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Abstract

Since the early 2000s, translanguaging has received considerable
attention, especially in bilingual and multilingual countries where several
official languages and some minority languages are used. Despite its
growing interest across the globe, the practice of translanguaging has
rarely been explored in Thailand. Accordingly, this article offers an
overview of the concept of translanguaging and related studies from
the field of English language teaching (ELT). Two different views of
language learning will be discussed, as well as background information
about the conceptualization of translanguaging and how it is featured
in ELT. The analysis is based on recent studies of translanguaging in
the contexts of English as a second language and English as a foreign
language, which have been conducted with different research designs
and various analytical frameworks from three educational levels: primary,
secondary, and higher education. My discussion points out a need for
both a systematic investigation of translanguaging in the Thai context
and a promotion of the professional development of teachers to guide
ELT practitioners and educators toward the usefulness of this additional
pedagogical tool. I conclude by highlighting the importance of an optimal
English learning environment that is suitable for our current dynamic
era, in which policymakers are aware of the potential of translanguaging
for English teaching in Thailand.

Keywords: English language classroom, first language, linguistic repertoire,
multilingualism, translanguaging
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One of the most controversial issues in the field of English
language teaching (ELT) has been the use of the learner’s first language
in the English as a second/foreign language (ESL/EFL) classroom.
Traditionally, a clear distinction between the first language (L1) and
the second language (L2) had been valued. In the early years of second
language acquisition (SLA) research, exposure to the L2 was promoted
as being on par with L1 acquisition. Therefore, it was thought that L2
learners should be exposed to large amounts of L2 input (Krashen, 1985)
and produce as much L2 output as possible (Swain, 1985). This monolingual
approach emphasized the sole use of a L2 in the classroom and reinforced
the discouragement of a L1 as it could prevent learners improving their
L2 skills (Macaro, 2005; Phillipson, 1992). However, it should be noted
that L2 learners are in the process of becoming “emergent bilinguals”,
or learners who are acquiring a new language while continuing to function
in their L1 (Garcia et al., 2008). In this sense, Cenoz and Gorter (2022)
argue that “It is not justified that multilingual speakers should aim to
behave as if they were monolingual speakers,” (p. 2). Thus, the monolingual
principle has been challenged.

The concept of translanguaging, which emphasizes the use of
a learner’s full linguistic repertoire as one integrated system, is poised
to be embraced in the 21st century, where linguistic reality is dynamic
and complex (Garcia, 2009; Li, 2018). Moreover, globalization has
heightened the need for increased critical attention to multilingualism
and translanguaging approaches in education. This worldwide integration
has contributed to the proliferation of English as a lingua franca (ELF),
which is defined as the use of English as a communication tool among
people who do not share the same L1 (Jenkins et al., 2011), resulting
in new varieties of English. This advancement has also propelled the
internationalization of higher education, where English-Medium Instruction
(EMI) is foregrounded (Rose & Galloway, 2019). In Thailand and other
countries, the issues of promoting ELF instead of Standard English
and applying translanguaging pedagogy rather than English-only
policy in EMI courses remains controversial. Systematic investigation
is required to better understand the underlying linguistic ideologies
within the language policies (Ra & Baker, 2021).
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In the past few years, there has been extensive research on
translanguaging in many parts of the world, originating in Europe
(e.g., Cenoz & Santos, 2020; Cots et al., 2022) and spreading to
America (e.g., DeNicolo, 2019; Prada, 2019) and onwards to Africa
(e.g., Kwihangana, 2021; Omidire & Ayob, 2022), Asia (e.g., Margana
& Rasman, 2021; Rajendram, 2021), and Australia (e.g., Dryden et al.,
2021; Oliver et al., 2021). Most ELT practitioners have similarly
interpreted and adopted the translanguaging approach as a scaffolding
strategy for academic purposes with the goal of best facilitating the
construction of knowledge for the learners. For example, enabling
learners to understand difficult concepts (Zhang & Wei, 2021), engaging
learners in the lessons (Kwihangana, 2021), and motivating them to
use the target language (Yuzlu & Dikilitas, 2021).

