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Abstract

There has been a heated debate about which method of the two, monolingual
or bilingual, is more effective in ESL classrooms. As societal demands are
shifting upon learning foreign languages, new approaches to second language
teaching are rejecting the monolingual norm and long-standing views about
acquiring L2 are challenged. The article offers an overview of the literature on
this issue and this overview serves as the basis for an updated framework that
indicates necessary areas of change in conceptualization from monolingual to
bilingual norm. It can help bring new light onto effective uses of linguistic
resources in foreign language teaching, which may lead to the speeding up of
the L2 acquiring process. The article also discusses the difference between
code-switching and translanguaging and concludes that the two terms cannot
be perceived as one and the same. The article suggests that teachers in English
language classrooms should be taught ways to incorporate L1 in teaching L2
and offer intentional translanguaging pedagogies to their learners.
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1. Introduction

Due to the internationalization of the English language, there is an increasing
demand for even higher standard English classes worldwide and respectively,
there is a growing demand for more effective approaches to teaching. According
to Jeremy Harmer (2013), for instance, the users of the English language have
long outnumbered native speakers and although estimates vary, the ratio is 1:4
and this gap is widening all the time. In his book “The Practice of English Lan-
guage Teaching” he says: “In a few days I will be going to a large English teach-
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ers’ conference in USA which has the title “Tides and Change™. A couple of

weeks after that it’s Poland and a weekend called “New Challenges for Language
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Teaching and Learning in the Changing World”; and then there’s a “changes”
conference somewhere else, and then it’s off to another country for a conference
on... changes and how to deal with them! And as the year goes on and who
knows, through into the next year and the years after that, there will continue to
be meetings, seminars and articles about how to deal with the pace of newness
and innovation in a world where increasingly sophisticated technology is only
one manifestation of the way things which just keep on moving and developing”
(Harmer, 2013). Effective English language skills have become vital for the
workforce that forms the basis of social, educational and economic development
(Burns & Richards, 2009). A good command of the English language has the de-
cisive role in improving individuals’ economic status and is the key to success
and prosperity.

Have you as an educator ever found yourself thinking: we do have good rap-
port but are they actually learning? Something is missing... I thought I was a
good teacher... If thoughts like that occurred to you, you should know that
teaching is hard if you really care.

The situation in which the academic community is now in the field of teach-
ing foreign languages is the most interesting from a historical point of view, as
language teaching has been characterized by frequent changes and all the expe-
rience that has been accumulated in this direction has acquired the appearance
of a kind of chaos. Globalization has become one of the reasons for a new un-
derstanding of language teaching where the goal has moved to helping students
acquire L2 more rapidly due to increasingly equal importance of main profes-
sion and L2 (most often, English). The variety of approaches that have been
formed particularly in the last decades is impressive, and it must be said that
each of them fulfilled its purpose to some extent, influenced both the learning
process itself and each other’s development, and thus offered interesting varia-
tions to students and teachers, but the major trends that these methods relied on
were of two types: monolingual and bilingual.

Different answers have historically been given to this question: sometimes by
admitting the importance of using L1 in the classroom, other times by simply
banning it and by denying the fact that learners’ L1 might have a role at all and
even by arguing that any role L1 might have is detrimental and must be avoided.

Despite the fact that the monolingual methods of teaching the English lan-
guage have been questioned over the past two decades (Burns, 2009; Canagara-
jah, 2005; Holliday, 1994), educational institutions still continue to set policies
that impose those methods.

The main aim of this article is to present an updated framework for using
Translanguaging as an EFL teaching method and with that in mind, provides
different sources of data and reviews them to suggest convincing arguments to
formulate translanguaging pedagogies as a highly efficient method.

Theories of Translanguaging see languages not just as a set of rules and struc-
tures but as means for constructing meaning between individuals (Garcia & Wei,

2014; Gort, 2015). As reported by Canagarajah (2012a), Translanguaging is the
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communicative practices associated with shuttling between languages (L1 and
L2) within interaction to negotiate meaning and that an individual’s languages
are one holistic language system that the individual use to communicate strateg-
ically (Martinez, 2013).

