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Plurilingualism and translanguaging: emergent approaches and
shared concerns. Introduction to the special issue
Claudia Vallejo and Melinda Dooly

Department of Language and Literature Education and Social Science Education, Universitat Autònoma de
Barcelona, Barcelona, Spain

ABSTRACT
This special issue includes texts by some of the most currently prominent
scholars in the fields of plurilingualism and translanguaging. Coming from
diverse geographical and cultural contexts, the authors were invited to
share their perspectives on the evolution of plurilingualism,
translanguaging and their relation to language teaching and learning. The
articles in this special issue illustrate the varied and exciting possibilities
that can be afforded by these approaches that aim to locate speakers’
fluent, hybrid, multimodal and creative communicative practices at the
centre of research and practice. The texts also underscore key
commonalities and divergences which demonstrate that these frameworks
are best analysed, compared or applied after first acknowledging that they
emerge from different research traditions and socio-political backgrounds.
Perhaps most importantly, the articles demonstrate that as long as
socioeducational inequalities persist there is need for reflection, expansion
and complementary actions, especially since both approaches share an
interest in social and educational transformation of current models of bi/
multilingual education around the globe.
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Introduction: towards plurilingualism and translanguaging

This special issue1 has its origin in a two-day roundtable organized by the research group GREIP2 in
2017 under the title ‘The Evolution of Language Teaching: Towards Plurilingualism and Translangua-
ging’, with participation from some of the most distinguished scholars currently working in the field
of language education and bi/multi/plurilingualism. By the time of the roundtable, researchers, tea-
chers and policy makers had long witnessed and been part of a notable shift in theoretical views con-
cerning an understanding of languages, language use and speakers, along with perspectives on how
language research and education should be approached. This change is based on the acknowledge-
ment that multilingualism and plurilingual practices3 are not exceptions but are actually quite
common around the world (Blommaert 2010; Lamb 2015). This reorientation about how we think
of languages and multiple semiotic practices in diverse societies (what Blommaert has called a
‘post-Fishmanian4 paradigm shift’, 2013, 621) highlights the need to overcome persisting ideologies
based on ‘monolingualism’ dogmas that can limit perspectives of speakers’ fluent and hybrid com-
municative practices into ‘one-language-only’ (OLON) parameters.

As discussed in the articles in this issue, OLON is often present in learning environments (both
formal and informal). The impact of such perspectives is frequently interpreted as ‘only one
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appropriate language per context’; thereby rendering most crossing of ‘standard’ borders of
language use and other communicative strategies (e.g. other semiotic resources) as a mark of
deficiency. OLON also forms a significant part of the foundation for most standardized testing,
both in language competences as well as other types of subject matter (McNamara and Shohamy
2008; McNamara 2011a). Assessment of an individual’s knowledge and competences is usually
through ‘national’ or school curricular languages only (Zuniga, Olson, and Winter 2005; Dooly and
Vallejo 2009), which not only limits the individual’s ability to fully engage with the content but
also fails to evaluate what they know and does not allow them to display their full communicative
repertoire. And while this is most often visible in school testing, it is also evident in other life-relevant
contexts such as citizenship and higher education and employment access (Ntiri 2001; Zuniga, Olson,
and Winter 2005; Ross et al. 2009; Ross, Dooly, and Hartsmar 2012).

In order to engage with due criticality of mono/multilingual tenets, we lean towards Mcnamara’s
(2011b) interpretation (based loosely on Derrida’s 1998 account of monolingualism) which highlights
‘the socially, politically, and culturally conflicted context in which the possibility of multilingualism (or
its denial) [is] located’ (433). Mcnamara argues for the need to ‘take a more complex and more critical
stance toward issues in multilingual and monolingual practices in education’ (439). This critical stance
encompasses awareness of the inherent risks of adopting ‘a power-free, neoliberal vision of globali-
zation processes’ that does not ‘address the asymmetrical power relations and penetrations engen-
dered by such flows’ (Jacquemet 2005, 261).

It is beyond the scope of this introduction to fully unpack and discuss the ideology of ‘one state,
one culture, one language’; we refer instead to the abundant work already available regarding the
impact of monolingual/one-language-only policies on society in general and in language teaching,
learning and assessment in particular (cf. Baetens-Beardsmore 2003; Souto-Manning 2006;
Unamuno 2008; Nussbaum 2008, 2009; Dooly and Unamuno 2009; Dooly and Vallejo 2009; García
2009; Shohamy and McNamara 2009; Blommaert 2010; García and Sylvan 2011; Ryan and McNamara
2011; Mondada and Nussbaum 2012; Nussbaum and Masats 2012; Lüdi and Py [1986] 2003, 2009,
2013; Lamb 2001, 2015; Moore and Nussbaum 2013; Moore, Borrás, and Nussbaum 2013; Vallejo
and Dooly 2013; Blackledge and Creese 2014; García and Li 2014; García, Johnson, and Seltzer
2017; García and Kleyn 2016; Lüdi, Meier, and Yanaprasart 2016; Vallejo and Moore 2016).

The perspectives presented in this issue do not claim that we are looking at ‘new’ phenomenon.
Studies regarding language contact have been carried out for decades; just as multilingual societies
and plurilingual speakers have always existed (Franceschini 2009; Lamb 2015; Maher 2017). However,
it can be argued that an increase in mobility of populations, goods and information in recent decades,
along with the impact of the internet and social media on how humans interact in formal and infor-
mal contexts have helped put linguistic diversity and situations of language contact in a new spot-
light. Nowadays, large portions of the world population are in contact with several languages on a
daily basis, either face to face or digitally. ‘Multisited comparison across scales, mediating chan-
nels/agencies and institutional settings is likely to be indispensible in any account concerned with
ideology, language and everyday life’ (Blommaert and Rampton 2011, 13).

The current multilingual shift has given way to the emergence of a wide spectrum of nomencla-
tures: plurilingual modes, heteroglossia, languaging, translingual practices, translanguaging, trans-
glossia, crossing, codemeshing, polylanguaging, metrolingualism and transidiomatic practices, to
name a few. This terminological profusion reflects a generalized interest – and excitement even –
for acknowledging and theoretically operationalizing the complexity of language use in an increas-
ingly connected and globalized world. There is also growing awareness of the manifold implications
and potential transformations that these complex practices can hold for our understanding of
language and language use, for current models of bi/multilingual education, and for educational
research, policy and practice.

At the same time, these developments (and the plethora of new terminology) have also given
rise to some criticism and dissent. In mainland Europe, with its long tradition of studies of
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plurilingualism (see Lüdi’s chapter, this volume, for a detailed account of his 30-year trajectory on
the study of bi/plurilingual practices), some voices have been sceptical regarding the originality of
the theoretical contribution of these new terms to scholarly work, their epistemological ambiguity
as well as questioning the ‘transformative potential’ (Jaspers 2017) brought about by these frame-
works, and in particular translanguaging, the term that seems to have gained the most attention
and adherents.

The term Translanguaging seems to have captured people’s imagination. It has been applied to pedagogy, every-
day social interaction, cross-modal and multimodal communication, linguistic landscape, visual arts, music, and
transgender discourse. The growing body of work gives the impression that any practice that is slightly non-con-
ventional could be described in terms of Translanguaging. There is considerable confusion as to whether Trans-
languaging could be an all-encompassing term for diverse multilingual and multimodal practices, replacing terms
such as code-switching, code-mixing, code-meshing, and crossing. (Li 2018, 9)

Scholars who align themselves within the domain of translanguaging have readily addressed
these criticisms (e.g. Otheguy, García, and Reid’s 2015 article on clarifying translanguaging;
García and Otheguy in this volume). It is not within the scope of this article to delve into the
differences and commonalities of all of the terms mentioned above. For the sake of brevity,
we centre our discussion on just two: plurilingualism and translanguaging. These are arguably
the two concepts with the most resonance in European and North American contexts (from
which all of the authors of this issue are writing) and the ones that are increasingly used to
describe new understandings of multilingual practices in language education. It is the aim of
this issue to promote dialogue between these two approaches, which at times are seen as oppo-
sitional and other times, seemingly fused into one similar framework. We also hope to encourage
educational agents to reflect on how they can transform these emergent approaches into peda-
gogical practice (in both formal and informal learning situations), and hopefully generate innova-
tive educational advances in the field.