Some ELT scholars have specifically applied translanguaging
in their lessons to create a “translanguaging space” where learners’
creativity and criticality are welcomed (Li, 2011; Pun et al., 2022).
This transformative power brings about knowledge gains in class,
improved sociocritical literacy, and the establishment of new identities.
To illustrate, after engaging in the practice of translanguaging in class,
some students’ level of self-respect increases (Omidire & Ayob, 2022),
while some learners were able to assert their cultural identities
(Rajendram’s, 2021). Despite the potential of translanguaging in learning
development and promising outcomes for the identities of emerging
bilinguals, existing literature has reported constraints in implementing
this approach due to the monolingual orthodoxy (Fang & Liu, 2020;
Rajendram, 2021) and insufficient teacher training (Omidire & Ayob,
2022).

To date, there have been only three empirical studies concerning
translanguaging practice conducted in Thailand (Kampittayakul, 2018;
Khojan, 2022; Liu, 2021). It seems likely that the concept of translanguaging
has yet to be examined in practice in Thailand because of several reasons.

The first one could be related to a misleading perception of Thailand
as a monolingual country. In fact, Thailand, contrary to popular belief,
does not have a single language and is not a monolingual country.
The linguistic landscape of Thailand is not homogenous since other
languages, apart from standard Thai, such as Chinese, Lao, Khmer and
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Malay, are spoken among minority groups (Darasawang & Watson Todd,
2012; Kosonen & Person, 2014). About 40 percent of Thais speak the
standard Thai as their L1, while the majority use regional dialects to
communicate (Kosonen & Person, 2014).

Second, some might think that Thai EFL learners are not considered
bilinguals. Yet, there has been a call to change the perspective on EFL
contexts to be bilingual contexts in order to build up a positive sense
of growth in language and identity (Turnbull, 2016). This reframing
views EFL learners as emerging bilinguals who are developing new
language elements within their unitary linguistic repertoires (Turnbull,
2016) and EFL teachers as bilinguals rather than non-native speakers
of English (Grosjean, 2013). Since bilingual education is defined as
the use of two languages in educational settings with a purpose of
developing both languages, Turnbull (2016) argues that EFL contexts
should also be included. In this way, both EFL learners and teachers
can embrace this renewed sense of agency and the valuable connotations
associated with bilingualism.

Third, there might be a misconception taking place, whereby
translanguaging is viewed to be the same as code-switching, which it is
not. Instead of viewing languages as separate linguistic systems to be
switched on and off from an outsider’s point of view, translanguaging
is an insider’s viewpoint concerned with making meaning while
utilizing a full linguistic repertoire (Otheguy et al., 2015). In education,
translanguaging is perceived as an authentic practice rather than a deviant
form of L1 and L2 usage (Anderson, 2018). In addition, translanguaging
is considered to be a useful strategy for bilingual learners to make
sense of their environment (Garcia, 2009).

On account of the potential for translanguaging’s use in ELT,
combined with its scant coverage in the Thai context within the existing
literature, this article intends to address the background of translanguaging
and its developing role in ELT. It also aims to identify areas where
empirical research is lacking and provide a clearer view of how
translanguaging can enhance English learning in this dynamic age. To
give a clear overview, different views of language learning are discussed
first, followed by the conceptualization of translanguaging and how
this approach figures into in ELT. Finally, the conclusion will suggest
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guidelines for the successful implementation of translanguaging in ELT
with particular regard to increasing the professional development of
English teachers in Thailand.

Views of Language Learning

One main line of inquiry involving the transformative power
of translanguaging is related to the differences between code-switching
and translanguaging (Lin et al., 2020). Due to their similarity, which
concerns the use of linguistic resources of the bilingual or multilingual
speaker, it might be confusing to see the differences between these two
key terms (Goodman & Tastanbek, 2021). Therefore, it is important to
first discuss how these two concepts are distinct from each other in
terms of ontologies that underpin views of language learning.

