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This article explores university English as a Second Language (ESL) instructors’
attitudes toward translanguaging in the classroom and possible reasons for in-
structors’ resistance in moving translanguaging ideology into English language
teaching pedagogy. Many researchers have forwarded translanguaging as a theo-
retical and pedagogical approach to language education because of its potential
cognitive, social, and affective benefits. A translanguaging pedagogy calls for in-
structors to affirm the dynamic and diverse language practices that multilingual
students utilize as part of their unitary language repertoire. However, because
English-only pedagogies, policies, and practices still permeate the ESL classroom,
it is critical to understand how ESL instructors’ language ideologies and orienta-
tions play a role in shaping their pedagogical practices and classroom language
policies. Using Ruiz’s orientations in language planning and translanguaging
theory, this study examined the language orientations of five ESL instructors at
a major Canadian university based on qualitative data gathered through semi-
structured interviews. The findings provide insights into instructors’ attitudes
toward translanguaging, the relationship between instructors’ language learning
experiences and their classroom language policy, and institutional opportunities
and constraints.

Le présent article explore les attitudes des professeurs d'anglais langue seconde
(ESL) au niveau universitaire face au translangagisme en salle de classe ainsi
que les raisons possibles de leur résistance a l'introduction de l'idéologie trans-
langagiere dans la pédagogie de l'enseignement de l'anglais. De nombreux tra-
vaux de recherche renvoient au translangagisme comme démarche théorique et
pédagogique d'enseignement des langues en raison de ses avantages cognitifs,
sociaux et affectifs. La pédagogie translangagiere invite les professeurs a sou-
tenir le dynamisme et la diversité des pratiques langagieres que les étudiantes
et étudiants multilingues utilisent déja dans le cadre de leur répertoire linguis-
tique unitaire. Toutefois, puisque l'enseignement de l'anglais langue seconde en
classe reste imprégné de pédagogies, de politiques, et de pratiques exclusivement
anglophones, il est essentiel de comprendre le role que jouent les idéologies et les
orientations des professeurs d'anglais langue seconde dans la formation de leurs
pratiques pédagogiques et de leurs politiques d'enseignement en classe. S'inspi-
rant des orientations de Ruiz en matiere de planification langagiere et de théorie
translangagiere, la présente étude examine les orientations linguistiques de cing
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professeures et professeurs d'anglais langue seconde dans une grande université
canadienne a 'aide de données qualitatives recueillies dans le cadre d’entrevues
semi-structurées. Les conclusions de l'enquéte aident a mieux comprendre les
attitudes des professeurs face au translangagisme, la relation entre les expériences
d’apprentissage langagier des professeurs, et leur politique langagiére en classe
ainsi que les possibilités et les contraintes institutionnelles.

KEYWORDS: English as a Second Language, ESL, higher education, translanguaging, language
orientations, instructor attitudes

Introduction

The internationalization of higher education—driven by political, economic,
and sociocultural dimensions (Maringe, 2010)—has resulted in a steady
increase in the number of linguistically and culturally diverse students in
Canadian educational institutions. In 2017, there were 494,525 international
students enrolled at all levels of study in Canada, which was a 119% increase
in international student enrollment from 2010, and a 20% increase from 2016
(Canadian Bureau for International Education, 2018). The steady increase in
the number of international students enrolled in higher education in Canada
has resulted in growing diversity in the linguistic and cultural landscapes of
Canadian educational institutions (Dagenais, 2013), and calls for pedagogies
that are responsive to the dynamic and flexible language practices of multi-
lingual students.

However, despite growing diversity in higher education, “deep-rooted
ideologies of linguistic purism” (Lin, 2013, p. 521) continue to perpetuate in-
stitutional spaces. The commodification of English language teaching (Heller,
2003) and the strict English language requirements of many universities may
put pressure on language instructors to improve students’” English language
proficiency so that students fulfill the English language requirements of the
university. Many universities in Canada offer short-term English as a Second
Language (ESL) and English for Academic Purposes (EAP) programs for in-
ternational students who wish to learn English in a foreign country such as
Canada, as these international students “represent attractive resources to be
tapped as consumers of its programmes (or products)” (Shin, 2016, p. 511).
These programs have implications for language learning and teaching, as Lin
(2013) states,

... language learning and teaching has become a transaction of
teachers passing on a marketable set of standardized knowledge
items and skills to students. This transaction is what takes place in-
stead of seeing language learning and teaching as having both teach-
ers and students engaged in the fluid co-creation of diverse language
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resources appropriate for situated social practices that are meaning-
ful to both parties. (p. 525)

Language learning as a transaction may have ideological and pedagogi-
cal implications for instructors, shaping the way instructors think about and
position their students” languages in the classroom. For example, even if in-
structors feel the imperative to create a space for their students’ first language
(L1) in the classroom, the commercialization of English might contribute to
instructors believing that the use of the L1 could hamper students’” progress
in learning English especially if instructors believe greater exposure to the
target language (TL) is synonymous with increased language proficiency.
This belief has continued to perpetuate monolingual approaches to English
language teaching (Cummins, 2007), which assume that only the TL should
be used in instruction, without recourse to students” L1, and there is no place
for translating between the TL and L1 in the language classroom.

In contrast to the monolingual approach, scholars who operate from a
translanguaging theory of language explore the use of pedagogies that en-
courage learners to draw on all their language resources to communicate and
make meaning (e.g., Canagarajah, 2011; Garcia & Li Wei, 2014; Mazak, 2017;
Otheguy, Garcia, & Reid, 2018). Scholars have articulated a translanguag-
ing pedagogy as involving planning and structuring teaching strategies that
build on multilingual students” entire linguistic repertoire as a resource in
their learning. While research has discussed the potential of a translanguag-
ing pedagogy in supporting students” comprehension of complex texts and
content, helping them to develop a better understanding of their language
learning, and expanding their communicative repertoires (Garcia, 2009),
there is still a gap between translanguaging as a concept and translanguaging
as a practice (Canagarajah, 2011), particularly in the higher education context.
We believe that one way of closing this gap and implementing translanguag-
ing as an effective pedagogy is to address instructors” underlying attitudes
toward language diversity in their classrooms. Richardson (1996) notes the
importance of instructors” attitudes in understanding classroom practices,
and Rivera and Mazak (2017) stress the need to examine attitudes toward
translanguaging because they can determine how effective a translanguaging
pedagogy is. For the purpose of our article, we use the term attitude to refer
to an “individual’s orientation toward an item, person, concept, institution,
social process, or situation, and is indicative of [their] web of beliefs and
perceptions” (Finch, 2012, p. 369). Our study aims to shed light on instruc-
tors” attitudes by examining their language orientations, and their beliefs and
perceptions about the role of translanguaging in the classroom. Our study
asks three questions:

Research Question 1: How do instructors view and position trans-
languaging in the English language teaching and learning context?
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Research Question 2: How do instructors enact informal language
policy in their reported classroom practices?

