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The bilingual turn (Ortega, 2013) has resulted in greater acceptance of 

codeswitching as natural and potentially helpful throughout the ESL world. However, 

there is still a lot of room for development. This literature review aims to explore 

current work in the field and identify which direction ESL theories of codeswitching 

are, and should be, moving in. By looking through the ESL and bilingualism 

literature this paper notes how codeswitching is being theorised and used in various 

contexts, and argues that ESL teaching and research, although having made great 

progress, is still falling far short of the potential that codeswitching offers as a 

pedagogical tool. A potential solution is suggested from the bilingualism literature, 

in which codeswitching is developed into an ecologically situated concept of 

translanguaging. This is largely based on the work of García (2009), who views early 

L2 learners as emergent bilinguals, and the L1 as a key to L2 learning. A few 

attempts to provide a framework for translanguaging in bilingual education are 

explained, and, along these lines, this review suggests that many ESL situations 

would benefit from a reconceptualization as bilingual education. 
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1. Introduction 

In recent years, bilinguals have been recognised as sporting a number of advantages over 

monolinguals, including enhanced executive control, and higher levels of metalinguistic 

awareness, verbal creativity, and divergent thinking (Bialystok, 2011). Along with these 

cognitive advantages, one of the biggest practical implications of a bilingual‟s ability to speak 

more than one language is codeswitching (CS). Although being identified as a unique and 

highly developed skill (Tay, 1989) CS has been ideologically barred from the classroom due 

to monolingual notions that it is a hindrance to language learning (Lee, 2012).  

More recently, however, there has been growing recognition that, despite theoretical 

and institutional condemnation, CS is a well-practiced phenomenon throughout classrooms 

worldwide (Littlewood & Yu, 2011), and that there may be potential benefits to utilizing CS 

as a pedagogic tool. The aim of this paper is to research these potential benefits, to detail 

recent developments in the use of CS as a pedagogical tool, and therefore to identify the best 

way to approach and implement CS pedagogically. In order to do this it is important to first 

define exactly what is meant by “codeswitching”. 

Pollack (1980) defines CS as “the alternation of two languages within a single 

discourse, sentence or constituent” (p. 583). This definition recognizes both the use of CS for 

communication purposes and for compensating for low language skill in either language. 

Nicoladis (2002) attempts to refine this definition by distinguishing between CS and “code-

mixing”, which she defines as a bilingual‟s use of two or more languages inside a single unit 

of discourse. This has many uses within a linguistic framework, but as the focus of this paper 

is on pedagogy it will be more convenient to take CS as encompassing code-mixing. This 

reflects Kamwangamalu‟s (2010) definition, which combines intra- and inter-sentential forms 

to create an umbrella term covering any use of more than one language within a bilingual 

interaction. This will be important when we begin discussing the range of pedagogical 

situations and uses that have arisen. 

2. Theoretical Approaches to Codeswitching  

There are two major views about the value of CS, described in the literature as the 

monolingual and the bilingual approach. The monolingual approach has dominated L2 

classrooms for most of the 20th century, and is summarized well by Lee (2012) in his critical 

analysis of Guy Cook‟s (2010) “four pillars of the monolingual approach”. The monolingual 



THE PEDAGOGICAL POTENTIAL OF CODESWITCHING         2 

 

approach holds the native speaker as an ideal, and points to CS as evidence of negative 

transfer and linguistic confusion. Bilinguals are viewed as two monolingual speakers in one 

body, and therefore the presence of the L1 in L2 learning only hinders the language learning 

process. Education policy makers have taken to this idea, and it is particularly common to 

find that L1 is kept separate from the L2 in Asia and the USA (Kamwangamalu, 2010; 

Littlewood & Yu, 2009).  