Lin (2020) has construed two different views of language learning,
namely a bounded code view and a languaging view. On the one hand,
learning languages has traditionally been seen as “bounded autonomous
structures in compartmentalized spaces” (Lin, 2020, p. vii) in which
the first language (L1), second language (L2) and/or third language
(L3) are completely separate and never mixed. This view is claimed to
be an idealist, structuralist, substance-based ontology and is called
“a bounded code view of language learning”. On the other hand, the
translanguaging lens takes the dynamic process of languaging, or the
focus on meaning-making into account. Lin (2020) points out that
this is a new materiality and process-based ontology and named it
“a languaging view of language learning” (p. vii), which is emergent,
dynamic, fluid, multiplying, and expanding. It is also embodied,
non-hierarchical, and heterogeneous. More importantly, its focus is on
sensemaking by mixing language features and shifting styles.

From these two different ontologies of language learning,
code-switching rightly fits into the bounded code view. The focus is
on the ability of a speaker to switch from one language to another,
which are both believed to exist separately in their own language
systems, while communicating. In the early years of code-switching
research, scholars looked at this practice through a diglossic framework
(e.g., Akere, 1980; Sgall et al.,1992). Diglossia was defined as a situation
where “two varieties of a language exist side by side throughout the
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community, with each having a definite role to play” (Ferguson, 1959,
p. 325). Emphasis on the separation of language varieties created a certain
boundary between languages. After all, this view has been critiqued as
not diglossic but rather monoglossic since languages are seen to be
separate entities and should be used separately (Garcia, 2009b).

In Thailand, previous studies reveal that code-switching is
used among ELT teachers in EFL classrooms to facilitate learning and
teaching. From these studies, two main functions of code-switching
can be identified. First, the pedagogical functions of code-switching
are to ask questions, to introduce new vocabulary or technical terms,
to clarify difficult concepts, and to emphasize important content
(Domalewska, 2017; Kongbang & Crabtree, 2020). Second, the social
functions include directing and reminding learners of behavior
expectations in class, generating humor, and creating a relaxing and
comfortable learning environment (Promnath & Tayjasanant, 2016;
Sittattrakul & Laovoravit, 2018). Noticeably, the analysis of these
studies was from the bounded code view or the product of two named
languages (Thai and English) used in classes either from the actual
discourse (e.g., Promnath & Tayjasanant, 2016) or from the participants’
attitudes (e.g., Sittattrakul & Laovoravit, 2018).

In contrast to code-switching, translanguaging as a languaging
view rejects the separation of and boundaries among languages. It applies
the heteroglossic ideology which encourages diverse linguistics and
a multifaceted view of language. According to Garcia and Li (2014),
translanguaging is “an approach to the use of language ... not as two
autonomous language systems as has been traditionally the case,
but as one linguistic repertoire with features that have been societally
constructed as belonging to two separate languages” (p. 2). Instead of
turning one language off and another language on, translanguaging
uses all semiotic resources including multimodality to communicate
(Li, 2018). From this perspective, translanguaging has represented
a paradigmatic shift in conceptualizing language systems and practices.

Furthermore, Li (2016) points out that “translanguaging is not
some fancy post-modernist term to replace terms such as code-switching
or language crossing to refer to multilingual behaviour” (p. 7) as their
structures are different. Garcia (2009) highlights that translanguaging
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is a practice that goes beyond code-switching. This means that it
does not go between linguistic systems; instead, it transcends them.
Simply put, translanguaging is a transformative practice that focuses
on meaning-making through the orchestration of languages and their
varieties, along with other semiotic, cognitive, and multimodal resources
(Garcia, 2009).

Indeed, the aim of translanguaging is to address the complex
linguistic realities of the 21st century (Li, 2018). To support this claim,
Li (2018) provides some examples of a language practice called
New Chinglish, whereby the creation of new words and expressions
by Chinese users of English such as “Chinsumer = a mesh [sic] of
‘Chinese consumer’, usually referring to Chinese tourists buying large
quantities of luxury goods overseas” (p. 12) and “You ask me, me ask
who?, meaning ‘Don’t look at me. I have no idea.”” (p. 13). These examples
look like English but the non-Chinese users of English need to have
some sociocultural background to understand them. This is a characteristic
that code-switching cannot explain.