This special issue contributes to this ongoing dialogue in numerous ways. Several of the articles
provide clarification of epistemological aspects (see for example García and Otheguy, or Lüdi),
others analyze pedagogical interventions and school practices (Dooly and Vallejo, Llompart et al.)
while two of the texts explore the possibilities afforded by a multimodal, plurilingual semiotic per-
spective in different non-school settings (Moore and Bradley, Zhu Hua et al.). These articles under-
score the many ways in which interaction can be mediated through multiple resources, nudging
our understanding of communication beyond a conceptualization that is ‘spoken and written
language-based only’.

In the next sections we outline the predominant features, evolution, criticisms and educational
interpretations and positionalities related to the notions of plurilingualism and translanguaging.
We then explore points of tension and overlap between the two concepts to finally reflect on
some potential areas of research and practice for the near future.

Salient features of plurilingualism

As a point of departure, we begin with an examination of how plurilingualism has been defined and
historically understood. For the sake of clarity, a distinction should be done between a political
approach, as framed by the Council of Europe (CoE), at the level of policy guidelines and assessment
criteria, and a theoretical and research framework, as developed by a long, mostly European tradition
of interactional studies of plurilingual practices. Politically, plurilingualism has been promoted by the
CoE for some decades now; it was framed in the European language education policy documents as
key policy orientations and recommendations for the promotion of linguistic diversity, intercultural
dialogue and social cohesion in the 1990s. According to CoE’s Common European Framework of
Reference for Languages, a plurilingual approach underscores the individual’s multiple linguistic
experiences and sociocultural interactions across the wide spectrum of her everyday life (home,
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school, work, leisure, etc.). As these concentric circles of interaction widen, so too the individual’s
communicative repertoire expands.

[The individual] does not keep these languages and cultures in strictly separated mental compartments, but
rather builds up a communicative competence to which all knowledge and experience of language contributes
and in which languages interrelate and interact. (CoE 2001, 4)

According to CoE, this perspective has significant consequences on language education, both in
terms of policy and practice (this impact is discussed in further detail in the next section). Language
teaching and learning are no longer seen as

simply [a means to] achieve ‘mastery’ of one or two, or even three languages, each taken in isolation, with the
‘ideal native speaker’ as the ultimate model. Instead, the aim is to develop a linguistic repertoire, in which all lin-
guistic abilities have a place. (Ibid., 5)

Plurilingualism has also been framed by the same sources as a key attribute for mobility and com-
petitiveness, thereby mixing social and utilitarian interests. CoE (2007) states that along with promot-
ing ‘mobility, intercomprehension and economic development’, language education should also aim
to maintain ‘the European cultural heritage’ and advance ‘respect for the languages of others and
linguistic diversity’. (Council of Europe 2007, online document5).

Following these European orientations and recommendations, interest has emerged in promoting
plurlingualism in policy and practice at supranational, national and local levels; in government,
business, service and educational contexts, in and beyond the European Union’s borders.

At the same time, it must be noted that the understandings of plurilingulism that have emerged
from the Council of Europe are somewhat ambivalent. For instance, the promotion of ‘the develop-
ment of a unique individual linguistic competence’ is inconsistent with the Common European Frame-
work of Reference for Languages (CEFRL)’s language level descriptors (2001, and extended in 2018),
which seem to reinforce the very ideologies and practices of language separation and assessment
based on language nativeness or purity that they wish to transform (Blommaert and Backus 2012).

Critical voices have also pointed out that CoE’s approach to plurilingualism and its focus on colo-
nial European languages (in particular English as a foreign language) runs the risk of uncritically pro-
moting neoliberal agendas, linking language education and plurilingual competence to market
values such as efficiency, productivity and flexibility of labour force (cf. Irvine 1989; Pennycook
1994, 1998, 2000; Phillipson 1992, 2003; Heller 2010; Block, Gray, and Holborow 2012; Flores 2013;
Ricento 2015; Codó 2018; Codó and Patiño 2018). These critical voices advocate for alternative
approaches to plurilingualism and language education that put language sustainability and social
justice at the forefront, and that acknowledge the value of all languages and varieties. It should be
noted that many of these questions are also at the basis of arguments posed by translanguaging
scholars who advocate for a different approach that emerges from a holistic vision of languages
and that supports more transformative practices (see García and Otheguy, this volume).

A second approach to plurlingualism emerges from a long interactionist research tradition on
studies of plurilingual practices from a socially engaged perspective. This theoretical and methodo-
logical approach has been developed by sociolinguists, linguistic ethnographers and sociocultural
educational researchers from mostly EU bi/multilingual contexts in which concerns for the protection
and promotion of local and heritage minority languages are articulated with the promotion of sus-
tainable plurilingual practices through innovative and collaborative pedagogical approaches (see
for example the prolific work by Jasone Cenoz, Jim Cummins, Laurent Gajo, Dirk Gorter, Monica
Heller, Georges Lüdi, Lorenza Mondada, Luci Nussbaum, Bernard Py, Virginia Unamuno, among
many others).

This research has produced a conceptual shift in sociolinguistic research and theory, bringing a
greater emphasis on micro-analysis of plurilingual interactions in different settings (Llompart and
Nussbaum 2018). Empirical studies on plurilingualism (especially ethnographic documentation and
fine-grained analysis of interactional practices in linguistically diverse classrooms) have contributed
to a move away from conceptualising hybrid language practices as ‘deficiency’ markers or a ‘lack’
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of communicative competence towards an acknowledgement of creative processes that draw from
sophisticated communicative competences and which are inherent to language learning (see Llom-
part et al., and Lüdi, this volume). These conceptualizations imply placing the speaker at the centre of
the learning process and recognizing her as a creative agent who can draw from diverse, albeit partial
and dynamic competences in different semiotic resources. Key to this vision is the concept of reper-
toire as proposed by Gumperz (1972, 1982; see also Mondada 2001; Lüdi 2006; Lüdi and Py 2009)
wherein repertoire is understood as the set of resources available for a person to act socially,
through production and interpretation of meanings. These resources include linguistic varieties, dia-
lects, discursive genres, and common speech acts in a given community (Gumperz 1972, 155), as well
as multimodal forms of expression (gestures, movement, facial expressions, etc.) that are discursively
and culturally embodied in and among social groups (Goodwin 2000; Mondada 2004; Goodwin 2007;
Nussbaum 2012).

Impact of plurilingualism on language education

The abovementioned scholars have contributed a great deal to current views on plurilingual speak-
ers’ practices and contributed to an important shift in the way in which language contact and
language learning are understood by strongly advocating the need to overcome an ‘additive’
approach to plurilingual users’ repertoires: that is, language learning conceived as a process
whereby subsequent languages are learnt as additions to the learner’s existing language repertoire.
This additive approach is principally based on the concept of separate language systems (Weinreich
1953) and lies at the basis of persistent ‘one-language-only’ and ‘one-language-at-a-time’ diglossic
ideologies (Ferguson 1959; Fishman 1967; Llompart and Nussbaum 2018). These ideologies have
also informed a vision of bi/plurilinguals’ repertoire as a sum of ‘parallel monolingualisms’ (Heller
1999), or what Cummins (2008) has referred to as ‘two solitudes’ and Gogolin (1994, 2002) as a ‘mono-
lingual habitus’. Subsequently, these diglossic perspectives have also contributed to a negative per-
ception of hybrid language, perceived as interferences and as indicators of bi/plurilingual speakers’
lack of competence. The strict language separation, along with an idealized model of the ‘native’
language speaker as the referent against which L2/FL learners’ linguistic competence should be
assessed has led to educational practices that validate specific standardized varieties and registers.
At the same time, other varieties, vernacular registers and hybrid productions are devalued as
markers of ‘deficient’ use by speakers/learners of the target language.

This, in turn, has led to considerable studies and applied work in opposition to this position, calling
for more equitable educational opportunities for historically marginalized language learners (see
work by Ajit Mohanty, Robert Phillipson, Tove Skutnabb-Kangas). By proposing a new definition of
the plurilingual speaker as ‘a free and active subject who has amassed a repertoire of resources
and who activates this repertoire according to his/her need, knowledge or whims, modifying or com-
bining them where necessary’ (Lüdi and Py 2009, 157), it is argued that a more inclusive approach can
be promoted. This approach highlights plurilingual speakers’ communicative competence and their
multiple, complex, hybrid, multimodal languaging practices, while moving away from the ‘ideal
native speaker vs. deficient L2 learner’ binomial.