Research in the last decade, however, has rejected the monolingual approach, with 

advocates of a bilingual approach to language teaching and research forming a body of 

literature in its support (Butzkamm & Caldwell, 2009; Vivian Cook, 2010; Cummins, 2007; 

García & Sylvan, 2011; Kamwangamalu, 2010; Lee, 2012; Ortega, 2013). The bilingual 

approach describes CS as the natural result of languages in contact, and that the use of the L1 

is both beneficial and necessary to L2 learning (Kecskes & Papp, 2000). Rather than the 

interaction of languages leading to some form of negative transfer Lowman, Fitzgerald, 

Rapira and Clark, (2007) have shown that language transfer in fact leads to gains in language 

acquisition. Timor (2012) claims suppressing the L1 cannot be justified either theoretically or 

practically, using the Linguistic Interdependence Hypothesis to show that codeswitching 

cannot inhibit language learning. Neuroscience has recently made progress towards proving 

this accurate, showing that the L1 is activated in the brain whenever the L2 is used, and vice 

versa (Hoshino & Thierry, 2011). Butzkamm (2011) uses a cognitive view to go even further, 

explaining that the L1 forms the cognitive basis for all subsequent language learning; to ban 

L2 learners from using their L1 is to deprive them of the greatest tool they have (He, 2012). 

The theoretical shift to a bilingual approach (known as the “bilingual turn”, Ortega, 

2013) has gained traction in the literature, but it has not yet been well reflected in a 

pedagogical shift. However, there has been a recent move in literature which supports the 

pedagogical use of CS. I will now turn to this literature, first looking at how the bilingual turn 

has affected understanding of CS and its pedagogical uses within the EFL literature, then 

moving to discuss the same with regard to bilingual education. 

3. Codeswitching in the EFL Research 

3.1 Descriptive studies. 

According to Littlewood and Yu (2009), a large proportion of EFL classrooms utilize CS, 

even as educational policies denounce it. In fact, the only time when CS is not used appears 
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to be in classrooms where the L1 is not shared. However, reported justifications for CS are 

varied, and the actual extent of L1 use is not disciplined, with the proportion of L1 use in 

some teachers reported be less than 10%, while others use over 90% L1 instruction. 

Littlewood and Yu identify that L1 use could be an important pedagogical tool for language 

teachers, but that in all circumstances maximized L2 input is required to facilitate L2 

acquisition. The amount of target language use is certainly important, as classrooms with 100% 

L1 use will inevitably result in little language learning, however when we get down to lower 

percentages of L1 use, the quality rather than the quantity is what becomes important (Kim & 

Elder, 2005). A heavy focus on input in the L2 is a focus throughout the EFL literature, and 

therefore this paper will largely avoid studies which only discuss the amount of L1 use, rather 

looking to a qualitative description of CS.   

However, qualitative description itself is not enough. Many teachers are reported to 

use CS in their classrooms despite having no real justification for doing so. Kim and Elder 

(2005) reveal how teachers are often not truly aware of the extent of their L1 use, showing 

how some teachers used more than seven times more L1 than they originally reported. These 

teachers describe pedagogical uses and justifications, but the researchers‟ evaluation of these 

revealed that teachers‟ use of L1 largely came down to avoidance of making complex 

statements in the target language, thus stripping students of ideal opportunities to learn 

language. A reliance on the L1 appears to cover up a lack of L2 proficiency and teaching skill, 

meaning that things that should be done in the L2 are needlessly done in the L1, for example 

language scaffolding. However, there are other functions which Kim and Elder mark as 

requiring L1 use, such as the discussion of particularly difficult language, metalinguistic 

conversation or instructions. Despite this finding, each teacher in the study used language 

differently and to little effect, mainly because it was either given little thought or unplanned. 

3.2 Using codeswitching strategically. 

Developing an optimal CS pedagogy, then, is about the amount of L1 use as much as it is 

about quality. Put simply, CS must be both planned and strategic to be effective. Tian and 

Macaro (2012) see this as so crucial that they push for a move from the term “teacher use of 

L1” to “teacher CS”. They posit that the first implies unstructured, unplanned use such as that 

described by Kim and Elder (2005) and Timor (2012). Teacher CS, on the other hand, 
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denotes the intentional and strategic use of CS aimed at promoting language acquisition, and 

is therefore much more helpful in identifying the pedagogical uses of L1 in the classroom. 