In the Thai context, linguistic variations of Thais’ use of English
are called Thai English (Bennui, 2017). One emerging characteristic
that is related to translanguaging is a combination of English words to
create a new meaning (Trakulkasemsuk, 2012). To illustrate, the term
“hi-so” is a blend of “high” and “society” and is used to refer to
upper-class people or high-class goods (Bradshaw, n.d.). Some common
English phrases transferred by Thai people that might cause confusion
to English speakers who do not have any sociocultural background
in Thai society are phrases such as “Have you eaten rice yet?” and
“Where are you going?”. These phrases are used as greetings and
can be interpreted as “How are you?” (Trakulkasemsuk, 2012).
These examples show how translanguaging is in fact different from
code-switching and how it is widely practiced in Thailand.

Up to now, there have been a few review articles on
translanguaging in ELT in Thailand. While translanguaging is proposed
as a pedagogical tool to promote learners’ classroom interactional
competence (Kampittayakul, 2017), it is also suggested as a learning
strategy in Thai EFL classrooms (Chukwuemeka & Ambele, 2022).
Regarding empirical evidence, to my knowledge, only three research
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studies have been conducted in Thai educational settings (Kampittayakul,
2018; Khojan, 2022; Liu, 2021). This existing literature shows that
translanguaging was found to be useful for EFL classrooms in the Thai
context as it fosters students’ interactional competence (Kampittayakul,
2018), leverages the emergent bilingual learners’ languages (Liu, 2021),
and assists students in learning and enhancing classroom participation
(Khojan, 2022). Although these studies collected data either from actual
classroom discourse (Kampittayakul, 2018) or from the participants’
perceptions (Khojan, 2022; Liu, 2021)—Ilike previous studies of
code-switching conducted in Thailand—their analyses emphasized
the process of language development as a unitary language repertoire
rather than the product of two different languages. This existing
translanguaging research takes the languaging view of language
learning into account.

Conceptualization of Translanguaging

To understand translanguaging in education, Bonacina-Pugh
et al. (2021) have conceptualized two approaches: fixed and fluid.
First, the fixed approach is related to the emergence of translanguaging
in bilingual education as it originally appeared in Wales. Both Welsh
and English were valued and purposefully alternated in the classroom
setting to develop receptive and productive skills of learners’ both
languages (Williams, 1994). Baker (2011) defines this approach as
“the process of making meaning, shaping experiences, gaining
understanding and knowledge through the use of two languages,”
(p. 288). Simply put, the word “fixed” specifically focuses on only two
languages that have been systematically planned for and are practiced
by bilingual learners in educational settings. Second, the fluid approach
of translanguaging was developed to be applied with more than two
specific languages and beyond classroom contexts. This transition was
noticed by Garcia (2009) who views translanguaging as “the act
performed by bilinguals of accessing different linguistic features or
various modes of what are described as autonomous languages, in order
to maximize communicative potential,” (p. 140). Garcia (2009) emphasizes
the purpose of translanguaging as languages used in daily local practices

63 Vol. 17 No. 2 (2022)



iISEL

instead of only two specific languages planned to be used in bilingual
educational settings.

This fluid and dynamic approach to translanguaging has
transformed the fixed pedagogical practice by drawing on a practical
theory of language that is influenced by the input of post-modernism
and post-structuralism in sociolinguistics (Li, 2018). The result of which
has gained currency in both educational and non-educational settings
around the globe (e.g., Canagarajah, 2011; Garcia & Li, 2014; Li, 2018).
The focus is on languaging, which is seen as a progressive process of
making meaning in dynamic and complex situations that is transcending
or going beyond, not just filling in between languages (Li, 2018).
This approach emphasizes the importance of using all semiotic signs
in one’s linguistic repertoire to make meaning, and it highlights that
languages are not separate but interconnected in one’s mind. This fluid
approach refers to both complex discursive practices of bilinguals/
multilinguals in general and a pedagogical approach that views those
complex linguistic practices as a resource for learning.