Research Question 3: How do instructors’ linguistic background and
personal language-learning experience play a role in their attitudes
and reported practices?

Theoretical Framework

Translanguaging

Translanguaging is a theoretical reconceptualization of language that posits
that multilingual learners have only “one linguistic repertoire from which
they select features strategically to communicate effectively” (Garcia, 2012,
p- 1). For Garcia and Li Wei (2014), translanguaging is not merely the mixing
of separate named languages. Neither is it something that multilinguals do
only when they lack the necessary vocabulary to express themselves mono-
lingually. Rather, when students use more than one language in communica-
tion, they are selecting language features from their overall repertoire in ways
that help them fulfill their communicative needs and assert their linguistic
and cultural identities. The idea of a language repertoire (Otheguy, Garcia,
& Reid, 2015) transcends traditional conceptualizations of language, and dis-
rupts the notion of languages as discrete, bounded systems. It recognizes
all of language users’ fluid language and multimodal practices as part of an
integrated meaning-making system. From the perspective of translanguaging
theory then, language teaching can be seen not as a linear process, whereby
teachers add autonomous languages such as English to their students” ex-
isting repertoires. Rather, language teaching can be viewed as a dynamic
process that engages students’” multiple meaning-making resources (Mazak,
2017). Thus, within this perspective, the role of educators would be to “en-
gage in complex discursive practices that include all the language practices
of students in order to develop new language practices and sustain old ones,
communicate appropriate knowledge, and give voice to new sociopolitical
realities by interrogating linguistic inequality” (Garcia & Kano, 2014, p. 261).
By doing so, educators can disrupt the socially constructed language hierar-
chies that prevent multilingual ESL students from using their entire language
repertoire (Otheguy, Garcia, & Reid, 2015).

The adoption of a translanguaging pedagogy involves instructors help-
ing their learners to become more aware of their entire linguistic repertoire,
and how to use the various features of their repertoire for different situa-
tions, purposes, and tasks is emblematic of this translanguaging pedagogy
(Wiley & Garcia, 2016). According to Garcia, Johnson, and Seltzer (2017), the
specific core components of a translanguaging pedagogy include (a) a trans-
languaging stance, which is the belief that the diverse language practices of
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students are valuable resources that should be used in the classroom; (b) a
translanguaging design, which involves the design of strategic plans (e.g.,
lesson plans, assessments) that are informed by students” diverse language
practices; and (c) translanguaging shifts, which require the ability to make
moment-by-moment changes to the lessons according to students’ needs. The
concept of a translanguaging stance is particularly relevant to our study as
we believe that a translanguaging pedagogy requires that instructors adopt
a translanguaging stance toward their students” diverse linguistic repertoires
(Bailey & Marsden, 2017; Deroo & Ponzio, 2019; Garcia, Johnson, & Seltzer,
2017; Haukas, 2016).

Orientations in Language Planning

Our study also draws on Ruiz’s (1984) orientations in language planning.
Ruiz proposed three basic orientations toward language as a way of guiding
critical analysis and reflection about “what is thinkable about language in so-
ciety” (p. 16). A language-as-problem orientation assumes that students who
are not proficient in a dominant language are deficient in their ability to learn.
Ruiz (1984) suggests that the language-as-problem orientation is an influen-
tial discourse in English-dominant countries wherein a lack of proficiency in
English is seen as a problem. A language-as-right orientation sees students
as having the personal, human, and legal right to maintain their heritage
language. A language-as-resource orientation promotes the language com-
petencies of multilingual speakers as resources for social, cultural, economic,
and political gains.

Critiques of Ruiz’s orientations have argued that the orientations are lim-
ited in their analytical usefulness because first, they are not reflective of the
reality of current policy situations, and second, language planning and policy
in practice are usually influenced by a variety of forces that include politi-
cal expediency and extralinguistic social issues, and so it would be difficult
to identify discrete orientations behind a language policy (e.g., Bale, 2016;
Crawford, 1998; Ricento, 2005). However, Hult and Hornberger (2016) assert
that the orientations are useful as analytical tools to identify and analyze the
discourses surrounding language in specific policy contexts. They add that
Ruiz’s orientations can be used by researchers as etic concepts to analyze the
values that are expressed in policy debates and negotiation, and also as emic
concepts to guide analysis about the beliefs that are expressed by people
about the role of language. In line with Hult and Hornberger’s (2016) sug-
gestions, we use Ruiz’s language orientations, with translanguaging theory,
to analyze ESL instructors” attitudes toward language learning and translan-
guaging, and the language policies that they enact in their classrooms. Like
Menken and Garcia (2010), we believe that all instructors are policy mak-
ers who interpret, negotiate, resist, challenge, (re)structure, and enact lan-
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guage policies through their attitudes about language and their pedagogical
practices.

Literature Review

Research on translanguaging conducted in the field of bilingual education
has suggested that it is a valuable resource for learning. The reported benefits
of translanguaging in the literature (e.g., Carroll & Sambolin Morales, 2016;
Duarte, 2016; Garcia, Johnson, & Seltzer, 2017; Garcia & Li Wei, 2014; Wiley
& Garcia, 2016) include building background knowledge, promoting a fuller
understanding of the subject matter, developing higher order thinking skills,
building metacognitive ability, engaging learners in identity investment, and
interrogating linguistic inequality. Translanguaging as a pedagogical practice
has also been shown to be advantageous specifically for second language
(L2) learning, for example, by enabling cross-linguistic transfer, promoting
collaborative language learning, and helping students develop a more critical
understanding of language and culture (e.g., Bono & Stratilaki, 2009; French,
2016; Rajendram, 2019).