There are many qualitative studies on how strategic and planned CS has pedagogical 

benefits, and Kamwangamalu (2010) gives a good summary these. He states that strategic use 

of CS can help in building classroom rapport, compensating for a lack of comprehension, 

classroom management, and expressing solidarity with students, to name but a few. He also 

points to a study by Rudby (2007) in Singapore as a particularly good example. Rudby 

describes the use of Singlish in the English classroom as easily observable but strongly 

discouraged as an obstacle to English literacy. She sets out to examine the extent of these 

adverse effects of teacher CS, but instead finds that its strategic use “empowers [teachers] to 

explain difficult points or concepts, to inject humor, to establish a warmer, friendlier 

atmosphere in the classroom, to encourage greater student involvement” (Kamwangamalu, 

2010, p.128).  

3.2.1 Bilingual Teacher Talk. 

The value of CS as a relational and class management tool as Rudby and Kamwangamalu 

(2010) describe it is widely recognised as a key component of CS. However, the practical 

pedagogical uses of CS in facilitating language acquisition are less accurately defined. 

Foreman (2012) begins to develop this area by suggesting a concept of Bilingual Teacher 

Talk within the EFL classroom. Teacher talk is a concept which has been emphasized 

throughout at EFL literature as particularly important in language teaching. The focus is 

mainly on the teacher using only the L2, keeping the extent of teacher talk to a minimum and 

how teacher talk should be practically used (e.g. give feedback through open rather than 

closed questions, Cullen, 2002). Zhou (2006) explains that good, planned teacher talk gives 

students more opportunities for learning and negotiating meaning, and that the only way to 

achieve good teacher talk is primarily through teachers‟ monitoring of and reflection on their 

own use of language. She argues that this is a large factor in encouraging language 

acquisition in L2 classrooms. 

Foreman (2012) stresses that it is the same with CS in that bilingual teacher talk must 

always be strategic and student-centred, and that the aim is to promote L2 language learning. 

Rather than prescribe how bilingual teacher talk should work, Foreman puts the onus on the 

reflective language teacher, stating that judicious use of the L1 during bilingual teacher talk 
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must be principled, with the causes and effects of teacher language choice easily discernable, 

and that the L1 should be a resource for embedding new forms from the L2. He stressed that 

the L1 should never be allowed too much room, however, as it could replace valuable L2 

input, without which language acquisition is difficult.  

3.2.2 Scaffolding with codeswitching. 

Foreman‟s idea of bilingual teacher talk can also be applied directly to the way students are 

encouraged to use languages in the classroom. Mirhasani and Mamaghani (2009) conducted 

one of the few experimental studies which investigates the actual effects of CS on language 

acquisition. They worked with low-intermediate EFL adults in Iran who they split into an L2-

only control group and an experimental CS group. Both groups had to complete speaking 

activities such as picture description, but only the CS group were allowed to use the L1 as a 

strategy to negotiate areas of difficulty, such as when they came short of vocabulary. The 

researchers found that, in comparison to the control group, the CS group were more engaged 

and took more risks, and that the use of the L1 allowed their discourse to flow continuously 

and naturally. Their speaking proficiency also increased significantly more than the control 

group. This study shows that the strategic pedagogical use of CS as a self-scaffolding tool to 

negotiate communication breakdown can be valuable, and suggests that this could potentially 

be the case for other uses of CS as well. 

The use of CS to scaffold a student‟s output is also put forward by Meyer (2008). He 

agrees that the L1 is important in allowing a flow of communication and negotiation of 

language problems, and that it can allow the language learner to develop L2 proficiency 

faster. However, he argues that this is only the case for lower language learners, and that as a 

student gains proficiency the L1 should be gradually phased out to maximize L2 learning. In 

further developing the uses of CS to scaffold language acquisition, An-e He (2012) points to 

the value of studying specific language settings and identifying how unique relationships 

between two languages can be exploited. She finds that both the differences and similarities 

between languages are useful in teaching Chinese learners of English, but more importantly 

that Chinese (L1) is an effective mediatory tool in their second language learning. 

