility so as to translanguage competently.

6. For identity investment and positionality, to engage learners.

7. To intetrogate linguisti¢ inequality and disrupt sociopolitical structures so as

engage in social justice.

That is, translanguaging as a transformative pedagogy deepens communication
and appropriation of knowledge, develops new language practices and sustains
knowledge, and gives voices and shapes new sociopolitical realities by interro-
gating linguistic inequality.

Translanguaging strategies correspond to three categories (for more on trans-
languaging strategies, see Celic & Seltzer, 2012):

1. Teacher attentiveness to meaning-making, by:
* Translanguaging when appropriate for understanding,
. * Encouraging translanguaging in inner speech.
2. Teacher use of classroom resources for translanguaging, which include:
* The availability and design of multilingual and multimodal texts,
* The availability and design of technological enhanced media,
* The availability and design of a multilingual/multimodal classroom
landscape that includes, among others, listening and visual texts, techno-
: logically enhanced media, multilingual word walls, multilingual sentence
starters, cognaterwalls.
3. Teacher design of classroom and curriculum structures for translanguaging, which
include:
* Peer grouping, according to home language, to enable collaborative
dialogue and cooperative tasks, using translanguaging,
¢ Project and task-based learning, to build on multimedia and kinetics,
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* Research tasks, so that. students can translanguage, as they find new
information,
* Curriculum thematic units, to integrate'ways of languaging and knowledge-

building, - v
* Langudge-inquiry -tasks to build ttanslanguaging .capacities and extend

metalinguistic awareness of lexicon, syntax and morphology.

i ] £

Beyond the inclusion of different language practices, translanguaging opens up
a-space of resistance and social justice, since language practices of minoritized
youthraré usually racialized and stigmatized. Gutiérrez {2008) reports on how
instructors in a summer program for youth from migrant farmwdrker back-
groundg privileged “hybrid lariguage practices” to “incites support, and extend
students’ repertoires of practice” (p. 160); what she-calls their sogiocritical literacy.
Translanguaging as pedagogy requires a seciocritiecal’approach to teaching. This is
precisely the position of the high school:teacher (C:.Leiva) whom Garcia portrays
in. her study sof translanguaging for social justice (2014). In that “English” class-
room for:Latino.immigrants, translanguaging releases students from the con-
straints of both an Anglophone ideology that demands English monolingualism
for US. citizens,; and a.Hispanophone ideology that: blames~U.S. Latinos for
speaking “Spanglish.” By exposing alternative histories, representations; and
knowledge, tranélariguaging has the potential:to crack’ the “standard language”
bubble in education that continues to ostracize many bilingual students, and most
especially immigrant and other minoritized students.

Because this.sociocritical positioning is oftén.not allowed in classtooms in state
schools, studies of.translanguaging as peddgogy are.many times situated in
informal. €ducational settings,.and:especially invaftersschool or supplementary
programs. Blackledge and Creese (2010) studied the flexible bilingualism presént
in"eight complementary.schools in four.UK vities, and for four.linguistic commu-
nities. The chapters in Garcfa, Zakharia, and Otcu’(2013) address the translanguag-
ing pedagogies used by bilingual community programs in the city of New York to
teach the increasingly diverse students whd-attend these programs. In an innova-
tive after-school program, Gutiérrez,Bien; Selland, and Pierce: (2011) leverage
translanguaging as a pedagogical resource (although théy: refer to it as hybridity),
as they challénge the divide betweén “everyday* and. school-based litéracies”
(p. 258). All of thesecases give evidenée-how translanguaging is the norm used to
teach and learn in communities. e iy

+ The potential ofia translanguaging pédagogy.to develop more sophisticated
discourse, deeper comprehension of texts; production’of tomplex texts, evaluation
of what students know, and to include the voices of learnérs who have been minori-
tized, is increasingly being recognized by educators. Hbwever, it js net always offi-
cially sanctioned by educatiortal authorities. But.even this is beginning to change.
One example is the City University of New York-New York State Initiative on
Enmergent: Bilinguals (CUNY-NYSIEB, -www.quny-nysieb.org), where: CUNY
scholars are working with school leaders and.teachers infailing schools with large
numbers.of emergent'bilinguals to incorporate translangudging pedagogies.
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Although translanguaging as pedagogy is being increasingly used by teachers,
whether in sanctioned or unsanctioned situations, it is rare to actually find school-
ing situations in which students are being taught to translanguage as a legitimate
practice. As Canagarajah (2011, p. 8) writes:

A further set of questions relate to the possibility of teaching translanguaging in cla.ss—
rooms. The pedagogical side is underdeveloped in general. While we have studied
the practice of translanguaging in social life—i.e,, in urban youth encounters,
linguistic landscapes, and the Internet—we haven't figured out how to develop such
proficiency among students in cldssrooms.