Although many studies have focused on the pedagogical value of trans-
languaging in the English language classroom, research on the attitudes of
instructors toward translanguaging in higher education contexts is scarce.
Studies that do investigate instructors” attitudes have found that they often
experience tensions related to how often, when, where, and why they should
use translanguaging in the classroom (Carroll & Sambolin Morales, 2016).
While some instructors may recognize the value of translanguaging, they
usually believe that it should be targeted to specific tasks, situations, and
proficiency levels (Hussein, 2003; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2003; Tan, 2017).
Tan’s (2017) study suggests that the tensions instructors experience in using
translanguaging practices are mainly due to their concern that using lan-
guages other than English could be counterproductive to their goal of pre-
paring students to become successful in their English language environment.

The dearth of scholarship on instructors’ attitudes toward translanguag-
ing does not negate translanguaging as a demonstrably effective way to or-
ganize teaching, particularly in the higher education context. Drawing on
ethnographic data from two different educational contexts, Hornberger and
Link (2012) argue that “the welcoming of translanguaging in classrooms is
not only necessary, but desirable educational practice” (p. 239). If instruc-
tors are able to see the benefits that translanguaging pedagogy has on their
students, instructors may develop a more willing attitude to adopt a trans-
languaging stance and approach to language teaching. Like Garcia, John-
son, and Seltzer (2017), we believe that translanguaging pedagogy involves a
translanguaging stance, and propose that a closer examination of instructors’
language orientations and attitudes will provide valuable insights into pos-
sibilities for translanguaging in higher education.
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The instructor-student relationship is critical in understanding the con-
ceptualization of translanguaging pedagogy. Ke and Lin (2017) provide the
rationale for a translanguaging approach in English language teaching. They
make reference to a key consideration: the shift in the role of the language
teacher from “providing linguistic knowledge and skills to building learners’
self-learning capacity, learner agency and L2 identities” (p. 33). In a study ex-
amining the translingual identities of international graduate studentsin a U.S.
university ESL classroom, Kim (2017) reported that restrictive monoglossic
language ideologies led to disempowered and racialized student identities.
A translanguaging pedagogy challenges instructors who want to separate
languages by controlling what languages are spoken in class to reimagine
their role in the classroom (Babino & Stewart, 2018). The instructor-student
relationship in translanguaging pedagogical practices is worthy of ongoing
examination to ensure that instructors remain flexible in the negotiation of
their classroom language practices, positioning students at the centre (Kleyn
& Garcia, 2019)

We understand that translanguaging ideologies call us to reexamine
power differences between instructors and students in spaces like English
language classrooms, especially given the potential for translanguaging to act
as a transformative practice promoting social justice (Garcia & Leiva, 2014).
Studies have shown that students feel more comfortable translanguaging
with their peers behind their instructors” backs because of the power dis-
tance between them (Canagarajah, 2011). Furthermore, students who have
experienced English-only instruction for many years may not feel comfort-
able using translanguaging with their instructors. Thus, Garcia and Li Wei
(2014) and Li Wei (2014) articulate translanguaging as a co-learning approach
that changes the roles of instructors and students to that of co-constructors
of knowledge who draw on their collective linguistic repertoires through a
translanguaging pedagogy and policy. Due to our own positioning and the
dearth of research examining instructors’” attitudes toward language differ-
ences as they relate to pedagogy and policy, this study comes at a critical
time when English language education in postsecondary contexts can be en-
riched by innovative insights into language learning strategies, curriculum,
and policies informed by translanguaging.

Method
Research Setting

This study was conducted at a major Canadian university with an enrol-
ment rate of approximately 13,000 students, of which 13% are international
students from more than 90 countries enrolled in credit programs and more
than 350 students in a noncredit ESL bridging program. The ESL department
at this university offers mainly academic and short-term language programs,
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and most students study on a full-time basis (21 class hr per week). The pro-
gram focuses on integrating reading, writing, listening, and speaking skills
in the main core class (15 hr per week with one instructor). Students also take
a separate skills class (6 hr per week) in either grammar and writing, or lis-
tening and speaking. Academic language and literacy is taught in the upper
levels. The demographics in the ESL program mostly include international
students from China and Southeast Asian countries. Upon completion of the
language program, many students enter an undergraduate program usually
in the Faculty of Engineering and Applied Sciences or Business Adminis-
tration. In the final course in the program (called Advanced EAP), students
have the option to take one undergraduate-level credit course offered by the
university if the student has been conditionally accepted into a select faculty.

While there is no explicit language policy in this ESL program, English-
only discourses circulate among students, administrators, and instructors,
premised on the idea that students come to Canada to learn English, and,
therefore, should be speaking as much English as possible, especially given
that English is the language they are expected to use in their university
classes. As such, it is pertinent to understand instructors” attitudes toward
language differences in their classrooms. Given the university’s priority on
internationalizing the campus as indicated in their Internationalization Plan,
we believe that it is important to find ways to include international students’
linguistic and cultural knowledge in the university setting, and one way to
account for this priority is to explore ESL instructors” attitudes toward trans-
languaging.

Participant Background Information

Five instructor participants took part in this qualitative study, with each par-
ticipant selecting a pseudonym of their choice.

Beth is a sessional instructor with three degrees: a Bachelor of Education
in Secondary English, a Bachelor of Arts in English Literature, and a Master’s
of Adult Education with a specialization in Second Language Acquisition.
She also has a Teaching English as a Second Language (TESL) certificate and
19 years teaching experience, 14 of those years as an ESL instructor. English
is her first language, and she is learning Spanish.

Carmen has a bachelor’s degree in English and a master’s degree in Reli-
gious Studies. She lived in Japan for 4 years where she taught conversational
English. She is a permanent instructor in the ESL department with a TESL
certificate. She has been teaching ESL for 15 years. She speaks English as her
tirst language and learned some German, French, and Japanese.

Nancy has a bachelor’s degree in Early Elementary Education. After vol-
unteering with ESL, she completed a TESL program while she was a substi-
tute teacher for the public school board. She has a Master’s in Curriculum
and Instruction, and the topic of her dissertation was on teacher identity and

28 JENNIFER BURTON & SHAKINA RAJENDRAM.



teaching ESL. She has been teaching ESL for 15 years, and at the time of the
interview, she was a sessional instructor. She has recently been hired on as
a permanent instructor. Like the other two female participants, Nancy’s first
language is English. She speaks some French.