Referencing Vygotsky (1978), she states that “L1 is not only a medium for communication, 

but also the most powerful mediating tool for thinking” (He, 2012, p. 3, original emphasis). 

This idea is also reflected in Meyer (2008), who affiliates this idea with consciousness raising, 
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in which students‟ strategic use of both languages in the classroom allows them to make 

connections between their languages, thus facilitating language learning. 

3.2.3 Consciousness raising. 

Using CS to establish consciousness raising is an idea which Butzkamm (2009) holds as 

indispensible in language learning. He points out that, since the L2 is built directly onto the 

L1, this should be reflected in the way languages are used in the classroom. Specifically, he 

pushes for the use of CS to allow Double Comprehension, where the learner identifies both 

forms and functions of each language. The idea is that if the learner can use CS to apply new 

L2 forms to their current L1 functions that they will then be able to extend new grammatical 

forms far beyond the context in which they were initially learned. Butzkamm suggests that 

this can be achieved through strategic repetition of any given form in both languages, or that 

students be made explicitly aware of connections between languages through mirroring forms 

and functions in both languages. 

To explore such use of L1 in consciousness raising activities Scott and de la Fuente 

(2008) did an experiment in which pairs of French and pairs of Spanish students were tasked 

with working out an English grammar rule embedded in a specially designed text. Half of the 

pairs were told not to use the L1, and the other half were told they could freely codeswitch. 

Not only did the codeswitching groups perform better, but they also found that the non-CS 

groups were using their L1, even though told not to. There was not much L1 actually spoken 

in the L2-only groups, but retrospective interviews revealed that many of them wasted a lot of 

time trying to translate what they wanted to say into the L2. The researchers conclude that 

even if the L1 is banned from the classroom it will inevitably still have a place in the students‟ 

minds. They suggest making use of this as a pedagogical tool along with Butzkamm (2009). 

3.2.4 Towards a model of the effectiveness of codeswitching. 

So far, we have found that CS pedagogy is beneficial when planned and used strategically, 

but that maximizing L2 input is still a central aim of EFL classrooms. Within these 

parameters, CS can be used practically to aid language acquisition through such practices 

such as bilingual teacher talk, scaffolding, and consciousness raising, not to mention its 

usefulness as a classroom management and relational tool. Lee (2012) notes these benefits of 

teacher CS, and tries to unify them by constructing a model of the effectiveness of CS. 
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Through such a model, he hopes to facilitate future investigation into the actual value of CS 

as a pedagogical tool. In his own review of the literature, he praises the move away from a 

monolingual approach towards a bilingual one, but suggests that this could be improved 

further by adopting a sociolinguistic view of bilingualism in EFL. A sociolinguistic approach 

discusses whether we can view the EFL classroom as a kind of bilingual community; after all, 

L2 learners are to a greater or lesser extent developing bilinguals. We will now run with this 

idea, briefly outlining concepts of EFL classrooms as bilingual communities, before using it 

to explore the ways in which bilingual education has theorized CS and its uses as a 

pedagogical tool.  

4. EFL Classrooms as Bilingual Communities 

The idea of treating the EFL classroom as a bilingual community is central to Vivian Cook‟s 

(2010) theory of multi-competence, which he defines as „the knowledge of more than one 

language in the same mind or the same community‟ (p. 1). Multi-competence presents a view 

of SLA as based on the “L2 user”, who, due to their knowledge of two or more languages, 

should be considered as substantially different from a monolingual speaker. The L1 is always 

present and active in the L2 user‟s mind, leading multi-competence to state that both should 

be used actively in the classroom. Multi-competence doesn‟t just suggest that CS could be 

useful in the EFL classroom, but by viewing L2 users as bilinguals it requires pedagogical 

applications of both languages through strategic CS. 

Wei (2011b) takes multi-competence and its implications for CS and tries to extend a 

theory of CS by redefining it as “translanguaging”. Williams (2002, as cited in Cenoz & 

Gorter, 2011) coined this term to describe how students in Wales both reinforce and process 

languages more deeply when input is in one language but their output has to be in another. 