2. Monolingual vs. Bilingual Approach

It’s hard to decide which is better because there are arguments on both sides.
Practical needs and new requirements for learning foreign languages generate
the importance of taking the ultimate decision on identifying the best between
them. Positions in favor of the bilingual approach are significantly strengthened
by the advent of translanguaging, and the previously dominating attitude about
the unconditional superiority of the monolingual approach is again diluted. This
would not be possible if it were not for the solid interdisciplinary arguments that
underpin the bilingual and translanguaging approach. On the other hand, any
form of using the native language in the lesson is immediately seen as a threat to
the learning process, as a lack of foreign language communication and is equated
without judgment with the grammar-translation method, but this is a false ef-
fect, because the use of students’ L1 can have a form in teaching that will be
completely different from the principles of the grammar-translation method,
which is almost guaranteed to be fulfilled with translanguaging approach, which
can be completely based on the principles of communicative methods and might
pave the way to new perspectives.

So this seeming problem can easily be solved by considering the potential of
the methodology based on translanguaging, but the general objective is to decide
which approach should be preferred in teaching foreign languages in order to
maximize communicative potential, monolingual or bilingual. Advantage means
both the quality and the time that will be spent on achieving the learning goals.

There are two types of systems for acquiring foreign languages, inner layer
which is subconscious and is called language acquisition and outer layer that
implies language learning, of which subconscious acquisition appears to be
much more important for flawless linguistic performance.

Empirical studies of L2 mistakes made by students proved that the mistakes
are not necessarily traceable to the structure of L1, but are common to students
of different linguistic backgrounds (Richards, 1971). Also it is widely known that
teachers do the code-switching with various reasons, be it students’ lack of ter-
minology to promote a more thorough understanding of content, as a medium
of instruction, just to make a joke to avoid boredom or improve rapport or save
time and etc. but informally, all these moments fall under the umbrella of excep-
tions and never intentionally guide students to use their L1 so that alternating
fluently between L1 and L2 becomes a norm and lexical agility increased. Using
L1 is considered detrimental despite all those moments that occur at specific
points and teachers say no to incorporating L1 purposefully into language class-

rooms because of its close association with grammar-translation method. A shift
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in mentality is something that is needed to see purposeful use of both languages
is worth of discussing, that purposeful use of both languages may create mea-
ningful experiences that promote better acquisition of L2, that shuttling between
languages to co-construct meaning may mean more L2 in students’ minds, not

less.

3. L1—Mental Bridge

What draws attention is the fact that the influence of mother tongue is traceable
in every method based on monolingual approach, as a person constantly uses L1
when thinking, thinks through language, translates the message at least subcons-
ciously into L1 and only afterwards the task is accepted, the reaction shown. And
the question is: since the translation already takes part in the process of percep-
tion, as it naturally occurred, is it not advisable to give the learner access to L1 in
order to reduce the time of perception to establish a connection between two
languages and later when automatization is generated remove the scaffolding of
L1 and give way to fluent use of L2?

Observations show that methods are often chosen by a large number of teach-
ers without judgement based on its popularity. Not everyone experiences a sud-
den change of perspective but teachers do have opportunity to discover many
significant details, what actually works and how it works that can contribute to
the final solution of the task, leave an indelible mark on the question of obvious
importance.

We construct our views by interpreting the real world on the basis of our ex-
periences with it. In fact, the word “old” derives from an Indo-European root
that means “to nourish”. It is almost unanimously recognized that human be-
ings’ perceptions are not an accurate reflection of reality, but are to some extent
determined by their internal stimuli and these differences are inextricably linked
to past experiences. So, the information received by a person undergoes modifi-
cation and only afterwards is stored in memory. It is similar to reality but not in
an exact way because people process information based on their past. “Memory
is the means by which we draw on our past experiences in order to use this in-
formation in the present” (Sternberg, 1999).