In summary, there is a considerable body of work related to plurilingualism that stems from a deep
commitment for social and educational justice and the promotion of bi/plurilingual minority speak-
ers’ well being, especially as societies and classrooms become more and more diverse and traditional
formulas of bi/multilingual education fail to attend to this diversity. This is a concern shared by scho-
lars working within the domain of translanguaging.

Probing into translanguaging

Translanguaging was first coined in Welsh as ‘trawsieithu’ (Williams 1996) and was later expanded as
a theoretical, analytic concept and pedagogical practice (García 2009; Blackledge and Creese 2010;
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Creese and Blackledge 2010; Canagarajah 2011a, 2011b, 2013; Li 2011, 2018; García and Li 2014;
among many others). These theorizations have often derived from Anglophone contexts with
highly multilingual and multicultural populations where bilingual education and the empowerment
of linguistic minorities have been long pursued objectives (e.g. the UK, Canada, bigger cities in the
USA). Use of the concept has become widespread, a popularity that might be due to its position
‘at the crossroads of several lines of study: on languages, on models of bilingual education, on edu-
cational policies, and on the recognition of linguistic minorities’ (Fontich and Moore 2018, 3). This
multivariant positioning creates challenges for finding a single, standard definition of what it is
and how it can be applied (as a theoretical framework, an ideological positioning, an analytical
lens or a pedagogical stance, or all of the above). In this sense, Jaspers has argued that its many appli-
cations render the term ambiguous, likening it to ‘a house with many rooms’ that can lead to ‘discur-
sive drift’ (2017, 3).

In terms of language use, translanguaging has been explained as ‘the deployment of a speaker’s
full linguistic repertoire without regard for watchful adherence to the socially and politically defined
boundaries of named (and usually national and state) languages’ (Otheguy, García, and Reid 2015,
283). Vogel and García (2017, 6) argue that a bilingual individual does not ‘shuttle’ between ‘two inter-
dependent language systems’; instead they have ‘one semiotic system [that integrates] various
lexical, morphological, and grammatical linguistic features in addition to social practices’.

Translanguaging takes a contrastive stance to other approaches that exclude the everyday experi-
ences, identities and language uses of bi/plurilingual speakers. In this sense, translanguaging has had,
since its origins, an explicit political agenda (Flores 2014) that is strongly related to the social and lin-
guistic circumstances of minoritized bilingual or multilingual communities. With this social agenda in
mind, the ‘trans’ prefix alludes to transgression and transformation in a wide sense and as a means of
destabilizing ‘language hierarchies [and expanding] practices that are typically valued in school and
in the everyday world of communities and homes’ (García and Li 2014, 68). Hawkins (2018) places
translanguaging as part of the ‘trans-’ turn in language and communication studies, in reference
to ‘the current era of globalization in which communication occurs with ever-increasing rapidity
among ever-expanding audiences, through rapidly changing semiotic means and modes’ (55). This
‘trans-’ turn also highlights ‘the significant increase of attention to the ways in which language is
enmeshed with other semiotic resources in constructing meanings in communication’ (ibid) in
fluid and unpredictable ways.

This transformative endeavour includes expanding our understanding and consideration of the
‘trans-semiotic’ nature of repertoires and practices, allocating language as only one of many more
available resources for communication. This has opened the door to exploration of the complex
arrangements across multisemiotic modalities – including embodiment, performativity and re-semi-
otization – that take part in communication and meaning-making processes, thereby overcoming
what Block (2014) has called the ‘lingual bias’ in applied linguistics (see Blackledge and Creese
2017; Pennycook 2017; Zhu, Otsuji, and Pennycook 2017; Callaghan, Moore, and Simpson 2018;
Zhu et al. this volume among others). Furthermore, the emphasis on linguistic creativity –and crea-
tivity in general, as a product of people’s free and original ensembles of their myriad of semiotic
resources–- has also resulted in expanding transdisciplinary approaches that engage applied linguis-
tics and artistic practices. These practices can be explored for their potential for sociolinguistic
research and language education (cf. Bradley and Moore 2018; Bradley et al. 2018; Moore and
Bradley this volume). Arguably, translanguaging has helped foreground the role of creative-inquiry
in applied linguistics, however, the use of creative visual and multimodal methods such as poetry
or language biography portraits in bi/multi/plurilingualism research has a rich tradition (cf. Busch
2006; Prasad 2014), underscoring the difficulties in extricating one term from the other at times.

As with plurilingualism, there have been criticisms regarding translanguaging. Kubota (2016)
underscores the prevalent Western focus of much of the work done in this field and she and
others have remarked on the inherent risk of aligning with neoliberal ideals (Canagarajah 2017;
Jaspers 2017), thereby drifting away from its original critical perspective and becoming conflated
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with the objectification of languages by placing emphasis on its exchange value (Block, 2017). Cenoz
and Gorter (2017) have posed the question of whether a translanguaging pedagogy is a ‘threat or
opportunity’ for minority languages in contexts where these have historically been in a vulnerable
situation and whose main context of social use is usually the classroom. The authors have coined
the term ‘sustainable translanguaging’ to accentuate both the limitations and potential of the frame-
work once applied within a particular socio-political context. They also point out the need to
implement specific measures in bi/plurilingual education that articulate the more desirable features
of translanguaging with the protection and promotion of minority languages.

Scholars working within the domain of translanguaging have engaged with these concerns (see
Otheguy, García, and Reid 2015; Vogel and García 2017; Li 2018), resulting in increasingly refined and
deeper understanding of translanguaging as a pedagogical and theoretical framework, as is evi-
denced in the articles in this issue.

Impact of translanguaging on language education

The focus of translanguaging on ‘full’ use of an individual’s unitary repertoire (linguistic, gestural,
mediated through other external artefacts such as technological devices) confronts many main-
stream approaches to bi/multilingualism and bi/multilingual education based on ‘named’ languages,
that is, languages conceptualized as discrete systems with socially and politically defined boundaries
(see Otheguy 2016; García and Otheguy, this issue). As discussed above, more restricted understand-
ings of language have given rise to pedagogical positionings of ‘one-language-only’, ‘one-language-
at-a-time’, the teaching of separate communicative competences (e.g. speaking, reading, writing, lis-
tening), the suppression of hybrid productions, and restriction of using other potential modes and
resources for communication in the class (e.g. technology such as cellphones, etc.).

In contrast, a translanguaging agenda actively seeks to debunk traditional monolingual ideologies
about languages and language teaching and learning processes that still permeate social and edu-
cational policies and practices, aiming to endorse full recognition, visibilisation and promotion of
the fluent languaging practices bi/plurilingual language learners engage in everyday, thus opening
‘translanguaging spaces’ (Li 2011, 1223) for creativity and multimodality in and beyond the
classroom.

Divergences and points of tension between the frameworks

While the two terms plurilingualism and translanguaging have emerged from different contexts, and
in many cases appear to have socio-political and epistemological differences, there are several com-
monalities that are sometimes explicitly foregrounded and other times are less visible. They both
emerge from a recognition of the widespread presence of bi/multi/plurilingual practices and speak-
ers around the globe and of a lack of acknowledgement of their uses and competences. Both terms
have in common a Baktinian sense of heteroglossia in the regard that any language, any utterance for
that matter, is stratified or sedimented with many voices that interact and are often even conflictive,
consisting of:

social dialects, characteristic group behaviour, professional jargons, generic languages, languages of generations
and age groups, tendentious languages, languages of the authorities, of various circles and of passing fashions.
(Bahktin 1981, 262)

Building from this, both plurilingualism and translanguaging argue that individuals have a unique,
integrated repertoire of semiotic resources that they strategically and creatively combine and put
into place according to the context and participants of their interactions. Consequently, research
in both plurilingualism and translanguaging share the aim of overcoming conceptualizations of
‘languages’ as discrete systems with clear boundaries, and endeavour to move towards the acknowl-
edgement of dynamic and multimodal ‘languaging’ practices. However, the focus on debunking
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languages as bounded systems which underlies much of the translanguaging theories seems to open
a gap between both approaches when trying to describe hybrid language use. Code alternation, for
instance, which has been widely documented from a plurilingual perspective, becomes seemingly
dispensable from a translanguaging lens, given that:

translanguaging questions the very existence of the boundaries between named languages and promotes any
effort that aims at breaking those boundaries. (Li Wei, private correspondence, 2019)

From this perspective, translanguaging ‘encourages mixing, switching and anything that breaks
the boundaries between named languages’ (ibid).