However, Wei (2011b) uses it more broadly to suggest a linguistic idea of languaging, a term 

that implies the use of the noun “language” as a verb. By rebranding CS as translanguaging 

Wei highlights its use by L2 users as a communicative tool for interaction and learning, rather 

than just as a description of the way bilinguals mix codes. Indeed, by taking a holistic view of 

CS Wei conceptualizes a bilingual‟s translanguaging as including “all the languages he or she 

knows as well as knowledge of the norms for use of the languages in context and of how the 

different languages may interact in producing well-formed, contextually appropriate mixed-

code utterances.” (Wei, 2011a, p. 374) 
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Such considerations begin to bring us towards a pedagogical view of CS as central to 

EFL teaching, as they form a portion of the L2 user‟s identity both within and without the 

classroom. Wei‟s proposal of translanguaging within a multi-competence framework not only 

affects the way L2 users learn languages, but also begins to consider ideological issues of L2 

user identity and sociolinguistic context. These ideas draw a picture of where EFL education 

could be headed given the gradual acceptance of CS as a pedagogical tool. However, a look 

at how research into bilingual education has developed theories of CS may be of even more 

benefit in the EFL classroom. 

5. Theories of Codeswitching in Bilingual Education 

The monolingual approach has affected bilingual education in remarkably similar ways to 

EFL teaching. Because of monolingual assumptions that CS inhibits language learning and 

causes confusion in bilinguals, many bilingual education programs run what Cummins (2007) 

calls a “two solitudes” approach, treating bilinguals as two (deficient) monolingual speakers 

in one body and trying to keep their languages as separate as possible. García and Sylvan 

(2011) refer to the same concept as linear bilingualism, and suggest that we need to step away 

from this and instead speak of dynamic bilingualism. 

This runs parallel to what we have discussed so far in that it moves research away 

from a monolingual approach in which languages are kept apart and promotes a classroom in 

which CS is utilized pedagogically. However, García (2009) expands the definition of CS 

even further than Wei (2011b), and brings the term “translanguaging” to include not only CS, 

L2 user identity and language as an action, but also the belief that bilingual speakers select 

language features and develop language practices in ways which fit their communicative 

needs. To summarize the development of CS so far, we could say that we have moved from 

Pollack‟s (1980) linguistic concept of CS “as an autonomous system that pre-exists its use 

[…] towards an understanding of language as a product of the embodied social practices that 

bring it about” (Pennycook, 2010, p. 9, as cited in García & Sylvan, 2011). 

In one of the few studies which attempts to theorize the pedagogical implications of 

translanguaging (which from herein will supersede CS), Creese and Blackledge (2010) 

observed how bilingual schools in the UK which follow a dynamic bilingual approach use 

translanguaging in the classroom. They found that translanguaging is used within dynamic 

bilingualism “as an instructional strategy to make links for classroom participants between 
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the social, cultural, community, and linguistic domains of their lives” (p. 112), and is thus a 

core part of the schools‟ bilingual pedagogy. They also found translanguaging to increase 

identity performance, lesson accomplishment and participant confidence. 

Lewis, Jones and Baker (2012) also highlight the benefits of using translanguaging 

over CS by pointing to how CS is bogged down and tied up in negative (monologic) 

historical associations, whereas translanguaging is free to draw on positive notions of 

bilingualism. They stress that such use of two (or more) languages isn‟t just a byproduct of 

bilingual education but the very nature of how a bilingual thinks, understands, and achieves, 

and that translanguaging must “have context and not just content, cognitive and cerebral 

activity and not just linguistic code, and operate continuously and not just in classrooms” (p. 

667). This grand view of translanguaging and the CS it represents is still a fresh idea within 

the literature, but offers strong implications for pedagogy and fertile research opportunities 

should its value be recognized. Before discussing the practical implications of such a 

translanguaging pedagogy, it will be beneficial to discuss one of the main theories on which it 

is based: the ecological perspective. 