Jim Scrivener points out that “new learning is constructed over the founda-
tions of our own earlier learning. We make use of whatever knowledge and ex-
perience, we already have in order to help us learn and understand new things”
(Scrivener, 2002: p. 21). And what is “past” for a language learner? Is it not L1?

The issue of knowledge acquisition has been studied by researchers of differ-
ent fields with various interpretations but what they do have in common is a
clearly expressed idea that all manner of new knowledge is based on the old.
Psychologist Ausubel (1968, VI) states: “If I had to reduce all of educational
psychology to just one principle, I would say this: the most important single fac-
tor influencing learning is what the learner already knows: ascertain this and

teach him accordingly” and fundamental questions are raised when the old is
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not taken into account when it comes to acquisition of foreign languages. Is it
possible to build something new and of quality if the foundations are completely
destroyed?

If we look at speaking activities in foreign language classrooms, we often find
them largely flawed and prone to ineffectiveness, encountering a number of re-
curring problems, without the active involvement of the teacher. The reason
seems to be unclear at first glance but maybe the limitation of thought formation
is at work here, which is triggered by the limitation of L1. Maybe that is the ge-
nuine reason that hinders the achievement of desired learning outcomes. “If
students’ prior knowledge is encoded in their L1, then their L1 is inevitably im-
plicated in the learning of L2” (Cummins, 2008: p. 67).

Regarding prior knowledge, cognitive and psycholinguistic approaches have
brought a new understanding of language acquisition, according to which the
importance of using learners’ L1 as prior knowledge that may support or scaffold
the learning process is hightlighted, which tend to change the views on the issue
(Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 2000; Brooks-Lewis, 2009; Cummins, 2007, 2008;
Hall & Cook, 2012).

4. Translanguaging—Unleashing Possibilities

Any manifestation of the use of the native language in ESL classrooms is imme-
diately seen as a lack of L2 by many educators, but in practice it doesn’t work
like that. If we look at speaking activities that involves free expression of
thoughts in pairs or in groups, we see that they are largely flawed and cannot
develop without the active involvement of the teacher. The reason is unclear at
first glance, as the relevant lexical material was well processed at a pre-teach
stage, the knowledge was even tested by various activities, but the process of free
thought formation still faces an obstacle. This is probably because before free
communication free thinking is hindered by the banning of the mother tongue
in the classroom. For example, according to different data if a person knows
about three hundred words, he is able to operate freely in the target language,
though not everyone is able to do this. One of the reasons seems to be the lack of
information about their personal linguistic repertoire, which every person has
and even in group work leaves each learner as an individual. Otherwise, they will
not benefit from the learning process. And if learners’ L1 becomes a part of the
lesson in a well-planned, reasonable way, then the personal linguistic repertoire
is easily recognisable and learners’ start to see the classroom as a special place
tailored to their needs which support their motivation.

Phillipson (1992) singled out 5 factors that are completely prevalent in foreign
language teaching around the world, and especially discourage teachers from
thinking about reintroducing a bilingual approach to classrooms:

1) The English language is best studied with a monolingual approach.

2) The best teacher is the one for whom this foreign language or target lan-

guage is his mother tongue.
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3) The earlier you learn a foreign language, the better the result.

4) The more foreign language material, the better the results.

5) The quality of teaching a foreign language will be reduced if the native lan-
guage is used in the teaching, even for better clarification of instructions.

However, the opposite is shown by the empirical material which is obtained
from daily practice and contributes to the perception of using L1 as an effective
way of acquiring L2 to be, not based on just logical but dry theoretical reasoning.

Cook (2001: p. 405) says that the teachers who, out of necessity, use their
mother tongue in teaching L2 consider it a disadvantage and this indicates how
deeply ingrained the idea is that monolingual education is the only correct ap-
proach and any manifestation of the use of translation is understood as a return
to the past and the grammar-translation method. Although the use of translation
for educational purposes has always been active throughout the centuries, and
therefore, this experience cannot be ignored, the negative attitude towards it
took root in such a way that it gave rise to a kind of radical thinking. Commu-
nicative method, task-based teaching, lexical approach and other traditional
methods are completely based on monolingual teaching approach on the pretext
that, especially in heterogeneous linguistic environment, the only opportunity of
foreign language use is in the classroom. It seems logical, but only at first glance,
as psycholinguistic factors need to be taken into account.