Parsa speaks Farsi as his first language and English as his second. He was
born in Iran where he completed his Bachelor of Education and Master’s in
TESL. He also has a PhD in TESL and more than 15 years ESL teaching expe-
rience. Like Nancy, Parsa has recently been hired as a permanent instructor.

John, the fifth and final participant, was born in Turkey where he com-
pleted his bachelor’s degree in English Language Teaching. Like Parsa, he
has a Master’s degree in TESOL, as well as a Diploma in Teaching English to
Speakers of Other languages (DELTA) from Cambridge University. He has
been teaching ESL for more than 30 years. He is a permanent instructor at the
university. His first language is Turkish, his second language is English, and
he has learned some German and Korean.

Data Collection

Qualitative data for the study were gathered through semistructured in-
depth interviews with five ESL instructors at a major Canadian university.
The participants were selected using purposeful sampling (O’Leary, 2017)
in order to recruit instructors who had different L1s, language learning and
education experiences, and work status, and to ensure they had more than
two semesters of teaching experience at the university. Before data collec-
tion, participants were informed that the research project was about their
language learning experience and classroom teaching practices and that we
were particularly interested in understanding their beliefs about language
teaching and learning. Instructor participation was voluntary, and they could
withdraw at any time.

The interviews were conducted by one researcher who had previously
worked in the language program and had professional and personal rela-
tionships with the participants in this study. The researcher’s rapport with
the participants allowed her to obtain more detailed descriptions and rich
perspectives from them during the interviews. The interviews took place at
the location of participants’ choosing, either in their private work office or in
their homes. The participant interviews lasted approximately 75 min each
with a focus on open-ended and scenario-based questions pertaining to their
teaching practices and classroom experiences.

Because the instructors in this study were not familiar with translanguag-
ing theory, they referred to the L1/home language and L2 in our conversa-
tions with them, therefore, we adopted this terminology in our interview
questions. The open-ended interview questions asked instructors directly
about their current and past classroom practices; for example, do you have a
policy/rule about the use of languages other than English in class? The scenario-
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based questions (Brownless, Walker, Lennox, Exley, & Pearce, 2009) were
hypothetical situations that instructors may or may not have encountered in
their teaching practice; for example, you observe one student frequently using
their L1 to translate words, explain instructions, and give answers to a less profi-
cient student in class. What would you do? Both types of questions were used
to elicit participants” epistemological beliefs about their classroom language
practices and policies, yet it was in their response to the scenario-based ques-
tions that we observed, at times, conflicting and contradictory beliefs. As an
example, while one instructor had an explicit “English only” rule, there were
moments when other languages served a specific function at a particular time
and place, highlighting the fluidity of language, and, in turn, language prac-
tices. The interviews were audio-recorded, transcribed, and analyzed by both
researchers. During the transcription process, we made preliminary notes in
the margins individually that triggered any connections to the literature and
then compared notes.

We were aware that the interviewer’s close relationship with the partici-
pants, and our positionality as language instructors and researchers, could
influence our analysis of the interview data. Therefore, we accounted for the
credibility of the analysis (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) using the peer examination
technique (Bitsch, 2005; Krefting, 1991), whereby we conducted ongoing dis-
cussions on the analysis process and challenged each other’s interpretations
of the data to uncover our biases and approach the analysis from multiple
perspectives. We also sent the transcripts to our participants for member
checking and approval. This gave participants the opportunity to remove
parts of the transcript they did not feel comfortable being included in the
article, and to make additions, clarifications, and revisions to the transcripts.

Data Analysis

Our analytical approach was deductive and inductive because Hult and
Hornberger (2016) suggest researchers apply inductive analysis in conjunc-
tion with deductive analysis when using Ruiz’s orientations as heuristic de-
vices. The analysis occurred in stages. After transcribing the interviews, we
removed our preliminary analytical notes that triggered connections to the
literature and sent a clean copy of the transcribed interview to each partici-
pant. Once the participants approved their transcript, each researcher read
through the five transcripts in full and identified parts of the participant’s
texts that pertained to the three language orientations: language-as-prob-
lem, language-as-right, and language-as-resource. This deductive approach
allowed us to identify connections between participants in how they spoke
about their perceptions of translanguaging in their particular classroom
contexts.

In the next stage, we used inductive thematic analysis (Nowell, Norris,
White, & Moules, 2017; Thomas, 2006) to identify themes that emerged from
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the content of the data within and between each language orientation to high-
light similarities and differences across the participants’ narratives. At this
stage, when analyzing the instructors’ perspectives from the language-as-
problem, language-as-right, and language-as-resource framework, we ob-
served that participants demonstrated different language orientations based
on context, student and instructor language backgrounds, language level,
classroom demographics, and so forth. This observation made us consider
that while translanguaging may be viewed as a right in one situation, it may
be viewed as a problem in another. This realization made the distinction be-
tween each language orientation less clear for us. As such, we approached
our data by asking questions such as what is significant about this participant’s
example? This final inductive stage of analysis allowed us to identify four
themes as they related to instructor narratives about their attitudes toward
language variation in the ESL classroom. These themes included (a) languages
as mutually exclusive, (b) translanguaging as a resource for specific functions
and proficiency levels, (c) relationship between instructors’ language learn-
ing experience and classroom policies, and (d) institutional opportunities and
constraints. Approaching our analysis process with a deductive and induc-
tive lens allowed for a more comprehensive analysis of the qualitative data
(Azungah, 2018).

In presenting these themes in the Findings and Discussion section below,
it was less important that we had an equal balance of participant voices across
each theme, as there were only five participants; instead, we aimed to report
rich descriptive examples of participant experiences.

Findings and Discussion

Theme One: Languages as Mutually Exclusive

The first theme that was prevalent in the conversations with the participants
relates to language positioning, specifically viewing languages in competi-
tion or conflict with one another. Several of the instructors framed English as
a skill that needs to be developed over time. In reference to building vocabu-
lary, Beth noted that students need to figure out English words by explaining
them in English because this is a skill that builds their language. When John
responded to being asked if he allows students to translanguage in class, he
said, “It’s [English] a skill. A skill means you have to practice, if you practice
you do it better. If you make mistakes, it doesn’t matter but you learn it that
way. It is the most effective way.” When English is positioned as a skill that
takes time to develop, then the use of translanguaging in the ESL classroom
is seen not as a resource but as an obstacle to maximizing the use of English
during class time. In terms of language use outside the class, Carmen stated,
“every time you use English outside of the classroom, you're moving . . .
closer to your goal.” Our analysis suggests a language-as-problem orienta-
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tion toward translanguaging, because the use of any language other than the
TL was seen as moving students backward from their goal of improving their
English proficiency.