6. The Ecological Perspective 

The aim of an ecological perspective on language teaching is, in its most basic form, the 

recognition that language teaching is an extremely complex area. It aptly describes what 

García (2009) was aiming for when she denounced the concept of CS as too narrow and 

proceeded to expand it to include situational context.  It focuses attention away from general 

and disembodied theory and pushes teachers to look at the subjective realities of the 

classrooms and the dynamic interaction between methodology and context, encouraging a 

local approach to pedagogy. 

Tudor (2003) described what this entails excellently, explaining that if teachers want 

to understand what is happening in their classrooms, they “have to look at these classrooms 

as entities in their own right and explore the meaning they have for those who are present 

within them in their own terms” (p. 4) without reference to supposedly universal assumptions.  

A lot of research focuses on what Tudor calls a technological approach to teaching, in that 

there is an over-reliance on textbooks, methodology, recommended activities – options that, 

while valuable to an extent, can flatten the needs of individual students in diverse classrooms. 
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Such a granular approach to teaching has been largely missing from institutions and the 

research, though Tudor suggests that it has always been apparent to teachers. 

In one of the key works on language learning ecology, van Lier (2004) proposes four 

basic constructs of ecology: perception, action, relation and quality. These terms may look 

familiar to an SLA or sociocultural researcher; however, there is a clear pattern in how they 

are different. Rather than just the interaction between a learner and the language, it involves 

teacher and learner within a socio-political context engaging in pedagogic actions that are 

intended to develop a broad self-awareness and identity (for a full description see van Lier, 

2004). In looking in such detail, we can begin to voice the contradictions and paradoxes that 

are the foundations of not only our classrooms, but also our research and pedagogical 

assumptions (Kramsch & Whiteside, 2008). 

It will be beneficial to give an example of how this works in practice. Hu (2005) 

examined the discrepancies between Chinese governmental guidelines, which demand the use 

of communicative language teaching (CLT) methodology, and compared them to the reality 

of teaching practices across China. In order to get a wide view of Chinese educational 

practices, he developed a questionnaire to deduce the biodata, English learning motivation, 

and secondary school ELT learning practices of 252 Chinese students at a Singaporean 

university. Each student also completed either an interview or an essay to control for 

inaccuracies in the questionnaire. 

Hu found that the students reported a large range of pedagogical differences across 

China, and that these could be explained by education policy, economic, social, and cultural 

factors. In particular, he highlighted the importance of resource factors and sociocultural 

influences, such as disproportionate allocation of funds and the availability of authentic 

English material. The results revealed that teaching is influenced by a huge variety of 

contextual factors, and Hu suggests that, in place of the nationwide practice of CLT, the 

adoption of an ecological perspective that recognizes the multifaceted nature of language 

teaching and learning will aid the development of English education in China. Indeed, “the 

ecological approach necessitates adopting an informed pedagogical eclecticism that 

encourages teachers to draw on practices associated with different methodologies in light of 

student needs, contextual constraints, and instructional resources” (Hu, 2005, p. 655). 
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7. The Pedagogical Uses of Translanguaging 

Now that we have detailed an ecologic perspective which enables us to both contextualize 

and describe translanguaging practices, we can move on to the practical ways in which 

translanguaging has been used and implemented pedagogically. 

We have already seen one of the first articles in discussing theories of translanguaging 

pedagogy, Creese and Blackledge (2010), who argued for a flexible bilingual pedagogy 

supported by the ecological perspective. They described case studies of complementary 

schools in the United Kingdom, two of which served Chinese students, and two of which 

served Gujarati students. All of the schools were found to use translanguaging flexibly in 

both assemblies and classrooms to such an extent that the boundaries between languages 

became permeable. Creese and Blackledge noted that the teachers and students in this study 

“used whatever signs and forms they had at their disposal to connect with one another, 

indexing disparate allegiances and knowledges and creating new ones” (Creese & Blackledge, 

2010, p. 112). Some specific pedagogical uses of translanguaging they describe include the 

use of bilingual labels, repetition and translation across languages. Within these, both of a 

bilingual‟s languages are equally and actively encouraged and seen as necessary for language 

acquisition at all proficiency levels. Creese and Blackledge (2010) argue that skilled and 

strategic use of translanguaging allows meaning to be more effectively conveyed in the 

classroom, and allows students greater access to the curriculum and lesson accomplishment. 