Resistance to the inclusion of mother tongue in teaching L2 is generated by
three reasons:

1) A well-established trend of using a monolingual approach (and because of
this, careful revision is no longer considered necessary).

2) Because of the associations with the grammar-translation method (and this
method is associated with all types of activities where the native language is in-
volved).

3) Teachers are often reluctant to express their views honestly and openly for
various reasons, including fear of losing their reputation, fear of making an un-
favorable impression on an employer, and more. In short, it can be described as
a lack of professional courage.

What seems reasonable to be done, learners should be given the right to use
languages more freely in classroom work, which would make them feel free to
interact with languages and would not impose artificial boundaries.

Translanguaging has become a popular concept in applied linguistics and it
was first introduced in Welsh, to refer to a pedagogy that implied the use of L1
to promote the acquisition of L2 (Williams, 1994). Considering what is already
discussed, it seems particularly interesting to explore the potential advantages of
translanguaging for pedagogic practice. These advantages were first introduced
by Williams (1994) based on his theory of translanguaging and later discovered
and analyzed in depth by other researchers such as Baker (2001), Garcia (2009a)
etc. Cen Williams argued that translanguaging has four main advantages: It
promotes a more thorough understanding of the subject, helps the development

of competence in the weaker language that is the target language, it establishes

DOI: 10.4236/ce.2023.142019

275 Creative Education


https://doi.org/10.4236/ce.2023.142019

L. Bolkvadze

home-school connections and this way generates new experience and it makes
the communication possible between proficient speakers and early learners
(Baker, 2001; Garcia, 2009a; Lewis et al., 2012a). Baker (2001) also explored po-
tential advantages of translanguaging and argued that L1 can be associated with
Vygotsky’s idea of “zone of proximal development” where it is meant that
learning development is based on pre-existing knowledge. Echoing this Baker
(2001) argued that the processing for meaning when learners want to write an
essay can be successful if the content is fully understood. This can be achieved if
learners read or discuss a topic in L1 and then do the writing part in L2 or the
other way round as it will ensure that the topic has been practiced and interna-
lized. The use of both linguistic varieties in the classroom can be beneficial but if
it is used in a structural and developmental way (Baker, 2001).

Building from Garcia (2009a) and Canagarajah (2012a), translanguaging
should be understood as the communicative practices related to shuttling be-
tween languages to negotiate meaning. But how these resources are used for in-
teraction relies on different factors, such as linguistic proficiencies of speakers,
the aim and the context of interaction. Translanguaging pedagogy helps them
use the full range of linguistic resources that makes the learning process dynamic
and meaningful. Translanguaging pedagogy aims at encouraging learners to rea-
lise their full mental potential and promotes a more thorough understanding of
content. It enables them to use the whole knowledge, express their whole selves
and delve into their experiences more deeply.

Garcia (2009b) moved beyond Williams’ ideas on translanguaging and argued
that even if a structured framework is designed by teachers, learners still use
their L1 flexibly and often secretly with their peers. Translanguaging can be an
especially successful method if teachers and learners collaborate, when learning
is learner-centered and uses their prior experiences, if teaching incorporates
multilingual methods (Garcia, 2009b).

It seems to be enticing as teachers and researchers are trying to find new ways
to enrich teaching methods, to explore new approaches in which students’ her-
itage languages can support students’ academic, linguistic and social develop-
ment (Cummins, 2005) despite “bracketing off” English in instruction (Garcia,
2009b), translanguaging pedagogies give chance to students to draw on all man-
ner of linguistic resources to make meaning (Garcia & Kleifgen, 2010). Trans-
languaging pedagogies convert learners’ bilingualism and multilingualism as re-
sources for learning rather than see it as detrimental. “Translanguaging is an
approach to the use of language, bilingualism and the education of bilinguals
that considers the language practices of bilinguals not as two autonomous sys-
tems as has been traditionally the case, but as one linguistic repertoire with fea-
tures that have been socially constructed as belonging to two separate languages”
(Garcia, 2009a: p. 2).