For researchers on plurilingualism, however, concepts such as code-switching or code-mixing
(Auer 1984, 1998, 1999), which from a translanguaging lens might seem to signal accommodation
to a language-separation ideology, remain useful emic categories in the analysis of plurilingual prac-
tices, as they might signal language users’ own orientations, contextualization and co-construction of
roles in interaction (see Lüdi, and Llompart et al., this volume). Seen as a tool for analysis, even if
languages are not considered bounded social entities, they can be ‘made relevant’ by participants
during interaction. Quoting Ustunel and Seedhouse (2005), analysing speakers’ hybrid communica-
tive practices from an interactionist, emic perspective – that is, from the perspective of the partici-
pants – implies trying to elucidate the question ‘why that, in that language, right now?’ (302).

The discussion around the conceptualizations of languages has other relevant repercussions for
research and teaching practice. For the moment it seems that it is still problematic as to how to
refer to what are widely known as ‘languages’. Certainly the concept of a unique and complex reper-
toire made up of diverse semiotic and multimodal resources, some of which are socially attributed to
separate ‘languages’, is key to understanding the resources, strategies and uses of plurilinguals. But
even when aiming to analyse and describe the complex repertoire of plurilingual speakers, there are
few alternatives for referring to the different linguistic resources they know or ‘display’, and how crea-
tively and strategically they ‘combine’ them. Challenges also emerge when attempting to describe
the highly plurilingual contexts of ethnographic research (i.e. schools or classrooms where ‘more
than 30 languages are present’, or children who, according to records or teachers, ‘know 3, 4 or 5
languages’, or who speak a language(s) at home that is different from the language or languages
of instruction at school).

It seems ineluctable that documenting plurilingualism and translanguaging requires the use of the
very categories these concepts seek to debunk. Also, from a pedagogical perspective, ‘named’
languages are still a strong, salient entity and must be taken into account when contextualizing
research in the classroom. Many educators’ work is uni-lingually produced and focuses on specific
academic varieties and content while students’ assessment is often principally focused on monolin-
gual proficiency. As long as these socioeducational norms of scientific production and monolingual
curricular organization and assessment prevail, transforming our understanding of language learning
and language use will remain a challenging undertaking.

Dissent has also emerged around the conceptualization of plurilingual speakers’ competence.
From a translanguaging perspective, given that there are no boundaries between ‘named’ languages
(at least as psycholinguistic entities) it can be understood that a bilingual speaker’s language compe-
tence is ‘always and at every stage complete’ (see García and Otheguy, this volume), as opposed to
the widespread definition of plurilingual competence as emergent, situated and in constant evol-
ution and change (Coste, Moore, and Zarate 1997; CoE 2001). From a plurilingual perspective, it is
precisely by deploying their emergent competence and plurilingual resources in creative and stra-
tegic ways that speakers expand their repertoire and develop their communicative competence,
which includes developing the ability, over time, to participate in interactions both in plurilingual
and unilingual modes (Grosjean 1985, 2001; Nussbaum and Unamuno 2006; Masats, Nussbaum,
and Unamuno 2007; Lüdi and Py 2009; Moore 2014; Lüdi and Llompart et al. this volume). García
and Otheguy (this volume) warn that these different perspectives on speakers’ communicative
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competence might imply divergent approaches to language education policy and practice, for
example in terms of teaching/learning objectives and assessment criteria.

All in all, perhaps key factors of the divergences between a translanguaging approach and the
interactionist approaches to plurilingualism lie in their different epistemological and methodological
perspectives. Translanguaging studies have focused on reflecting, from a more sociological / socio-
linguistic orientation, how bi/plurilingual speakers language and communicate, through the acti-
vation of a wide range of semiotic resources. Translanguaging seeks social and political
recognition of these practices within and beyond the classroom, advocating for pedagogical trans-
formations in the way bi/plurilingual children are taught, valued and assessed. Studies of plurilingu-
alism have mostly developed within an interactional sociolinguistics approach, largely building on
Gumperz’ work, adopting an emic perspective to analyse, often through Conversation Analysis
(CA), the sequential occurrence of plurilingual practices in interaction in order to track, describe
and understand what plurilingual speakers ‘do’ with their communicative resources. A large
number of these studies also focus on how plurilingual learning takes place, particularly from an
emic perspective of the individual(s) engaged in the process.

Perhaps it is in the domain of teaching practices where plurilingualism and translanguaging
connect the most. Both refer at the same time to a sociolinguistic reality – spontaneous language
use – and to a pedagogical stance, and both advocate the need for its ‘didactization’ (see Llompart
et al. this issue) into classroom teaching methodology, in an effort to deeply transform the way
language practices are understood, made visible, valued, taught and assessed in school contexts.
Recently, work has been done that aims to articulate the principles of translanguaging and plurilin-
gualism in order to explore potential gains of a complementary focus. Both concepts, for example, are
articulated in Moore and Vallejo’s analysis of the plurilingual and pluriliteracy practices of children
and volunteers in an out-of-school literacy programme and the affordances of these practices for pro-
moting a translanguaging space (2018).

Pedagogical application and points of overlap

Both a didactics of plurilingualism (cf. Duverger 2007; Gajo 2007; Masats, Nussbaum, and Unamuno
2007; Masats 2008; Noguerol 2009; Candelier 2012; Nussbaum 2013, 2014, 2017; Moore 2014; Dooly
2016; Llompart and Nussbaum 2018; Moore 2018; Moore and Vallejo 2018; Llompart et al. this
volume; Dooly and Vallejo, forthcoming) and translanguaging pedagogies (cf. García 2009; Creese
and Blackledge 2010; Canagarajah 2011a, 2011b; García and Li 2014; García and Kleyn 2016;
García, Johnson, and Seltzer 2017; Moore, Bradley, and Simpson 2019) build on a Vygotskyan socio-
cultural perspective that asserts that knowledge is socially produced and acquired in interaction and
collaboration. Both defend that promoting pupils’ hybrid languaging practices can enhance knowl-
edge acquisition and students’ confidence as it enables them to interact in fluent ways, develop
metacognitive aspects, manage tasks, mediate understandings and co-construct meaning (García
and Li 2014). Transforming educational practices implies that emergent plurilingual speakers move
from being positioned as deficient to adept users of a wide ranging semiotic repertoire. Adopting
a plurilingual / translanguaging lens allows pupils to display competences that are not usually vali-
dated in educational environments and to enact practices that allow them to position themselves
and be positioned as active agents and competent readers and language users (Vallejo and Moore
2016).

Despite the popularity that these two approaches have gained in the academic world, they have
not been as readily adopted in education as one might have hoped (Gorter and Cenoz 2017). Class-
room-based research indicates that while teachers are generally favourable to opening spaces to stu-
dents’ plurilingual practices -or what Lewis, Jones, and Baker (2012) have called pupil-directed
translanguaging- to be used as scaffolding tools while carrying out school tasks, there is still extended
resistance to adopting these practices as outright teaching resources. There are tangible barriers to
teachers fully embracing a deliberate pedagogical stance based on plurilingualism or
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translanguaging. Their reticence can be traced to different motives but concerns about how to incor-
porate a plurilingual or translanguaging lens into lesson planning and assessment seems to play a
significant role (see Dooly and Vallejo, forthcoming). Although García and Li (2014) argue that ‘assess-
ments using a translanguaging mode would enable students to show what they know using their
entire linguistic repertoire’, they acknowledge that such assessments have yet to be developed
and would find strong resistance from policy makers and many teachers because ‘accepting trans-
languaging in assessment would require a change in epistemology that is beyond the limits of
what most schools (and teachers) permit and value today’ (134-135). From a plurilingual didactics
perspective, Llompart et al. (this volume) express similar concerns.