The nature of the ecological approach means that while Creese and Blackledge (2010) 

described translanguaging pedagogy in this way, it will not necessarily apply directly to other 

situations. Tamati (2011) rightly realized that this would be the case in New Zealand schools, 

where Māori and English are taught. He argued against an ingrained dual-monolingual 

approach, instead suggesting that the best way to tackle bilingual education in the New 

Zealand context might be the use of what he terms a Trans-acquisitional approach. This 

effectively embeds translanguaging practices into a task-based model, with initial input 

generally given in the stronger language, and output expected in the weaker language. 

It must be stressed that this is not a rigid structure, but in line with Creese and 

Blackledge‟s (2010) push for flexible bilingual pedagogy, is fluid and shifting in its use of 

language. In Tamati‟s (2011) context, a trans-acquisitional approach means that, in every 

lesson, input is expected in one language and output in the other, though translanguaging can 
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cross between these at any time. Theoretically speaking, García (2009) encourages such a 

model as a natural way to increase language proficiency in both languages, allowing for 

transfer between the two while new subject content is taught. This allows simultaneous 

understanding of the subject in both languages, leading to a better understanding of the 

subject overall. However, we cannot necessarily extend this to other contexts, as the 

ecological situation might be better served by a different approach. 

The difficultly and futility of applying any generalized pedagogy of translanguaging 

across the board is described pertinently by Hornberger and Link (2013, p. 242), who say that 

“recognizing, valorising, and building on the communicative repertoires in the classroom, 

however, are neither simple nor easy, and no set of strategies exist that are generalizable 

across all classroom settings”. Canagarajah (2011) agrees with this, saying that we still have a 

long way to go before broad definitions of translanguaging can truly be developed into 

flexible teaching strategies. Sayer (2009) made a conceited effort to identify and describe 

workable translanguaging strategies, but he, too, soon realized that this is a thankless and 

largely pointless task. He found that various classroom languages are used for multiple 

functions at different times, and the only conclusion that he could make was that language 

forms are taught through a mixture of whichever languages are available, using these 

languages to mediate academic content, and to develop ethnolingustic consciousness. Such a 

conclusion fits with the rest of the research on translanguaging, but is in no way helpful to 

teachers interested in implementing translanguaging in their classrooms. Clearly, a different 

approach is needed. 

8. Developing a Model of Translanguaging Pedagogy 

To begin to allow a pedagogical application of translanguaging, Hornberger (& Link, 2013) 

developed a model called the continua of biliteracy (see Figure 1) to help teachers organise 

their pedagogy based on ecological and translanguaging principles. It shows how the careful 

consideration of every element of biliteracy (a term which simply combines bilingualism and 

literacy) in a classroom can result in the maximum development of bilingual ability and 

identity. Although such a model resists specific pedagogical practices for now, Hornberger 

and Link do use it to make two strong statements about how translanguaging should be used. 

Firstly, biliteracy only develops along the continua in response to the contextual demands 

placed open them; if bilinguals are not expected to use a certain language, for example, they 



THE PEDAGOGICAL POTENTIAL OF CODESWITCHING         13 

 

might not. The second point extends the first: bilingual development is enhanced when the 

learner has reason to use all of their skills from all of their languages, as this encourages 

transfer between the two. Therefore pedagogically speaking we need to build a 

sociopolitically aware classroom which utilizes translanguaging to complete tasks which 

cover a range of biliteracy skills.  