Lucas and Katz’s (1994) found that learners’ L1 can play an important goal in
ESL classrooms, be it facilitating group work or more thorough understanding

of content. Garcia and Kleifgen go further (Garcia & Kleifgen, 2010), arguing
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that using learners’ L1 in the classroom is vital, as translanguaging is the way
they make sense of their bilingual worlds.

According to Garcia (2009a) and Canagarajah (2012a), translanguaging is the
communicative practices associated with shuttling between languages to nego-
tiate meaning. Theories of translanguaging suggest that learners’ multiple lan-
guages are part of one holistic language system that is used strategically in vari-
ous contexts (Garcia, 2009b; Martinez, 2013). Echoing Cook’s (2002) notion that
the L1 is always present in the L2 mind, resources are obtained from this holistic
system (Garcia & Kleifgen, 2010).

Martin-Beltran (2014) revealed the possibility for language development in L1
and L2 when pairs of English-dominant and Spanish-dominant learners took
part in peer teaching. She discovered learners’ co-constructed linguistic compe-
tence through discussions in two languages and that learners acquired their
knowledge by acting as “language ambassadors” to teach one another about
grammar and lexis (Moll, Neff, & Gonzalez, 1992). Martin-Beltran (2014) con-
cludes that together with improving metalinguistic awareness, the class got bet-
ter at problem solving and language learning, alongside new opportunities ap-
peared to include language minority students in classroom discourses (p.40).

Jimenez and colleagues’ (2015) work with middle school learners explores
how translation can foster their reading skills and more precisely, their overall
language competence and translating strategies. The researchers found that by
translating English texts into Spanish, students collaboratively constructed
meanings at the word, sentence and text levels while acquiring deeper under-
standings about the forms and functions of language.

Cummins (1991) argues that if learners’ L1 is developed, a foundation is laid
not only for L1 literacy but also for L2 acquisition. And according to Genesee,
teachers have the opportunity to begin students’ process of bilingual competence
(Genesee, 2002) and this competence or skill, to strategically use resources in
multiple languages for communicative purposes, grows if learners are provided
with opportunities to develop this competence (Reyes, 2012).

L1 and L2 continuity also effects biliteracy development. Development in L1 is
closely related to the progress in L2 (Hornberger, 1989). Studies tried to investi-
gate “to what extent knowledge of one language transfers to the other (and aids
learning) and to what extent knowledge of the one interferes with the other (and
impedes learning)” (Hornberger, 1989: p. 282). Findings suggest that interfe-
rence from the native language to the target language results in learning by ap-
plying knowledge of L1 to L2, L2 learning can significantly be enhanced if L1 is
continuously developing good learning foundations (Hornberger, 1989). It
should be mentioned that “interference” is implied as a positive transfer of lin-
guistic competence and not negative.

Also Hornberger and Link (2012) argued that using literacy practices in L1
can help the acquisition of literacy in L2 together with L1 and according to Gar-
cia (2009b), pedagogy that uses funds of knowledge from L1, community, par-
ents’ experiences can turn out to be highly effective to learners with different
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backgrounds. Martin-Jones & Jones (2000) argued that speaking around a text
and specifically using all available linguistic resources to speak around mono-
lingual texts can benefit learning. Martin-Jones & Jones (2000) also introduced
the term multilingual literacies to refer to the communicative repertoires used
for different purposes where speakers use linguistic codes of different languages
(Garcia, 2009Db).

Garcia et al. (2012: p. 52) emphasized that translanguaging refers not just to
shuttling between languages as code-switching but to “the use of complex dis-
cursive practices that cannot be easily assigned to one or another code”. Learners
combine their bilingual practices to acquire knowledge and this way enhances
their learning by drawing on all of their available linguistic repertoire (Garcia et
al., 2012). Baker (2011: p. 288) added to this definition by describing translan-
guaging as being “the process of meaning-making, shaping experiences, gaining
understanding and knowledge through the use of two languages”.