Li (2018) further proposes translanguaging as a pedagogical
philosophy and approach that goes against the monolingual principle
and policy in both teaching and learning. As all languages matter in
knowledge construction, translanguaging can transform the way scholars
conceptualize languages and human communication, as well as encourage
educators to rethink language pedagogy. Translanguaging not only
provides an alternative approach to the analysis of language practices,
but it can also be perceived as a fundamental reconstitution of language
status ideology and authority, as well as inclusivity in the power of
learning (Li, 2018).

Regarding ELT in Thailand, previously published studies have
been carried out on Thai language use in English classrooms in terms
of the role of L1, code-switching, and more recently translanguaging.
Research on the role of the Thai language in English classrooms has
examined students and teachers’ perceptions toward its use in English
lectures (e.g., Thongwichit & Buripakdi, 2014; Wangdi & Shimray, 2022),
identified purposes of L1 use (e.g., Limtrairat & Aksornjarung, 2015;
Thongwichit, 2013), and investigated acceptable practices and appropriate
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conditions in applying L1 in a language class (e.g., Nilubol, 2020;
Wongrak, 2017).

Existing literature related to code-switching in the Thai context
also includes similar kinds of studies regarding the role of L1.
Most code-switching researchers in Thailand have investigated types,
functions, and frequency of code-switching used in English lessons
(e.g., Domalewska, 2017; Kongbang & Crabtree, 2020), as well as
attitudes of teachers and students toward its usage in English classes
(e.g., Promnath & Tayjasanant, 2016; Sittattrakul & Laovoravit, 2018).
With respect to translanguaging research in Thailand, attention has also
been paid to students and teachers’ perceptions toward translanguaging
in the EFL context (Khojan, 2022; Liu, 2021). Liu (2021) further studied
factors that influenced the students’ use of translanguaging in class.
Interestingly, Kampittayakul (2018) was the only one who carefully
analyzed the role of translanguaging as a pedagogical strategy to
improve Thai students’ interactional competence in an English writing
course

As presented, a great amount of focus has been placed on views
regarding the role of L1, code-switching, and translanguaging in ELT
in Thailand. These studies have also discussed the functions, advantages,
and disadvantages of these teaching approaches. Most researchers
have concluded that the use of Thai in English lessons is beneficial for
language learning, but it should be used judiciously (e.g., Liu, 2021;
Promnath & Tayjasanant, 2016; Wangdi & Shimray, 2022). The question
is how to know whether and when the use of learners’ full linguistic
repertoire is appropriate. Moreover, the data analyzed in previous
studies were mostly from the spontaneous use of the L1. Accordingly,
there seems to be a lack of studies on how teachers can properly apply
translanguaging in their curriculums and how to systematically
plan translanguaging activities. To direct ELT professionals toward
employing translanguaging properly in their pedagogical practice,
some translanguaging teaching strategies and goals will be provided
in the next section.
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Translanguaging in English Language Teaching

According to Sayer (2008), translanguaging has pedagogical
value because it is used not only as a part of a linguistic toolkit for
teachers for academic content learning, but also to promote the students’
pride in their ethnolinguistic identities. It is therefore important to keep
this pedagogical value in mind when adopting translanguaging in
teaching. To start with, some clear goals of translanguaging practices
need to be acknowledged before implementation. To use translanguaging
as pedagogy, Garcia and Li (2014) categorize seven goals of translanguaging
with some possible strategies to accomplish each goal. In this section,
the goals and some clear-cut examples of strategies used in previous
studies in the field of ELT will be discussed.