If translanguaging is an important ability’ for students in the twenty—ﬁrsf
century; then the question becomes: Where does one learn to translangt'lage? Isit
enough to provide translanguaging spaces in schools and communities where
children develop, this expertise on their own? Or do schools need to do more thar’}
just acknowledge and leverage translanguaging practices to devglop “standard
language practices for academic contexts? Can those academic contexts also
ac¢ommodate translanguaging for its own sake? ‘

Translanguaging contests and transcends all scripts of the larggr dominant
society. It is unlikely that schools will accommodate translanguaging as more
than what it is today, an adaptive space. An established translang}laging space in
schools would require more. It would require’ that trarislanguaging p_raﬂc‘tlcé‘s be
accepted, for exdmple, in assessment, since a bilingual student’s linguistic reper-
toire canriot be measured in a single language, And it would demand that we
stop plenaliiing students who translanguage, extending this ability to all. .It
would authorize the translanguaging norm of bilingual communities as valid
and as an equal meaning-making and cognitive mechanism to- the ”standrflrd
academic” norm. It would require, in other words, that we structure learning
and teaching taking into account-the tension of 'different meam'ng—mgking sigr'ls
so as' to bridge the social 'spaces that, despite much translanguaging, remain
separate today.

Conclusion

This chapter has considered what atranslanguaging approach means for l_ailingual
education. Although translanguaging is quite apt to describe the languaging prac-
tices of bilinguals from the user perspective, it has not been sufficiently gxten'd'ed
in thé practice of education. Translanguaging refers to the ways in which bilin-
guals use their complex semiotic repertoire to act, know, and to be. Yet tra.nglf'm-
guaging is seldom used in schools as a tool to mediate cognitive complex activities.
We need to question why this is so, as we continue to legitimize translanguaging
in schools to ensure that students, and especially bilingual students, learn content
and ways to language, and find an equitable meaning-making generous and
liberating space.

P
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NOTE
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1 Afuller treatment of translanguaging and the issues discussed here is available in Garcfa

and Li Wei (2014).
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14 Multiliteracies, Pedagogies,
and Academic Literacy

MADHAYV KAFLE AND
SURESH CANAGARAJAH

Historical overview

Multiliteracies in academic communication have been marked by some striking
itnbdlances. Though thé notion’ of multiliteracies has drawn the a.ttention f)f
scholars since the programmatic work of the New London Grou.p. in the mid
1990s (see Cope & Kalantzis, 2000), if not earlier thr'czugh the empirical w.ork of
New Literdcy”Studjes in the mid 1980s (§ee for a review, Bgynham & Prinsloo,
2009), it Has been $low to transform pedagogies of academic literacy.

The imbalance is manifested in many intriguing ways. Perhaps ‘pecause
acadentic literacy is considered' a h%gh—stakes communicative activity, w1th_ a lpt
of pressure on sttidents to pass composition classes and sc'hol‘hrs:. to'pubhsh in
journals; teachers have been slow to introduce changes in their approaches';.
Multiliteracies have been researched with greatér relevance to Internet commurnu-
cation (Willijamé,‘ 2009), children’s writing (Gere, 1988), and community pract19es
(Hornberger, 2004). In other words, multiliterac‘ies haye made more aflvances in
honacademic contexts and gerires comipared to'academic essays and literacy.

Tt is fiot that professiohal dtganizations have not recognized the re.levan(:e of
multiliteracies for academic literacy. There are many outcomes and position state-
ments‘that inclide the need to'hélp students and scholars develop Proﬁciency in
nbgotiatihg diverse langudges, modalities, and genres in their writing (see state-
ments by the Conferente on College Composition and Con}mun%catlon‘ (CC(?C),
the Council of Wrifi‘ng Programi Administrators’(CWPA), the Nat{onal Council of
Teachers of English (NCTE), Teachers of English to Speakers of Othe.r Langua‘ges
(TESOL), etc.). However, these statements have not changed pedagogical practices
too much. This imbalance is so striking that some scholarf have started calling
for more discussion and help on “enacting” nultiliteracies in the place of furtl}er
policy statements (see Tardy, 2011; Creese & Blackledge, 2011a). Indeed policy
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