Bilinguals translanguage within their bilingual communities to construct
meaning and not leave the members out in discussions (Garcia, 2009b). That
means this practice makes the communication easier and acts as a mediator for
the acquisition of meaning and understanding their bilingual worlds. Translan-
guaging in the classroom gives learners opportunity to draw on all of their lin-
guistic resources to maximize their potential and achieve educational progress
(Lewis et al., 2012a). No one will use the framework in exactly the same way, but
it will direct the focus to more beneficial ways of acquiring L2. Cross linguistic
transfer enables both languages to be used in a dynamic linguistic continuum
improving the functionality of mental processing in meaning-making, commu-
nication process, reading and writing and as a result, learning (Lewis et al,,
2012b). It should be noted that languaging is a holistic process through which
knowledge, meaning and communication is created and experience is con-
structed through language (Lewis et al., 2012a).

Building from Cenoz and Gorter (2020, 2022), although translanguaging as a
pedagogical tool originated from Wales, it is still one of its variants and there
can be many more, taking into account that from translanguaging perspective
the boundaries between languages are soft and it incorporates the entire linguis-
tic repertoire in the teaching process. In sum, “Pedagogical translanguaging re-
fers to the use of different planned strategies based on activating students’ re-
sources from their whole linguistic repertoire” (Cenoz & Gorter, 2022).

But how to activate those resources? That is the question that requires set
borders for translanguaging as an EFL method.

Firstly, it is really important to determine the exact place of L1 in L2 classrom
as using L1 carries an ambivalent meaning in such a context. Uncontrolled use
of L1 can harm learners’ interests and make their efforts unsuccessful. In terms
of this, three areas can be identified for inclusion of L1 in L2 teaching:

1) Where learners are given opportunity to reveal their full linguistic reper-

toire (eliciting stage, discussions etc.).
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2) Where there is comparison of language forms to determine the correlation
between them.

3) Where it is absolutely necessary to clarify the meaning.

Unsystematic use of L1 in L2 teaching is harmful and not desirable.

When reviewing literature (including methodology, applied linguistics, psy-
cholinguistics and psychology) and empirical data related to this issue, it lays the
foundation for new assumptions to position communicative method, au-
dio-lingual method, lexical approach, project-based learning and dogme as the
base for an updated framework of translanguaging as a pedagogical tool.

All of the methods mentioned above contributed to success but in some de-
gree and that was the reason for the constant search for new ones, although
flawless details must be preserved.

Translanguaging pedagogy focuses on fostering critical thinking, promotes the
growth of relevant skills through using both languages in a way which exposes
learners to revealing their full linguistic repertoire and not being constricted by
hazy and imperfect knowledge of L2.

The development of critical thinking is one of the fundamental goals of edu-
cation in the modern world and using translanguaging as an EFL method en-
sures accomplishment of such goals, arouses a sense of fulfilment which is di-
rectly related to self-evaluation. It also allows teachers to show differentiated ap-
proaches to individuals which is much needed especially in the groups where
language proficiency is sharply unequal.

To sum up, purposeful use of L1 can contribute to L2 and maximize under-

standing, also improve the linguistic competence in both languages.

5. Code-Switching, Code-Mixing vs. Translanguaging

Some researchers relate translanguaging, code-switching and code-mixing to
one another and even argue that they are one and the same. Lin (1997: p. 273)
referred to code-switching as “the alternating use of more than one linguistic
code in the classroom by any of the classroom participants”. Some researchers
distinguish code-switching from code-mixing by asserting that code-switching is
characterized as an ability to use the language based on its recognizable linguistic
characteristics while code-mixing refers to mixing linguistic codes because the
speaker is not aware of the difference between them (Garcia, 2009b).

Even though code-switching is considered by some as a mark of insufficient
knowledge of both languages, it has been discovered that code-switching is an
advanced linguistic skill and characterizes also proficient bilinguals (Garcia,
2009b).