The first goal is to differentiate students’ proficiency levels and
adapt instruction to different groups of students. A possible strategy to
achieve this goal is translation. This strategy was implemented with
a group of primary students in South Africa where diversity in cultures
and languages is common (Omidire & Ayob, 2022). The passages in
English textbooks were translated into the majority of students’ L1s,
which were isiZulu and Sepedi. Then, the teachers printed the translations
and audio recorded the translated passages. In class, the translated hard
copies were provided to the students while the translated audio recordings
were played during the lesson. The idea of learning the same content
presented in multiple languages at the same time was promoted in this
context. The results show that this practice created a pleasant learning
environment where learners gained a better understanding and increased
their self-esteem due to the appreciation of their L1s in the educational
setting. Additionally, the Rwandan college participants in Kwihangana’s
(2021) study used the translation strategy in group activities to explain
the tasks to the less-proficient learners. They considered this translation
service as an act of generosity as it included their slower learning peers
in the activities. The explanation in L1 ensured that students from all
levels of English proficiency had the same understanding and could
engage in tasks assigned to their groups.

The second goal is to build background knowledge so that
learners are able to make meaning of the content taught in class.
Some achievable strategies include collaborative dialogue and grouping,
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reading multilingual texts, multilingual listening, and the use of visual
resources. To reach this goal, Rafi and Morgan (2022) conducted a
translanguaging pedagogical intervention with a group of first year
undergraduate students in Bangladesh. In a reading for comprehension
class, three texts concerning the concept of beauty across cultures were
provided. The first reading was in English, focusing on general ideas
about beauty. The second text was in Bangla, providing details about
the concept of beauty in their local context. The third text was in
English and presented the issue of skin color and body shaming in
American culture. After each reading was carried out through a
translanguaging practice utilizing learners’ full linguistic repertoires,
the findings show students were more engaged and more likely to
advance their development in metalinguistics and metacognition.
Apart from applying the multilingual reading texts to achieve this
second goal, a teacher in Macau used visual resources by presenting
images on a PowerPoint slide to explain the terminology “Chindogu”
to the students (Cai & Fang, 2022). Also, the teacher used the Chinese
term “¥21EE” in the presentation to facilitate students’ understanding.
This multimodal communication was found to be useful for students
to make meaning of the new term introduced in class.

The third goal is to deepen understanding as well as to develop
and extend new knowledge and critical thinking. The strategies to reach
this goal include those mentioned earlier as well as inner speech and
multilingual writing. A study from Liu et al. (2020) provides a clear example
of how to apply translanguaging in an English for Academic Purposes
(EAP) course by adopting Lin’s (2016) Multimodalities-Entextualization
Cycle (MEC) for master’s degree graduates at a medical college in China.
Through the three MEC stages: (1) creating a rich experiential context,
(2) engaging students in reading and note-making, and (3) encouraging
students in entextualizing the experience, Liu et al.’s (2020) participants
became immersed in a series of translanguaging activities. For example,
students studied from a PowerPoint presentation with a picture and
a translation of the key concept of synthesis in Chinese. Students could
also use a thinking map, which allowed them to make notes in Chinese,
English, and through symbols while analyzing the texts before writing up
the final assignment in English. Finally, students could read multilingual
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texts and then make a comparison of different features in Chinese and
English academic writing. These reading and writing tasks not only
deepened the students’ content and language understanding, but also
elicited critical thinking. In addition, the findings demonstrate that the
students’ metalinguistic awareness was enhanced, which is the fourth
goal of translanguaging.

This fourth goal—building of cross-linguistic metalinguistic
awareness—is done to strengthen the learners’ ability to succeed when
encountering communication difficulties in socio-educational situations.
Some recommended strategies include word walls, cognates, comparing
multilingual texts, multilingual vocabulary/syntax inquiry, and morphology
inquiry. As presented earlier, the participants in Liu et al.’s (2020) research
improved their metalinguistic awareness through the multilingual reading
activity in which they had to read and compare academic articles written
in Chinese and English. The students had to find the similarities and
differences between Chinese and English academic writing and discuss
whether they would follow all of the features of English academic
writing. During the lesson, the teacher guided students to discuss
the task and encouraged them to think about cultural and linguistic
explanations for the differences. The teacher also suggested how to
critically evaluate and negotiate with the English norms of academic
discourse. Similarly, a teacher, in Zhang and Chan’s (2021) study
carried out in a trilingual context in China, made a cross-linguistic
comparison between the English word (L3) “magazine” and the Uyghur
word (L1) “magizin” meaning shop. When the students realized that
the words had the same pronunciation but different meanings, the teacher
summarized the difference between these two terms in Chinese (L2).
This result indicates that this multilingual vocabulary inquiry was
an effective strategy to learn and memorize new English vocabulary.