Adopting a plurilingual didactics /translanguaging approach inevitably puts into question a
century-old general approach to language education, which suggests that teacher education and
teacher support should emerge as key elements to overcome these resistances and promote edu-
cational transformation (Moore and Vallejo 2018; Dooly and Vallejo, forthcoming). This should be
framed within the promotion of strong networks of critically engaged, action-research collaboration
between researchers, pre-and in-service teachers and other educational and community agents
(Vallejo et al. 2018). The focus of this framework should be on ‘collaborative co-construction of knowl-
edge that is useful for educational transformation, while promoting practices that are more inclusive
of children’s entire repertoires’ (Moore and Vallejo 2018, 12).

Final words

The articles in this special issue illustrate the diverse and exciting possibilities for research and teach-
ing that can be found in the principles of plurilingualism and translanguaging. Both approaches hold
the potential of social and educational transformation but at the same time it is important to stay
grounded and maintain a critical perspective on the affordances, limitations and challenges they
may pose. Theoretically, as with any terminology that becomes widespread, these terms risk losing
their original critical stance as they become absorbed in mainstream discourse, a risk which may
be exacerbated by the engulfing forces of neoliberalism. However, it must be recognized that con-
ceptual transformations can also be a positive and inevitable element of dissemination and appli-
cation to practice. As García and Otheguy point out, ‘Concepts do not remain static in a time and
place, as educators and researchers take them up, as they travel, and as educators develop alternative
practices’ (this volume). Furthermore, practitioners must acknowledge that change takes time and
considerable effort; moreover the impact may not be immediately visible –in education in particular
it may be years before evidence of change can be detected.

In general, literature and studies regarding these approaches focus on teachers’ perspectives and
the challenges they face when endeavouring to integrate plural resources and new, transformative
practices into education, including students’ everyday multimodal languaging and cultural practices.
While this is important, it does seem to underscore that there is an apparent lack of research on the
perspectives of the students. How do they feel about the appropriation of what is usually seen as their
‘out-of-school’ practices? Do they feel empowered enough to resist if they do not agree to bringing
their use into the classroom? There needs to be more interrogation regarding how to use and when
(if ever) to use these practices that in many cases have emerged as their voices of resistance to socio-
cultural and educational norms (Hill 1999; Canagarajah 2011b).

Answering these points requires including these same individuals in the decision-making process
regarding how to best generate knowledge through these innovative pedagogical approaches. Their
voices should be heard in both research and teaching practice. Lamb has proposed that

the interplay between power structures, historical experiences and current dispositions is endemic, producing a
monolingual habitus (Gogolin 1994, 2002) that cannot be redressed by top-down language-in-education policy
alone; for multilingualism to be normalised and valued by all, opportunities for deep and critical re-education
both in formal educational structures and informal public spaces are required, drawing on research evidence
regarding the benefits of multilingualism for all in order to challenge solidified beliefs and practices. (2015, 152)
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We strongly believe that the transformative stances promoted by plurilingualism and translangua-
ging can defy ‘solidified beliefs and practices’ regarding a ‘monolingual habitus’. To do so implies
rethinking our research and practices in ways that promote criticality and collaboration across mul-
tiple contexts and disciplines, in order to ensure that research outcomes that promote multilingual-
ism are meaningful and beneficial for everyone involved. Hopefully this volume can be a cornerstone
for such interdisciplinary and creative collaborative endeavours.

Notes

1. Aquest treball ha estat realitzat en el marc del programa de Doctorat en Educació de la Universitat Autònoma de
Barcelona. [This text has been elaborated within the framework of the PhD programme on Education from the
Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona].

2. Research Centre for Plurilingual Teaching & Interaction: http://grupsderecerca.uab.cat/greip/en
3. Following the lead of the Council of Europe (CoE), in this article we use multilingualism to refer to contexts or

situations where multiple languages exist side-by-side (e.g. in a community or society) and plurilingualism to
refer to individuals who have knowledge of and use diverse linguistic resources; often in the same interaction.
It should be noted however, that in 2001 the CoE referred to plurilingualism and multilingualism as both societal
and individual traits, and it began to make a distinction in latter documents, referencing linguistic competence of
an individual as plurilingualism and the linguistic diversity of a geographical region as multilingualism. It hardly
seems surprising that there is consistent debate about the correct use of the two words.

4. Blommaert is referencing Joshua Fishman, one of the founders of the study of language contact, and his work on
disglossia, a concept originally coined by Ferguson (1959) and extended by Fishman (1967) to refer to situations
where two or more languages or varieties are used within a community –and usually by the same speakers- for
different purposes and in different contexts. Disglossia implies the social attribution of different functions and
values to the languages or varieties at play, where one is considered ‘high’ (e.g. for ‘educated’ use), and the
other ‘low’, (e.g. for everyday, ordinary contexts). Disglossia has been associated with ideologies of language sep-
aration (e.g. privileging ‘one-language-only’ and ‘one-language-at-a-time’ according to the context) and the belief
that bi/plurilingual speakers possess separate language repertoires and are able and should keep them separate
in their interactions.

5. ‘Guide for the Development of Language Education Policies in Europe: From Linguistic Diversity to Plurilingual
Education’

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

Notes on contributors

Claudia Vallejo is a PhD candidate, adjunt lecturer and member of GREIP: Grup de Recerca en Ensenyament i Interacció
Plurilingües (Research Centre for Teaching & Plurilingual Interaction) at the Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona, where
she teaches subjects on plurilingualism for pre-service teachers. She has participated in local and international projects
on plurilingualism and social inequalities in education. Her PhD research analyzes an after-school program for children
classified as being ‘at-risk’ of not meeting established curricular objectives, and the transformative potential of their plur-
ilingual practices and pluriliteracies for creating more inclusive educational environments.

Melinda Dooly holds a Serra Húnter fellowship as researcher and senior lecturer in the Department of Language & Lit-
erature Education and Social Science Education at the Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona. She teaches English as a
Foreign Language Methodology (TEFL) and research methods courses, focusing on telecollaboration & technology-
enhanced teaching at both undergraduate and graduate levels. She has taught on short-term stays in different countries
worldwide, including an honorary lectureship at the Institute of Education University College London. Her principal
research addresses technology-enhanced project-based language learning, intercultural communication and twenty-
first century competences in teacher education. She has published widely in international journals and authored chap-
ters and books in this area of study. She is lead researcher of GREIP: Grup de Recerca en Ensenyament i Interacció Plur-
ilingües (Research Centre for Teaching & Plurilingual Interaction).

ORCID

Claudia Vallejo http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1920-4623
Melinda Dooly http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1478-4892

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION AND BILINGUALISM 11

http://grupsderecerca.uab.cat/greip/en
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1920-4623
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1478-4892


References

Auer, Peter. 1984. Bilingual Conversation. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
Auer, Peter. 1998. “A Conversation Analytic Approach to Code-Switching and Transfer.” In Code-switching: Anthropological

and Sociolinguistic Perspectives, edited by Monica Heller, 187–213. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.
Auer, Peter. 1999. “From Code-Switching via Language Mixing to Fused Lects: Toward a Dynamic Typology of Bilingual

Speech.” International Journal of Bilingualism 3 (4): 309–332.
Baetens-Beardsmore, Hugo. 2003. “Who is Afraid of Bilingualism?” In Bilingualism: Beyond Basic Principles, edited by Jean-

Marc Dewaele, Alex Housen and Li Wei, 10–27. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.
Bahktin, Mikhail M. 1981. The Dialogic Imagination. Four Essays By M. M. Bakhtin. Translated and edited by Caryl Emerson

and Michael Holquist; Michael Holquist. Austin: University of Texas Press.
Blackledge, Adrian, and Angela Creese. 2010. Multilingualism: A Critical Perspective. London: Continuum.
Blackledge, Adrian, and Angela Creese, eds. 2014. Heteroglossia as Practice and Pedagogy. Dordrecht: Springer.
Blackledge, Adrian, and Angela Creese. 2017. “Translanguaging and the Body.” International Journal of Multilingualism 14

(3): 250–268.
Block, David. 2014. “Moving Beyond “Lingualism”: Multilingual Embodiment andMultimodality in SLA.” In The Multilingual