Beth explicitly mentioned students” desire to

use class to speak English . . . they’ll even say that they want to make
more friends that are outside their first language group so that they
can practice speaking English, and they identity, they say “I don’t
get enough practice speaking English.” They often live with people
from their own language group, and they’re conscious of that.

According to Beth, if students did not practise speaking in English in and
outside the classroom as much as they could, they would not be “stretched”
in terms of their proficiency, and there was a risk of “losing” the language.
Similarly, John emphasized the role English should play in his learners’ lives,
“English everywhere, everything you do, and you if want to cry, try to cry in
English. If you want to dream, dream in English.” John’s exaggeration of cry-
ing and dreaming in English indicates the importance he places on English.

English use inside and outside the classroom is not necessarily synony-
mous with increased English proficiency (Cummins, 1991). While students
have the right to use their L1, it is easy to understand that instructors may
believe translanguaging to be a hindrance to their English learning when
languages are positioned as competing with one another, especially given
Beth’s perception of her students” expressing desire to speak English. The no-
tion of linguistic hierarchization (Phillipson, 1992), whereby specific named
languages (e.g., English) and/or language varieties (e.g., Standard English)
are privileged over others, is further reinforced when languages are viewed
as mutually exclusive rather than coexisting in a broader ecosystem.

A student’s use of translanguaging may be seen as a problem in the ESL
classroom when not all students share the same linguistic background. When
asked if and when it is appropriate for students to translanguage in class,
Carmen shared her thoughts as follows:

I think that it is impolite for people to be using a home language that
is not shared by everybody in the group, because then they’re cutting
one another off . . . it’s not appropriate . . . If it’s international [mul-
tiple languages], then in order to be polite . . . I say you're leaving
someone out and that’s not polite.

Parsa echoed similar sentiments by mentioning that students will “feel iso-
lated from that conversation.” Beliefs around fairness and language equity
were also expressed by John when giving an example of using his linguistic
resources in class,

there is a problem when you have . . . different linguistic back-
grounds, it's not always a good idea, for example, if I use Arabic in
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my class [to help Arabic speakers] other students may say, “what is
this teacher talking about?” so it’s not a safe approach.

These results indicate that instructors” attitudes toward translanguaging may
be a result of instructors” desire to create fair and equal learning environ-
ments for all students, which is promoted by the use of English and no other
languages. Like Carmen, Parsa, and John, who were concerned with fair-
ness, Nancy also strived to create a respectful learning environment for all
students, and the following quote shows her attitude toward language use
when she responded to the prompt about a language policy or rule in her
classroom:

I also genuinely try to respect, in terms of language use, in terms of
who they are and what they are bringing as individuals and I hope
that they will reciprocate that and let me be who I am. I tell them . ..
“all languages are welcome.”

Nancy viewed herself as a monolingual speaker of English, but tried to
place herself in the position of her students, “I feel like if I was going to at-
tempt to learn another language, because English is what I'm drawing from,
I'm going to want to see comparisons or parallels and not necessarily transla-
tion.” She continued, “if they’re switching, if they're translating the language
development is still happening . . . I like to find out what the students want,
too.” Nancy provided an example of an experience teaching a short-term pro-
gram where 14 of her students were from Japan and one was from Mexico,

if most of your conversation and work is happening in Japanese and
she’s [the Spanish speaker] is in your group, then she’s going to be
left out, so it’s that sort of balance, but I felt like they [the students]
are aware of that.

Importantly, Nancy was aware of students being left out, but rather than con-
trolling students’ language use by enforcing a strict English-only classroom
policy to create fairness and equality, she placed the onus of responsibility
on the students. The students became the language brokers who negotiated
their own language use in the classroom, which aligns with research on trans-
languaging as a “naturally occurring phenomenon” (Canagarajah, 2011, p.
8) and a “natural and characteristic practice of bilinguals” (Allard, 2017, p.
116). What Nancy “fundamentally disagree[d]” with is punishing students
for translanguaging in class. She did not position translanguaging as a lin-
guistic threat to their English learning; in fact, she encouraged them to use
their entire linguistic repertoire as a resource, thus, seeing translanguaging
as a resource in her students’ learning.
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Theme Two: Translanguaging as a Resource for Specific Functions
and Proficiency Levels

While Nancy positioned translanguage as a resource for her students’ learn-
ing, other instructors restricted the use of translanguaging as a resource to
specific functions and proficiency level, to accomplish non-language-learn-
ing-related functions. Although most instructors had an English-only policy
in place in their classes, they suggested that there were certain situations in
which the use of translanguaging would be acceptable. For example, when
asked about her classroom language policy, Carmen replied,

There’s circumstances where it's appropriate, for instance, I would
prefer that my students hear about a health advisory in their first
language, in their home language, because then they’re going to
understand, or if it’s like how to register at the university . . . if it’s
beginner students and they’re permanent residents and there’s some-
thing going on with their landlord, or if we're talking about some-
thing that is real that involves them, then their home language, it’s
okay.

Carmen’s reasons for the inclusion of translanguaging in the classroom par-
allel the results of many studies showing that some of the most common
purposes for which instructors in L2 contexts allow the use of their students’
L1 are for administrative reasons, classroom management, and giving in-
structions (e.g., Corcoran, 2008; De la Campa & Nassaji, 2009; Greggio & Gil,
2007; McMillan & Rivers, 2011; Tang, 2002). Although Carmen created a space
for translanguaging in the classroom, the justification for it was based on
a translanguaging-as-temporary-resource or language compartmentaliza-
tion perspective rather than a translanguaging-as-resource stance. Language
compartmentalization is based on the belief that students’ first and second
languages form distinct systems and exist separately in a learner’s mind, and,
thus, their languages should be designated for different functions. Instructors
who adopt this perspective would “not deny the L1 of the student; instead,
redirect the students” use of that language to those environments and circum-
stances in which it is appropriate” (Lippi-Green, 1997, p. 109). Mackinney
(2016) argues that these policies represent a regulation of learners” multilin-
gualism, and undermine their complete linguistic repertoire. In contrast, a
translanguaging-as-resource stance would see all of students’ languages as
being an integral, inseparable part of their overall communicative repertoire
(Garcia, Johnson, & Seltzer, 2017; Li Wei, 2018).