The fifth goal is to encourage cross-linguistic flexibility and
to be competent in practicing use of one’s full linguistic repertoire.
The strategies include alternating languages and media, translating,
and translanguaging in both writing and speaking. To illustrate,
Kampittayakul (2018) applied translanguaging in speaking during
brainstorm sessions in an English writing course with a group of
secondary learners in Thailand. In this study, the teacher and students
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translanguaged through the practice of six interactional features from
the Self-Evaluation Teacher Talk (SETT) framework (Walsh, 2011).
These features consist of scaffolding, content-feedback, extended wait
time, clarification seeking, referential questions, and minimal response
tokens, such as yeah and ah. By allowing learners to discuss their ideas
toward the written topic in Thai and English, the findings show that
the participants produced more extended turns and minimal response
tokens resulting in development of interactional competence. Likewise,
the multilingual students in Zhang and Chan’s (2021) study were
encouraged to use Uyghur (L1) or Chinese (L2) to explain some forms
of English (L3) and grammatical rules. The teacher allowed this practice
of cross-linguistic flexibility during the content review session to check
students’ understanding.

The sixth goal is to engage learners in identity investment and
positionality. The strategies used to empower positive values within
individuals are all mentioned above. In this regard, the Malaysian-Indian
learners in Rajendram’s (2021) study in Malaysia employed translanguaging
practice during collaborative activities to reach this goal. Activities
related to culture that allowed learners to interact with each other and
applied different functions of translanguaging, such as talking about
their personal life and interests (i.e., visiting India), getting or suggesting
ideas for tasks from local or popular culture (i.e., Diwali, a Hindu
festival), and looking for information in cultural books (i.e., Hindu
prayer book) were found to affirm and preserve the students’ cultural
identity. It was highlighted that despite the English-only policy, the teacher
in this study would speak Tamil (L1) or Malay (L2) when referring to
Indian or Malaysian culture. Using traditional Tamil proverbs was also
a strategy that the teacher applied to convey cultural values and knowledge
to the students.

The last goal of translanguaging used in education is to interrogate
linguistic inequality and to disrupt hierarchies in languages and social
structures. These strategies were all mentioned previously. To raise
this point, the teachers in Zhang and Chan’s (2021) study welcomed
learners’ multilingual repertoires as a resource for learning. They used
three languages (Uyghur, Chinese, English) in class and invited the
students to do so with the aims of deepening understanding, developing
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metalinguistic awareness and cross-linguistic flexibility, as well as
establishing individual identity and positionality. To reach these goals,
the teachers were aware that the three languages were equally used
in class. Once, the teacher expected the students to give an example of
an imperative sentence in Uyghur with the purpose of contrasting it
with the approximate English grammar. The students, however, answered
in Chinese. Instead of disapproving the use of Chinese, the teacher
challenged the students to think in another language by presenting
a Uyghur example. To maintain linguistic equality in the class, this teacher
applied a strategy called a “translanguaging cue” (Jones & Lewis, 2014).
However, to achieve this last goal of translanguaging, Margana and
Rasman (2021) suggest that both teachers and learners should strive to
holistically value multilingual resources, individual repertoires, and
the elimination of a monoglossic ideology. Otherwise, the practice of
translanguaging could threaten the regional or minoritized language.
In their study in the Indonesian context, Javanese, a regional dialect
used in informal settings with family members, was perceived to be
an illegitimate language for use in an English class. The findings show
that the teacher and most students preferred to use majoritized languages
(English and Indonesian) and believed that the use of Javanese could
interfere with the development of English skills. Perceived language
inequality such as this in the classroom makes it difficult to be succeed
in implementing the translanguaging approach.