Martin-Jones & Heller (1996) state that code-switching is a way of scaffolding
the construction of knowledge by using the full linguistic repertoire of both lan-
guages when learning. Lin and Arthur (2005) and Arthur and Martin (2006)
emphasize the pedagogic potentials of code-switching maximizing the inclusion,

participation and deepening understandings of students in the learning
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processes, but teachers often do not understand the pedagogic value of
code-switching because of the constraints from educational institutions that
create distance between students’ linguistic resources in L1 and the educational
settings (Martin-Jones & Heller, 1996).

Li Wei (1997) argued that there is an urgent need for expanding knowledge
regarding code-switching in contexts such as the classroom. Arthur’s and Mar-
tin’s research (Arthur & Martin, 2006) showed that code-switching deepened
students’ understanding and offered greater opportunities of participation in
classroom activities to especially passive students and helped them achieve the
learning goals.

Recent discussions show conflicting views on especially these two terms:
code-switching and translanguaging, which describe the practice of using more
than one language in bilingual or multilingual contexts. Some researchers argue
that translanguaging is based on a different conceptualization of the bilingual
mind from code-switching and respectively, the two terms cannot be conflicted
(Otheguy, Garcia, & Reid, 2015, 2019). Lewis et al. (2012a; 2012b) pointed out
that translanguaging in the classroom is historically related to code-switching
and arguments also abound that translanguaging is a series of practices that in-
clude code-switching (Garcia, 2009a; Lewis, Jones, & Baker, 2012a, Mazak, 2017;
Sayer, 2013) or some of the researchers say that translanguaging challenges the
notion of “code” and is not intended to replace the term code-switching (Wei,
2018). Some of them focus on the theoritical differences (Heugh, 2015) or over-
lap (Baker & Wright, 2017) of these two terms. The main risk in this maze is that
if translanguaging is poorly understood, it seems likely it will become a buzz-
word that confines translanguaging to mere code-switching.

Whereas code-switching started in social settings and later moved to educa-
tional settings, translanguaging emerged from classroom research and only af-
terwards was used for communication outside the classroom (Lewis et al.,
2012a). Whereas code-switching looks at language alternation between separate
words or phrases, Williams meant translanguaging to practice switches in lan-
guage use between whole modes of teaching, e.g. giving information in one lan-
guage and letting learners produce related information in another language
(Garcia, 2009a; Lewis et al., 2012b). By enlarging the scope of language alterna-
tion beyond the sentence, the alternation between languages and its pedagogical
value started to be accepted more holistically (Hornberger & Link, 2012).

Baker (2001) stated that translanguaging is not the same as code-switching
since it is a pedagogical practice that helps the natural existence of bilingualism
develop without “functional separation”. Lewis et al. (2012a) also advocated that
code-switching considers linguistic transfer as language separation while trans-
languaging supports the idea that linguistic resources are flexible and brought
together as one like a unified whole and if translanguaging is used as a resource
in pedagogy, it then serves as a scaffold (Carstens, 2016; Garcia & Wei, 2015;
Gort & Sembiante, 2015).

This modernized view of language use and language learning is the main
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component of the conceptual shift from code-switching to translanguaging.
Garcia (2009a) pointed out the following: Languages are not compartmentalized
in a diglossic situation, but rather they overlap, intersect and interconnect, giv-
ing students the chance to “move fluently between their languages in their search
for knowledge” (Joseph & Ramani, 2012: p. 30).

Jarvis & Pavlenko (2008) note that intentional transfer can take place not only
as “a communicative strategy”, but as well “a learning strategy” by which the
learner uses his or her knowledge of one language as a resource for formulating
hypotheses about the forms, structures, functions, meanings, rules and patterns
of another” (p. 9). Intentional transfer has mostly been discussed as a teaching

strategy in the literature (Williams & Hammarberg, 1998, Jessner, 2006).