Turn: Implications for SLA, TESOL, and Bilingual Education, edited by Stephen May, 54–57. London: Routledge.
Block, David. 2017. “Political Economy in Applied Linguistics Research.” Language Teaching 50 (1): 32–64. doi:10.1017/

S0261444816000288.
Block, David, John Gray, and Marnie Holborow, eds. 2012. Neoliberalism and Applied Linguistics. London: Routledge.
Blommaert, Jan. 2010. The Sociolinguistics of Globalization. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Blommaert, Jan. 2013. Ethnography, Superdiversity and Linguistic Landscapes. Chronicles of Complexity. London:

Multilingual Matters.
Blommaert, Jan, and Ad Backus. 2012. “Superdiverse Repertoires and the Individual.” InMultimodality and Multilingualism:

Current Challenges for Educational Studies, edited by Ingrid de Saint-Jacques and Jean-Jacques Weber. Rotterdam:
Sense Publishers. https://www.tilburguniversity.edu/upload/d53816c1-f163-4ae4-b74c-0942b30bdd61_tpcs%
20paper24.pdf

Blommaert, Jan, and Ben Rampton. 2011. “Language and Superdiversity.” Diversities 13 (2): 1–21. www.unesco.org/shs/
diversities/vol13/issue2/art1.

Bradley, Jessica, and Emilee Moore. 2018. “Resemiotization and Creative Production: Extending the Translanguaging
Lens.” In Making Signs, Translanguaging Ethnographies: Exploring Urban, Rural, and Educational Spaces, edited by Ari
Sherris and Elisabetta Adami, 81–101. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.

Bradley, Jessica, Emilee Moore, Louise Atkinson, and James Simpson. 2018. “Translanguaging Creativity: Creating Spaces
for the Visual and the Audible.” In Bridging Across Languages and Cultures in Everyday Lives: New Roles for Changing
Scenarios. Special Issue: Language and Intercultural Communication, 18 (1), edited by Melinda Dooly and Claudia
Vallejo, 54–73. London: Routledge.

Busch, Brigittag. 2006. Language Biographies – Approaches to Multilingualism in Education and Linguistic Research. In
Language Biographies for Multilingual Learning, edited by Brigitta Busch, Aziza Jardine and Angelika Tjoutuku, 5–17.
Cape Town: PRAESA.

Callaghan, John, Emilee Moore, and James Simpson. 2018. “Coordinated Action, Communication and Creativity in
Basketball in Superdiversity.” In Bridging Across Languages and Cultures in Everyday Lives: New Roles for Changing
Scenarios. Special Issue: Language and Intercultural Communication, 18 (1), edited by Melinda Dooly and Claudia
Vallejo, 28–53. London: Routledge.

Canagarajah, Suresh. 2011a. “Codemeshing in Academic Writing: Identifying Teaching Strategies of Translanguaging.”
The Modern Language Journal 95: 401–417.

Canagarajah, Suresh. 2011b. “Translanguaging in the Classroom: Emerging Issues for Research and Pedagogy.” Applied
Linguistics Review 2:1–28.

Canagarajah, Suresh. 2013. Translingual Practice: Global Englishes and Cosmopolitan Relations. London: Routledge.
Canagarajah, Suresh. 2017. Translingual Practices and Neoliberal Policies. Attitudes and Strategies of African Skilled Migrants

in Anglophone Workplaces. Cham, Switzerland: Springer.
Candelier, Michel, ed. 2012. CARAP – Compétences et ressources / FREPA – Competences and Resources. Graz: CELV.
Cenoz, Jasone, and Durk Gorter. 2017. “Minority Languages and Sustainable Translanguaging: Threat or Opportunity?”

Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development 38 (10): 901–912.
Codó, Eva. 2018. “Language Policy and Planning, Institutions and Neoliberalisation.” In Handbook of Language Policy and

Planning, edited by James Tollefson and Miguel Pérez-Milans, 467–484. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Codó, Eva, and Adriana Patiño. 2018. “CLIL, Unequal Working Conditions and Neoliberal Subjectivities in a State

Secondary School.” Language Policy 17: 479–499.
Coste, Daniel, Danièle Moore, and Geneviève Zarate. 1997. Compétence Plurilingue et Pluriculturelle. Strasbourg: Council of

Europe.
Council of Europe. 2001. Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching, Assessment.

Strasbourg: Council of Europe.

12 C. VALLEJO AND M. DOOLY

https://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0261444816000288
https://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0261444816000288
https://www.tilburguniversity.edu/upload/d53816c1-f163-4ae4-b74c-0942b30bdd61_tpcs%20paper24.pdf
https://www.tilburguniversity.edu/upload/d53816c1-f163-4ae4-b74c-0942b30bdd61_tpcs%20paper24.pdf
https://dx.doi.org/www.unesco.org/shs/diversities/vol13/issue2/art1
https://dx.doi.org/www.unesco.org/shs/diversities/vol13/issue2/art1


Council of Europe. 2007. From Linguistic Diversity to Plurilingual Education: Guide for the Development of Language
Education Policies in Europe. Strasbourg: Council of Europe. https://rm.coe.int/16806a892c

Creese, Angela, and Adrian Blackledge. 2010. “Translanguaging in the Bilingual Classroom: A Pedagogy for Learning and
Teaching?” The Modern Language Journal 94 (1): 103–115.

Cummins, Jim. 2008. “Teaching for Transfer: Challenging the Two Solitudes Assumption in Bilingual Education.” In
Encyclopedia of Language and Education Vol. 5: Bilingual Education. 2nd ed, edited by Jim Cummins and Nancy H.
Hornberger, v–vii. Boston: Springer Science+Business Media.

Derrida, Jacques. 1998. Monolingualism of the Other: or The Prosthesis of Origin. Translated by P. Mensah. Palo Alto, CA:
Stanford University Press. (Original work published 1996).

Dooly, Melinda. 2016. “Proyectos Didácticos para Aprender Lenguas.” In Enseñanza y Aprendizaje de las Lenguas
Extranjeras en Educación Secundaria Obligatoria, edited by Dolors Masats and Luci Nussbaum, 169-193. Madrid:
Síntesis.

Dooly, Melinda, and Virginia Unamuno. 2009. “Multiple Languages in one Society: Categorisations of Language and Social
Cohesion in Policy and Practice.” Journal of Education Policy 24 (3): 217–236.

Dooly, Melinda, and Claudia Vallejo. 2009. Linguistic Minorities Tematic Report. EPASI in Europe (Charting Educational
Policies to Address Social Inequalities in Europe). Brussels: European Commission, Department of Education & Culture
commissioned report.

Dooly, Melinda, and Claudia Vallejo. forthcoming. “Bringing Plurilingualism into Teaching Practice: A Quixotic Quest?” In
The Evolution of Language Teaching: Towards Plurilingualism and Translanguaging, edited by Dooly Melinda and Vallejo
Claudia. Special Issue: Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism.

Duverger, Jean. 2007. “Didactiser l’alternance des langues en cours de DNL.” Tréma 28. http://trema.revues.org/302
Ferguson, Charles A. 1959. Diglossia. Word 15: 325–340.
Fishman, Joshua. 1967. “Bilingualism with andWithout Diglossia; Diglossia with or Without Bilingualism.” Journal of Social

Issues 23 (2): 29–38.
Flores, Nelson. 2013. “The Unexamined Relationship Between Neoliberalism and Plurilingualism: A Cautionary Tale.”

TESOL Quarterly 47 (3): 500–520.
Flores, Nelson. 2014. Let’s not Forget that Translanguaging is a Political Act. https://educationallinguist.wordpress.com/

2014/07/19/lets-not-forget-that-translanguaging-is-a-political-act/
Fontich, Xavier, and Emilee Moore. 2018. “Editors’ Notes”. Bellaterra Journal of Teaching & Learning Language & Literature

11 (1): 1–8.
Franceschini, Rita. 2009. “The Genesis and Development of Research in Multilingualism. Perspectives for Future

Research.” In The Exploration of Multilingualism, edited by Larissa Aronin and Britta Hufeisen, 27–62. Amsterdam:
John Benjamins.