To summarize, those who adopt translanguaging as pedagogy
are not only teachers, but also facilitators who need to strategically
plan instructions and activities to maximize the practice of translanguaging
in learning (Garcia & Li, 2014). As presented, the strategies and activities
for translanguaging mentioned can be adapted into ELT in the Thai
context. Instead of merely alternating languages to scaffold instruction
in English lessons, more cross-cultural activities such as comparing
and contrasting international, national and local practices or beliefs,
and possibly more local materials (e.g., news, advertisement or media)
need to be provided in class. These multilingual resources have to be
purposively selected to bridge the gap between learners’ prior knowledge
and the new content, and as a means to generate creativity and critical
thinking. This way, creation of the translanguaging space can occur
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and learners can embrace their national and ethnic identities. Such an
approach can also help them become emergent bilinguals who are
developing their entire linguistic repertoire as one integrated dynamic
system.

Conclusion

In conclusion, translanguaging in education, or a flexible use
of complex linguistic practices in a bilingual/multilingual class, should
not be understood as solely a strategy used to scaffold new language
learning (Garcia & Kano, 2014), nor as another strategy to deal with
language problems (Garcia & Li, 2014). To successfully implement
translanguaging and promote effective English learning, classroom
pedagogy needs to be systematically planned to achieve specific goals.
Course materials need to be appropriately prepared to not only serve
the purposes of academic learning, but also to valorize learners’
bilingual/multilingual identities. In terms of activity type, collaborative
learning through group discussion and group activities needs to be
facilitated in class. Significantly, multilingual ideologies need to be
embraced and explicitly valued in class among teachers and learners.
Consequently, if used strategically, this fluid approach to linguistic
diversity practices has a transformative potential to develop learners
and teachers into proficient emergent bilinguals.

To facilitate this possibility, greater efforts need to be put into
teacher’s professional development. This is especially true in Thailand,
where monolingualism is still prevalent and the value of translanguaging
practices have not yet been realized, nor have they been fully
understood—as evidenced by the insufficient amount of investigation
in this area. To raise awareness and encourage language teachers in
Thailand to make full use of learners’ linguistic resources, initiatives
should be taken in several areas. Pre-service teacher education, in-service
teacher training courses, and researcher-teacher collaborations should
be provided to educate the ELT practitioners to use translanguaging
strategically, and to empower them with critical, moment-to-moment
use of translanguaging to realize its pedagogical value. Additionally,
it should be noted that although Thai is the national language and English
is learned as a foreign language, the linguistic landscape is complex.
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This sociolinguistic reality needs to be revisited and deserves more
recognition. More support is needed to maintain minoritized and regional
languages that exist in the country. Most importantly, individual’s
entire linguistic systems should be viewed holistically in this era of
post-multilingualism.

Limitations in conducting this review need to be acknowledged.
These are concerned with the narrow focus on the field of English
language teaching, the analysis only on the linguistic resources of
translanguaging, and a lack of a systematic search. In spite of these
shortcomings, this article provides insights into a pedagogical issue
that ELT scholars and educators in Thailand seem, for the most part,
to have ignored. To substantially contribute to the field, particularly in the
Thai context where obvious lacunae need to be filled, future investigation
into translanguaging should arise from the emic epistemological stance
utilizing qualitative methodology to provide thick description of the issue.
In this case, a longitudinal study collecting actual classroom discourse
and interaction is highly recommended. Some suggested research
designs are, for example, naturalistic case study research in order to
capture the complexity of the situation from the participants’ viewpoints
and design-based research to study the effectiveness of translanguaging
practices. Apart from the linguistic resources, other semiotic resources
such as textual, spatial, and visual modes of communication should also
be collected to yield fruitful findings in terms of using translanguaging
and multimodality to make meaning during English language lessons.
To enhance the quality of interpretation, proposed data analysis includes
classroom discourse or classroom interaction analysis, critical narrative
analysis, and conversation analysis. Last but not least, examining the
process of language learning (e.g., observations) as well as assessing
its outcomes (e.g., learners’ performance) could provide important
scientific evidence to the field. A comparative study regarding the role
of translanguaging in English language learning development compared
to other teaching methods is also worth exploring.
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