6. Pedagogical Value of Translation

As for the major component or basis for translanguaging and code-switching,
which is translation, for a very long time it was one of the most central tools for
teaching foreign languages and has always given rise to a significant number of
heated debates within the framework of L2 teaching. It was the dominant prac-
tice and the most common technique in the grammar-translation method and
ever since the adoption of the communicative approach to language teaching,
translation lost its importance almost at once. It was mainly due to fallacious
perceptions and interpretations of the new theories, but the situation seems to
start being reversed lately.

Despite the fact, that translation is often neglected by English language teach-
ers just because of its close connection with the grammar-translation method,
some of the researchers (Whyatt, 2009; Weydt, 2009; O’Muireartaigh, 2009) ar-
gue that it is promising to incorporate translation tasks into L2 teaching and that
it improves L2 learner proficiency.

Cook (2010), among others, argues that translating should be a major aim and
means of language learning. In relation to teaching grammar, Gonzalez (2001)
says that translation can help clarify certain complex grammatical points, where
it can be especially useful if the targeted structures in L1 and L2 are completely
different. Swan (2007: p. 295) stated that the “existence of cross-language equi-
valents can further substantially reduce teaching need in some areas” and that
tasks like translation that help multi-lingual competence develop are useful for
language learners. Hedge (2003) also echoed this by saying that when teaching
grammar, translation can “clearly be a helpful strategy” (p. 147).

All of these draw on the views that translation should not be kept out of the
foreign language teaching process and that its intentional use can facilitate
learning. It is not hard to notice that translation processes are naturally at work
in the language learners’ mind when operating in L2, be it in the form of sub-
conscious translation or on purpose. Such processes can be positively exploited
as a pedagogical tool (Kallkvist, 2004, 2008; Laufer & Girsai, 2008) and shed light
on dark areas to help learners promote their linguistic competence more easily.

Some of the researchers (Cook, 2010; Witte, Harden, & Harden, 2009; Wid-
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dowson, 2003) clearly point out that translation has recently been unfairly re-
jected in second language teaching and overtly advocate the use of translation
for educational purposes. It is not clear why translation is not considered an ef-
fective means of achieving communicative goals implied by the communicative
approach and why translation is considered against the communicative prin-
ciples. Echoing this, Vermes (2010: p. 91) points out that “translation is not only
structure manipulation; it is primarily a form of communication”. And as such,
it necessarily involves interaction and cooperation between people, which makes
it a potentially very useful device in foreign language teaching. It is a useful tool
to enhance linguistic and communicative competence, which helps learners use
the foreign language efficiently and as Cook (2010: p. 100) suggests, enables
learners “to move backward forth between L1 and L2”, about which Ladmiral
(1994) argues that L1 and L2 translation is a more efficient practice than L2 and
L1 inverse translation.

It should be noted, that translation as an effective and timely tool in L2 class-
room is not an easy task at all, as Newmark (1988) argues, it tends to take stu-
dents to “ten different directions” (pp. 4-5) and to get rid of the gram-
mar-translation method, we should construct a clear theoretical framework for it
based on current teaching methodology.

Having taken all the above into account, rather than viewing translation as
detrimental for the communicative purposes and considering it conflicting with
the fundamental principles of the communicative approach, its incorporation in
L2 teaching can be accepted as rewarding and beneficial, enhancing rather than
hindering the development of communicative competence.

The above perspective can pave the way to new vision and new framework for
creating a breeding ground to develop L2 proficiency more efficiently and the
new understanding of translation as a communicative and functional process in
teaching L2 can launch a new era in EFL methodology.

These above examples illustrate how negotiating resources is closely linked to
learner goals. To conclude, it must be noted that, despite the fact that the learn-
ers’ L1 is still not widely considered helpful when teaching or learning, it is ad-
visable to study this question from various perspectives and discover what ac-
tually works and how it works to generate a clear framework. Echoing this, the
article advocates the idea that L1 does have a positive role in ESL classrooms and
that translanguaging as an EFL method has the potential to become the most
perfect method of modern times because along with narrow professional goals, it

enhances the personal development of learners.
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