Although Carmen and other instructors such as Parsa accommodated the
use of translanguaging for specific purposes such as administration and giv-
ing instructions, they limited this only for their beginner classes or students
with lower proficiency levels. Carmen clarified that
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for beginners, I allow them to use their home languages to translate
directions so that we [the students] know what’s going on . . . but
once we get into intermediate or advanced, then I tell them to use
their English to solve problems.

When Parsa was asked if he used other languages in the class when he was
teaching English, he explained,

When I have to [allow translanguaging] in lower levels, yeah, but
normally no. Higher level students do not really need, they don’t
have problems in understanding the class, so when they speak their
first language, I usually discourage them because there’s no reason
for them to use their first language in class when they can communi-
cate in English. In lower level classes, sometimes it would be okay.

Research on translanguaging in many ESL contexts suggests that both the
instructors” and students’ perceptions toward the usefulness of translanguag-
ing seem to hinge on students’ proficiency levels (e.g., Ahmad, 2009; Adamson
& Fujimoto-Adamson, 2012; McMillan & Rivers, 2011). A common perception
among instructors in these contexts was that students should be allowed to
translanguage when they are at the beginning stages of their language learn-
ing, but that translanguaging should be discouraged or disallowed once they
have attained an advanced level of English proficiency (Tamimi Sa’'d & Qa-
dermazi, 2015). Similarly, studies on instructors” own use of translanguaging
in their teaching show that there are significant decreases in the frequency
of their translanguaging as the proficiency level of their students increases
(Qian, Tang, & Wang, 2009; Greggio & Gil, 2007; Meiring & Norman, 2002). In
some cases (e.g., Ahmad, 2009), students in higher proficiency classes prefer
or request that their instructors adopt an English-only policy because they
believe that translanguaging will not help them to improve their English lan-
guage proficiency. In Beth’s detailing of her students’ language preferences,
she suggested that even students in her beginner classes share the same con-
cern about the use of translanguaging:

I think quite a few of them are motivated not to [translanguage]
because they often see their weakest area as speaking fluently and
they’re looking for opportunities to speak English . . . next semester
they’ll be going in to regular English classes, and they’re very con-
scious of their language limitations, so they’re wanting to use class to
speak English.

Underlying students” and instructors’ belief that translanguaging is only
useful when students are at lower proficiency levels is a language-as-problem
orientation toward translanguaging, because it sees the use of any language
other than the TL as a hindrance to achieving advanced “native-like” English
proficiency. However, proponents of translanguaging stress that it can help
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instructors ensure that all students, regardless of their proficiency levels in
their L1 or in English, are able to draw on their entire knowledge base and
skill set, and thereby learn more effectively (Hesson, Seltzer, & Woodley,
2014).

Theme Three: Relationship Between Instructors’” Language Learning
Experience and Classroom Policies

Another theme arising from our study relates to the relationship between
instructors’ language learning experiences and their classroom language
policies. While learning English, Parsa tried using translanguaging, for ex-
ample, to find the translation of difficult English vocabulary, but found that
it complicated his learning process. He explained, “I found it difficult because
you're doing two languages at a time . . . you're decoding a language and then
encoding it to another language . . . that adds to the process.” Guided by this
language-as-problem orientation, Parsa did not allow his students to use any
languages other than English because, as he said, “they will be relying on
their first language more which doesn’t help.” However, instead of enforcing
an official English-only policy, he tried to prevent them from translanguag-
ing by standing close to them or using humour. Like Parsa, John’s classroom
language policy and views on language learning were also influenced by
his own difficulties learning English. When asked if John would let his stu-
dents brainstorm some of their ideas in an outline by translanguaging, he
explained,

I suffered a lot while I was learning a language. So I have to say,

I understand an ESL student much better than native teachers. . .
Sometimes most of the students don’t understand what the students
want to say, even teacher do not understand, but I got it, I under-
stand [them: students] . . . because that was the same situation with
me . .. I suffered a lot, that’s a kind of advantage for me, I make use
of that. From my experience I have learned, you have to learn Eng-
lish, you have to use English.

Although John shared the same first language as several students in his
class, he mainly chose not to use that language when communicating with
them. John believed that just as the struggles he faced learning English gave
him an advantage over “native teachers,” using only English will be advanta-
geous for students because it will make them more resilient and help them
become better learners—“if they’re [the students are] going to suffer, they
should all suffer together, that makes them stronger.” Similarly to John, Beth
identified with the struggles her students face learning a new language be-
cause of her own experience learning a foreign language where she felt that
she was “put back into a helpless position.” Talking about her language learn-
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ing experience in relation to her approach to her English language teaching,
she said,

We talk about language being an integral part of your identity, and
you're actually shedding your identity and going back to, almost like
a child, where you feel very helpless because you want to perform
an everyday thing but you don’t have even the language that you
need to ask somebody for directions . . . it makes you not want to put
yourself in a position where you have to try and speak the language,
it’s a real stretch, so I understand how they feel more. I can empa-
thize more because of that recent experience.

Although Beth empathized with her students because of the challenges she
experienced, she believed that the only way for her students to overcome
those challenges and “progress faster in a language [English]” is to “use the
language at every opportunity you can get.” Thus, Beth’s classroom policy
was based on a theme she introduces her students to at the beginning of every
semester: “LYLIE . . . Live your Life in English.” Although she did not have
an official English-only policy in place, she explained that when she heard
students translanguaging, she asked them, “How are you living your life in
English?” and reminded them “Let’s be LYLIES here for a while.” Beth also
explained that she “tr[ies] more not to respond in a negative fashion when
they’re speaking their first language” but that she was there to continue to re-
mind them to make the most of their opportunity to speak English. Underly-
ing the assumptions behind Beth’s language-as-problem orientation toward
translanguaging in students’ learning is the maximum exposure hypothesis
(Cummins, 2001), which presupposes that minority English language learn-
ers need as much exposure to the TL as they can so that they gain proficiency
and confidence in it. However, this hypothesis has been debunked by Cum-
mins (2001) through research proving that teaching learners for all or part of
a school day through a minority language does not have any negative conse-
quences for the development of their academic English skills.