Gajo, Laurent. 2007. “Enseignement d’une DNL en langue étrangère: de la clarification à la conceptualisation.” Tréma 28.
http://trema.revues.org/448

García, Ofelia. 2009. Bilingual Education in the 21st Century: A Global Perspective. New York: Wiley.
García, Ofelia, Susana Ibarra Johnson, and Kate Seltzer. 2017. The Translanguaging Classroom. Leveraging Student

Bilingualism for Learning. Philadelphia: Caslon.
García, Ofelia, and Tatyana Kleyn, eds. 2016. Translanguaging with Multilingual Students: Learning From Classroom

Moments. New York: Routledge.
García, Ofelia, and Claire E. Sylvan. 2011. “Pedagogies and Practices in Multilingual Classrooms: Singularities in Pluralities.”

The Modern Language Journal 95 (3): 385–400.
García, Ofelia, and Li Wei. 2014. Translanguaging: Language, Bilingualism and Education. London: Palgrave Macmillan.
Gogolin, Ingrid. 1994. Der monolinguale Habitus der multilingualen Schule. Münster: Waxmann-Verlag.
Gogolin, Ingrid. 2002. “Linguistic and Cultural Diversity in Europe: A Challenge for Educational Research and Practice.”

European Education Research Journal 1 (1): 123–138.
Goodwin, Charles. 2000. “Action and Embodiment Within Situated Human Interaction.” Journal of Pragmatics 32: 1489–

1522.
Goodwin, Charles. 2007. “Participation, Stance, and Affect in the Organization of Activities.” Discourse and Society 18 (1):

53–73.
Gorter, Durk, and Jasone Cenoz. 2017. “Language Education Policy and Multilingual Assessment.” Language and

Education 31: 231–248.
Grosjean, Francois.1985: “The Bilingual as a Competent but Specific Speaker-Hearer”. Journal of Multilingual and

Multicultural Development 6: 467–477.
Grosjean, Francois. 2001. “The Bilingual’s Language Modes”. In Language Processing in the Bilingual. Oxford: Blackwell,

1–25.
Gumperz, John J. 1972. “Introduction.” In Directions in Sociolinguistics: The Ethnography of Communication, edited by John

J. Gumperz & Dell Hymes. London: Blackwell, 1–25.
Gumperz, John J. 1982. Discourse Strategies. Studies in Interactional Sociolinguistics. Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press.

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION AND BILINGUALISM 13

https://rm.coe.int/16806a892c
http://trema.revues.org/302
https://educationallinguist.wordpress.com/2014/07/19/lets-not-forget-that-translanguaging-is-a-political-act/
https://educationallinguist.wordpress.com/2014/07/19/lets-not-forget-that-translanguaging-is-a-political-act/
http://trema.revues.org/448


Hawkins, Margaret. 2018. “Transmodalities and Transnational Encounters: Fostering Critical Cosmopolitan Relations.”
Applied Linguistics 39 (1): 55–77.

Heller, Monica. 1999. Linguistic Minorities and Modernity: A Sociolinguistic Ethnography. London: Longman.
Heller, Monica. 2010. “The Commodification of Language.” Annual Review of Anthropology 39: 101–114.
Hill, Jane. 1999. “Styling Locally, Styling Globally: What Does it Mean?” Journal of Sociolinguistics 3: 542–556.
Irvine, Judith T. 1989. “When Talk Isn’t Cheap: Language and Political Economy.” American Ethnologist 16 (2): 248–267.
Jacquemet, Marco. 2005. “Transidiomatic Practices: Language and Power in the Age of Globalization.” Language &

Communication 25: 257–277.
Jaspers, Jurgens. 2017. “The Transformative Limits of Translanguaging.” Working Papers in Urban Language & Literacies

226: 1–17.
Kubota, Ryuko. 2016. “The Multi/Plural Turn, Postcolonial Theory, and Neoliberal Multiculturalism: Complicities and

Implications for Applied Linguistics.” Applied Linguist 37 (4): 474–494.
Lamb, Terry. 2001. “Language Policy in Multilingual UK.” The Language Learning Journal 23: 4–12.
Lamb, Terry. 2015. “Towards a Plurilingual Habitus: Engendering Interlinguality in Urban Spaces.” International Journal of

Pedagogies and Learning 10 (2): 151–165.
Lewis, Gwyn, Bryn Jones, and Colin Baker. 2012. “Tranlanguaging: Developing its Conceptualisation and

Contextualisation.” Educational Research and Evaluation 18 (7): 655–670.
Li, Wei. 2011. “Moment Analysis and Translanguaging Space: Discoursive Construction of Identities by Multilingual

Chinese Youth in Britain.” Journal of Pragmatics 43: 1222–1235.
Li, Wei. 2018. “Translanguaging as a Practical Theory of Language.” Applied Linguistics 39 (1): 9–30.
Llompart, Julia, and Luci Nussbaum. 2018. “Doing Plurilingualism at School: Key Concepts and Perspectives.” In

Plurilingual Literacy Practices at School and in Teacher Education, edited by Silvia Melo-Pfeifer and Christian
Helmchen, 15–29. Bern: Peter Lang.

Lüdi, Georges. 2006. “De la compétence linguistique au répertoire plurilingue.” Bulletin Suisse de Linguistique Appliquée 84:
173–189.

Lüdi, Georges, Katharina Höchle Meier, and Patchareerat Yanaprasart, eds. 2016. Managing Plurilingual and Intercultural
Practices in the Workplace. The Case of Multilingual Switzerland. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Lüdi, Georges, and Bernard Py. 2009. “To be or not to be… a Plurilingual Speaker.” International Journal of Multilingualism
6 (2): 154–167.

Lüdi, Georges, and Bernard Py. 2013. Etre bilingue. 4th ed with postface. Berne: Lang.
Lüdi, Georges, and Bernard Py. [1986] 2003. Être bilingüe. Berne: Peter Lang.
Maher, John C. 2017. Multilingualism: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Masats, Dolors. 2008. “El discurs dels aprenents d’anglès com a llengua estrangera: una aproximació interactivista al procés

de construcció de tasques comunicatives.” Unpublished PhD diss., Bellaterra: Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona.
Masats, Dolors, Luci Nussbaum, and Virginia Unamuno. 2007. “When Activity Shapes the Repertoire of Second Language

Learners.” EUROSLA Yearbook 7: 121–147.
McNamara, Tim. 2011a. “Measuring Deficit.” In Discourses of Deficit, edited by Christopher N. Candlin and Jonathan

Crichton, 311–326. London: Palgrave Macmillan.
Mcnamara, Tim. 2011b. “Multilingualism in Education: A Poststructuralist Critique.” The Modern Language Journal 95(3):

430–441.
McNamara, Tim and Elaine Shohamy. 2008. “Language Tests and Human Rights.” International Journal of Applied

Linguistics 18: 89–95.
Mondada, Lorenza. 2001. “Por una Lingüística Interaccional.” Discurso y Sociedad 3 (3): 61–89.
Mondada, Lorenza. 2004. “Ways of ‘Doing Being Plurilingual’ in International Work Meetings.” In Second Language

Conversations, edited by Rod Gardner and Johannes Wagner, 27–60. London: Continuum.
Mondada, Lorenza, and Luci Nussbaum, eds. 2012. Interactions cosmopolites: l’organisation de la participation plurilingue.

Limoges: Lambert Lucas.
Moore, Emilee. 2014. “Constructing Content and Language Knowledge in Plurilingual Student Teamwork: Situated and

Longitudinal Perspectives.” International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism 17 (5): 586–609.
Moore, Emilee. 2018. Teaching in and for Plurilingualism in the 21st Century. Barcelona: KONECT.
Moore, Emilee, Eulàlia Borrás, and Luci Nussbaum. 2013. “Plurilingual Resources in Lingua Franca Talk: An Interactionist

Perspective.” In Language Alternation, Language Choice and Language Encounter in International Tertiary Education,
edited by Hartmut Haberland, Dorte Lønsmann, and Bent Preisler, 53–84. Dordrecht: Springer.

Moore, Emilee, Jessica Bradley, and James Simpson, dirs. 2019. Translanguaging as Transformation: The Collaborative
Construction of New Linguistic Realities. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.