While Beth likens learning a language to “shedding your identity,” Car-
men and Nancy believe that the first language is an inseparable part of stu-
dents” identity, and, thus, it is their right to use the language (Cummins,
2001; McMillan & Rivers, 2011). Carmen believes that when she encourages
students to draw on the benefits of translanguaging, for example, by using
their devices to find translations of English words, “I'm levelling the playing
field. I'm bringing their identity into the classroom because I'm saying, your
language is important . . . it’s okay, we're not shunning your language.” Car-
men believes that the access to translanguaging gives students “more author-
ity in the class” and “they can input more into the class because they’ve got
more language.” Carmen’s reasons for the inclusion of translanguaging in
the classroom are consistent with Cummins et al.’s (2006) and McMillan and
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Rivers’ (2011) assertions that making a space for students” home languages
fulfills important identity and cognitive functions.

Nancy, also a proponent of translanguaging, sees translanguaging as a
resource because of her own experiences learning a foreign language as an
elective in university, where she shared the same L1 (English) as her language
instructor. Recalling her language learning experiences, Nancy says,

I was never forced to survive in the class with the little language I
knew, I always had my language resources to use and I asked my
teacher in English, right, and I shared the same first language as

my teacher . . . We have so many students who seem to have prefer-
ence of a native English speaking teacher, and I think “oh my gosh,
you're so better off with someone who’s a non-native English speak-
ing teacher because of how they’ve learned, how they understand
the language, they are going to be able to answer questions with an
awareness that I don’t have.”

As illustrated in her quote above, Nancy feels that being an L1 speaker of
English is a “deficit as a language teacher” because she is unable to under-
stand the language learning process in the same way that her multilingual
students can. Interestingly, instructors such as Nancy and Carmen who are
L1 speakers of English and considered themselves mainly monolingual see
the use of translanguaging as a resource for students’ learning, while instruc-
tors who learned English as an L2 (Parsa and John) discourage translanguag-
ing as they see it as a problem that could hinder students from becoming
proficient English speakers.

Theme Four: Institutional Opportunities and Constraints

The fourth theme considered institutional constraints that impact classroom
language policies and practices; one constraint is time. Beth acknowledged
that students are “paying huge amounts of money to improve their English
as fast as possible.” She commented on the pressure of time: “the expecta-
tion is for them to learn so many new words so quickly, and they don’t, they
forget them because they don’t have the time needed to start using them.”
As such, she encourages students to take advantage of every opportunity to
speak English in class in order to “incorporate [vocabulary words] into their
language so they become internalized.” Here, Beth views vocabulary inter-
nalization as occurring with practice in the TL. Similarly, John spoke about
using his time wisely: “There’s no time, you shouldn’t be killing your time
describing the meaning of avocado with 100 words . . . it’s very practical to
use their own language.” Considerations of time impact instructors” attitudes
and choices to permit translanguaging in the classroom.

Schissel, De Korne, and Lépez-Gopar (2018) remind us that regardless of
instructors” attitudes, they may be restricted by “language politics in their
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education contexts” (p. 13). Instructors face opportunities and constraints in
curriculum-related institutional structures. Beth who is a sessional instruc-
tor in the university, and Parsa who, until very recently, was also a sessional
instructor there, made reference to their limitations to make curriculum and
pedagogical changes due to their position and status within the organization.
John, a permanent instructor in the university who is in a position to effect
curriculum change, has this to say:

but one thing [the ESL program is] ignoring is needs analysis, there
is no communication between the departments . . . for example,
someone from our department should approach them [another de-
partment] and say “we are sending students to your department,
what are their weaknesses?” so that we can take their weaknesses
and then blend our curriculum or whatever we do in our depart-
ment. There is no such thing.

In this example, John's references to students’ needs analysis is important
in understanding the relationship between language as taught in ESL pro-
grams and language as needed in undergraduate programs. This example
highlights the ways in which language suffers from disciplinary divides
(Sembiante, 2016), and ultimately calls for a more comprehensive explication
of roles and responsibilities, and language practices and policies within and
between programs and disciplines in institutions of higher education. For
instance, if language is viewed not as a social practice but rather as a skill
that students acquired to successfully function in an undergraduate class,
then it may be easy for content course instructors not to assume responsibil-
ity for students” language-related concerns. Likewise, if ESL instructors do
not consider the disciplinary literacy practices (Hansen, 2000) of their stu-
dents, then it may be easy for ESL instructors to position or view themselves
as solely language instructors, as though language can be separated from
content. A monolingual lens to language teaching separates languages into
discrete systems, and, thus, demarcates boundaries for which languages are
appropriate in which spaces. This can explain why it might be challenging
for educators to reconceptualize language from a translanguaging lens; a stu-
dents” multilingual repertoire is not understood as a resource, but, instead, is
positioned as a problem in the ESL classroom. Well-established institutional
practices and power dynamics impact what and how languages are viewed
and taught, as well as influence decisions related to curriculum content. That
said, reimagining new possibilities for language practices in higher educa-
tion—beyond the walls of ESL classrooms, for example—that “stimulate and
develop [students’] multilingual competence” (Caruso, 2018, p. 65) is critical
in promoting and sustaining translanguaging practices in institutional spaces
in Canadian universities.
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Conclusion and Implications

This study uncovered some of the tensions in carrying forward translanguag-
ing ideologies into classroom pedagogy in the context of ESL programs in
higher education. In closing the gap between translanguaging as a concept to
translanguaging as a practice, instructors need to take on a holistic reconcep-
tualization of language, and see language speakers, the languages they speak,
and their linguistic repertoires through an entirely new lens (Canagarajah,
2011; Cenoz, 2017). Our research reveals that even when instructors in ESL
classrooms accommodate the use of translanguaging, their decisions can still
be viewed through a monolingual lens—rather than a translanguaging lens—
because the students” discursive language practices were not actively encour-
aged and taken into account at the onset of the lesson design. This means that
“monolingual and standardized language ideologies . . . continue to inform
policy and practice” (Kubota & Miller, 2017, p. 130). A predominant theme
in our findings was that translanguaging tended to be perceived as slowing
students” English learning instead of being perceived as a resource that can
deepen their understandings and extend their knowledge (Garcia & Li Wei,
2014). Even when instructors have a language-as-resource orientation toward
translanguaging, it was often viewed as a temporary resource to accomplish
specific functions in lower proficiency classes. The belief that a students” L1
and English are not complementary but function independently from each
other has been labelled a “monolingual view of multilingualism” (Grosjean,
1982), which does not consider the complex, integrated language practices of
multilingual ESL students. Instructors made distinctions between students’
L1 and L2 throughout their interview responses. These distinctions pose a
challenge for researchers and practitioners working within the broader field
of language teaching in higher education because languages are still posi-
tioned and taught as separate, discrete, bounded systems, which is in direct
contestation to translanguaging theory, which reconceptualizes language as
part of a unitary linguistic system. As such, we believe that in adopting a
translanguaging belief, alternative ways of speaking about languages beyond
the language separation terminology (e.g., L1/L2) is needed.

Furthermore, when translanguaging is treated as a temporary scaffold to
develop skills in English, teaching and learning remains focused on the mas-
tery of English, rather than the development of multilingual proficiency —
thereby reinforcing a structuralist approach to teaching language as a set of
skills the learner acquires, rather than a social practice (Pennycook, 2010).
Underpinning this language teaching approach is a monolingual language
ideology that views proficiency in English as the ultimate goal of language
learning. As De Jong (2016) argues, the language-as-resource orientation, like
the language-as-problem and language-as-right orientations, tends to default
to a primary focus on one language being positioned as a resource within a
competitive frame (English vs. the L1).
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We propose that to move away from a monolingual and competitive ide-
ology of languages and enact a translanguaging pedagogy where “both lan-
guages are used in a dynamic and functionally integrated manner” (Lewis,
Jones, & Baker, 2012, p. 652), educators need to adopt not a language-as-
problem or an English-as-resource orientation, but rather a translanguag-
ing-as-resource orientation toward their learners’ linguistic repertoire. This
theoretical shift repositions the mutual exclusivity of languages, challenging
instructors’ beliefs that all the language practices and features of a learner’s
overall language repertoire cannot function together to enhance students’
learning. Instead, a translanguaging-as-resource orientation would consider
all the language practices that form students’ repertoires as an integrated sys-
tem, and weave students’ diverse repertoires into the classroom as important
resources in their development of multilingual competence. This perspective
complements what Garcia, Johnson, and Seltzer (2017) call a translanguaging
stance, which is a belief that languages should not be positioned as separate,
but, rather, are coexisting in one linguistic repertoire. In this sense, students
can draw upon their rich linguistic repertoires to make connections and as-
sociations during their English learning process. By positioning students’
multiple languages as coexisting and supporting rather than competing with
one another, instructors can establish equity for learners in the classroom.
Furthermore, we believe that a translanguaging stance requires research-
ers, educators, and policy makers to reimagine new ways of thinking and
speaking about students” diverse linguistic practices in moving beyond such
language-separation terminology.

A translanguaging stance requires instructors to design instructional
plans that are informed from the very onset by learners’ diverse language
practices and ways of knowing. In this way, “translanguaging pedagogies
can empower students who are disempowered by English monolingualism”
(Hurst & Mona, 2017, p. 126). Flores and Garcia (2013) remind educators that
a translanguaging pedagogical stance is not restricted to instructors who are
multilingual. Therefore, instructors” lack of proficiency in the languages of
their students should not impede instructors from adopting a translanguag-
ing approach to language teaching. Instructors can organize and facilitate
project-based instruction and collaborative groupings for students to engage
in learning practices that correspond to the learning aims of the class (Garcia
& Li Wei, 2014). In these groupings, students can translanguage to learn and
use linguistic structures and discourse required to complete a task, and sup-
port their peers’ linguistic and discursive knowledge (Rajendram, 2019). In
addition, instructors—even monolingual ones—may become more aware of
the diversity of language practices in their own repertoires.

Our study is significant because it uncovers the various constraints that
instructors in ESL programs in higher education in Canada may face in
taking a translanguaging stance and implementing a translanguaging-as-
resource orientation in their pedagogy. What we learned from instructors
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such as Parsa, Beth, and John was that their language-as-problem orientation
toward translanguaging was often caused by challenges such as the insti-
tutional pressures brought on by the commodification of English language
teaching, time constraints, their sessional or part-time status in the univer-
sity, and the difficulties they themselves faced learning a second or foreign
language. The English-only policies that these instructors implemented were
usually well-intentioned as they believed them to be the best courses of ac-
tion to maximize their students” English learning outcomes while working
within those constraints. In examining the effectiveness of translanguaging
pedagogies, it is important to not only consider attitudes but also institutional
cultures and policies (Rosiers, 2017).

Our study also suggests that despite the constraints they face, instructors
reported agency in making spaces and creating opportunities for translan-
guaging at different points in their lesson as their students’ needs require.
Based on the responses to our scenario-based interview questions, which
asked instructors to reflect on what they would do in various classroom sce-
narios, we were able to obtain examples of how instructors such as Carmen
and Nancy validated the diverse language practices of their students and
encouraged them to use translanguaging to enhance their learning, thereby
challenging monolingual language ideologies and policies. Using scenario-
based interview questions was a valuable research tool as it helped us to
understand instructors” attitudes about translanguaging, as well as to get il-
lustrative examples of the pedagogical and policy decisions they make in
the classroom. This enabled us to see the unique and highly contextual ways
that instructors such as Carmen and Nancy drew on translanguaging in
their teaching practices, and the attitudes and orientations underlying these
practices.

Further studies of translanguaging ideology as it is constructed and, at
times, contested by practicing language instructors in classroom spaces is
needed, especially given that one limitation of this study is in not observ-
ing instructors” policies and practices in action. Specifically, supplementary
research on the use of exploratory practice (Allwright, 2003) as a form of
collaborative practitioner research (Hanks, 2017) is of critical importance in
developing reflexive practice among instructors. Thus, the next step in our
research is to conduct classroom observations to find out how instructors act
as policy makers through their pedagogical decisions, with the aim of col-
laborating with them to design and implement ESL pedagogy informed by
a translanguaging-as-resource orientation. In conclusion, the research study
presented in this article offers consideration on diversifying strategies and
approaches to ESL pedagogy and classroom language policies concerning
English language education in higher education contexts in Canada.
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