Moore, Emilee, and Luci Nussbaum. 2013. “La LingüíStica Interaccional y la Comunicación en las Aulas.” Textos de
Didáctica de la Lengua y de la Literatura 63: 43-50.

Moore, Emilee, and Claudia Vallejo. 2018. “Practices of Conformity and Transgression in an Out-of-School Reading
Programme for ‘At Risk’ Children.” Linguistics and Education 43: 25–38. http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/
article/pii/S0898589816301528

Noguerol, Artur. 2009. “Didàctica de les llengües en entorns multiculturals.” Perspectiva Escolar 337: 20–27.

14 C. VALLEJO AND M. DOOLY

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0898589816301528
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0898589816301528


Ntiri, Daphne W. 2001. “Access to Higher Education for Nontraditional Students and Minorities in a Technology-Focused
Society.” Urban Education 36 (1): 129–144.

Nussbaum, Luci. 2008. “Construire le plurilinguisme à l’école: de la recherche a l’intervention et de l’intervention à la
recherche.” In Conscience du plurilinguisme. Pratiques, représentations et interventions, edited by Michel Candelier,
Gina Ioannitou, Danielle Omer, and Marie-Thérèse Vasseur, 125–144. Rennes: Presses Universitaires de Rennes.

Nussbaum, Luci. 2009. “Integrar Lengua y Contenidos.” Cuadernos de Pedagogía 395: 56–58.
Nussbaum, Luci. 2012. “De las Lenguas en Contacto al Habla Plurilingüe (Post-scriptum).” In Prácticas y Repertorios

Plurilingües en Argentina, edited by Virginia Unamuno and Àngel Maldonado, 273–284. Barcelona: GREIP.
Nussbaum, Luci. 2013. “Interrogations didactiques sur l’éducation plurilingüe.” In En vers le plurilinguisme? 20 ans après,

edited by Violaine Bigot, Aude Bretegnier and Marité Vasseur, 85-93. París: Albin Michel.
Nussbaum, Luci. 2014. “Una didàctica sociolingüística de les llengües?” Bellaterra Journal of Teaching & Learning Language

& Literature 7 (3): 1–13.
Nussbaum, Luci. 2017. “Investigar con Docentes.” In Qualitative Approaches to Research in Plurilingual Language Learning

Environments, edited by Emilee Moore and Melinda Dooly, 23–45. Bellaterra: Grup de Recerca en Ensenyament i
Interaccions Plurilingües.

Nussbaum, Luci, and Dolors Masats. 2012. “Socialisation langagière en Catalogne: le mutilinguisme comme étayage de
pratiques monolingües.” In Hétérogénéitéet variation. Perspectives socolinguistiques, didactiques et anthropologiques,
directed by Martine Dreyfus and JeanMarie Prieurs, 155–167. Paris: Michel Houdiard éditeur.

Nussbaum, Luci, and Virginia Unamuno. 2006. Usos i competències multilingües entre escolars d’origen immigrant.
Bellaterra: Servei de Publicacions de la Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona.

Otheguy, Ricardo. 2016. “Foreword.” In Translanguaging with Multilingual Students. Learning From Classroom Moments,
edited by Ofelia García and Tatyana Kleyn, ix–xii. New York: Routledge.

Otheguy, Ricardo, Ofelia García, and Wallis Reid. 2015. “Clarifying Translanguaging and Deconstructing Named
Languages: A Perspective From Linguistics.” Applied Linguistics Review 6 (3): 281–307.

Pennycook, Alastair. 1994. The Cultural Politics of English as an International Language. London: Longman.
Pennycook, Alastair. 1998. English and the Discourses of Colonialism. London: Routledge.
Pennycook, Alastair. 2000. English, Politics, Ideology: From Colonial Celebration to Post-Colonial Performativity. In

Ideology, Politics and Language Policies, edited by Thomas Ricento, 107–119. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
Pennycook, Alastair. 2017. “Translanguaging and Semiotic Assemblages”. International Journal of Multilingualism 14 (3):

269–282.
Phillipson, Robert. 1992. Linguistic Imperialism. New York: Oxford University Press.
Phillipson, Robert. 2003. English-only Europe? Challenging Language Policy. London: Routledge.
Prasad, Gail. 2014. Portraits of Plurilingualism in a French International School in Toronto: Exploring the Role of Visual

Methods to Access Students’ Representations of Their Linguistically Diverse Identities. Canadian Journal of Applied
Linguistics / Revue Canadienne de Linguistique Appliquée 17(1): 51–77.

Ricento, Thomas, ed. 2015. Language Policy and Political Economy: English in a Global Context. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Ross, Alistair, et al. 2009. Overall Report. EPASI in Europe (Charting Educational Policies to Address Social Inequalities in
Europe). London: IPSE.

Ross, Alistair, Melinda Dooly, and Nanny Hartsmar. 2012. Equalities and Education in Europe: Explanations and Excuses for
Inequality. Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

Ryan, Kerry, and Tim McNamara. 2011. Testing Identity: Language Tests and Australian Citizenship. In Uniformity and
Diversity in Language Policy: Global Perspectives, edited by Catrin Norrby and John Hajek, 180–194. Bristol, England:
Multilingual Matters.

Shohamy, Elaine, and Tim McNamara. 2009. “Language Tests for Citizenship, Immigration, and Asylum.” Language
Assessment Quarterly, 6: 1–5.

Souto-Manning, Mariana. 2006. “Families Learn Together: Reconceptualizing Linguistic Diversity as a Resource.” Early
Childhood Education Journal 33: 443–446.

Unamuno, Virginia. 2008. “Multilingual Switch in Peer Classroom Interaction.” Linguistics and Education, 19: 1–19.
Ustunel, Eda, and Paul Seedhouse. 2005. “Why That, in That Language, Right Now? Code-Switching and Pedagogical

Focus.” International Journal of Applied Linguistics 15 (3): 302-325.
Vallejo, Claudia, and Melinda Dooly. 2013. “Early School Leavers and Social Disadvantage in Spain: From Books to Bricks

and Vice-versa.” In Early School Leavers and Social Disadvantage, edited by Alistair Ross and Carol Leathwood. Special
Issue of European Journal of Education 48 (3): 389-404.

Vallejo, Claudia, Melinda Dooly, Dolors Masats, and Emilee Moore. 2018. “Multilingual Education for the 21st Century:
Moving from Trending to Meaningful through Criticality and Collaboration” in Multilingualizing Compulsory
Education in the Age of Neoliberalism: Issues, Processes and Inequalities (MUCEAN), International Seminar, UAB: 22-23
Nov. 2018.

Vallejo, Claudia, and Emilee Moore. 2016. “Prácticas Plurilingües ‘Transgresoras’ en un Programa Extraescolar de Refuerzo
de la Lectura.” Signo y Seña 29: 33–61.

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION AND BILINGUALISM 15



Vogel, Sara, and Ofelia García. 2017. “Translanguaging.” In Oxford Research Encyclopedia of Education edited by George W.
Noblit and Luis C. Moll, 2–21. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Weinreich, Uriel. 1953. Languages in Contact: Findings and Problems. The Hague: Mouton.
Williams, Cen. 1996. “Secondary Education: Teaching in the Bilingual Situation.” In The Language Policy: Taking Stock,

edited by Cen Williams, Gwyn Lewis and Colin Baker, 39–78. UK: CAI.
Zhu, Hua, Emi Otsuji, and Alastair Pennycook. 2017. “Multilingual, Multisensory and Multimodal Repertoires in Corner

Shops, Streets and Markets: Introduction.” Special Issue of Social Semiotics 27 (4): 383–393.
Zuniga, Keren, Joanne K. Olson, and Mary Winter. 2005. “Science Education for Rural Latino/a Students: Course Placement

and Success in Science” Journal of Research in Science Teaching 42 (4): 376–402.

16 C. VALLEJO AND M. DOOLY


	Abstract
	Introduction: towards plurilingualism and translanguaging
	Salient features of plurilingualism
	Impact of plurilingualism on language education
	Probing into translanguaging
	Impact of translanguaging on language education
	Divergences and points of tension between the frameworks
	Pedagogical application and points of overlap
	Final words
	Notes
	Disclosure statement
	Notes on contributors
	ORCID
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.245 841.846]
>> setpagedevice