García and Sylvan (2011) recognise that this kind of research is interesting but not all 

that helpful to teachers who are considering implementing a translanguaging pedagogy in 

their school; it is a step in the right direction but is still too vague and conceptual. However, 

they also admit that the context-specific nature of translanguaging pedagogy means that it is 

impractical and unrealistic to develop a general-purpose model to describe it; this would be 

missing the point of translanguaging. Rather than prescribe methods of implementation, then, 

Figure 1 - The continua of biliteracy (taken from Hornberger & Link, 2013) 
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García and Sylvan aim to describe the translanguaging practices of some schools which run 

effective programmes and explain how the schools‟ practices reflect important aspects of 

translanguaging pedagogy. They detail the various factors that teachers might need to 

consider and monitor to achieve success, and leave exactly how these ideas are implemented 

up to the teacher. For example, they point out that collaboration between teachers is of great 

significance, as it allows them to work across departments, synchronise their curricula, and 

guide each other‟s use of translanguaging practice. This is the same for students: classes are 

filled with students of various language abilities, so putting them together in groups 

encourages them to work together to make the most of their varied skills and proficiencies. It 

is important that this research exists, however the factors proposed are rather extensive and 

go beyond the scope of this paper, so I refer the reader to García and Sylvan (2011).  

9. Translanguaging in EFL Classrooms 

In section 3.2.4, I agreed with Lee (2012) that EFL classrooms could benefit from being 

considered as bilingual communities. Considering this idea has led to current research on an 

ecological translanguaging pedagogy, which is a far step from the current state of EFL 

literature. That does not mean, however, that viewing EFL classrooms as bilingual 

communities has to be particularly difficult. Many of the ideas explored, such as language 

ecology and contextualizing CS use, do not clash with EFL ideology, and EFL classrooms 

would benefit greatly from giving them consideration. There is, however, one major point 

which would make a shift to a translanguaging pedagogy problematic: the lack of L2 input.  

The EFL literature makes a huge issue out of maximizing L2 input and that, while CS 

is a useful tool, L1 should be kept to a minimum. Throughout translanguaging research, 

however, the proportions of L1 and L2 are hardly even mentioned; bilinguals with a good 

level of proficiency in both their languages can negotiate any communication difficulties they 

may have in either language. However, when we consider students who are just beginning to 

learn a second language, there would appear to be a problem. A final look one of the major 

works on translanguaging, García (2009), moves towards answering this last, and most 

important, question.  

Solving this issue mainly has to do with the way we conceptualize L2 learners. 

Though the EFL literature has made great progress in moving from a monolingual to a 

bilingual approach to research, it still makes the mistake of viewing L2 learners as 
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monolinguals who are learning a second language and therefore need maximal L2 input. A 

bilingual model of EFL needs to move beyond this, which Vivian Cook (2010) went some 

way with this by relabeling L2 learners as L2 users. However, García (2009) is the first to 

take the bilingual turn to its logical and ideological conclusion: anyone learning a second 

language is an emergent bilingual. By seeing second language learners in this way we move 

from a model of a learner acquiring a separate additional language to a view of learners 

integrating a new language into their identity, even from the early stages. Emergent bilinguals 

must use their first language skills to guide and develop their second, and both need to be 

used extensively to scaffold each other. 

In one example of Spanish emergent bilinguals beginning to learn English in New 

York, García (2009) details how the students were taught English through an advanced 

biology class. The instruction was mostly in Spanish, with English quickly introduced as the 

students‟ proficiency increased. The input they require for developing English was partly 

from this instruction, but also from studying identical English and Spanish versions of their 

textbook. Their goal was to write an essay in English, but even their drafts were often written 

in Spanish. It should be remembered that this is based on a translanguaging approach, and 

that despite pushing for certain languages at certain times, both languages were used flexibly 

throughout all lessons. 

Another example is given in Jones (2010, as cited in Lewis et al., 2012), in which 

English-speaking beginner learners of Welsh conducted a project on “Fair Trade”. Students 

conducted their research in English, discussed the vocabulary in either language, and an 

explanation of each term was given by the teacher in Welsh. The teacher then summarized 

everything in Welsh, before the students began to write their final project in Welsh only. 

Again, as this was a translanguaging approach we must remember that both students and 

teacher provided translanguaging scaffolding if needed. 

Using both languages so extensively in this manner could draw one major criticism, 

namely that it seems rather similar to extensive use of translation. However, this is to forget 

the ecological context and purpose of translanguaging. Translation is a highly developed skill 

where someone tries to accurately convey an utterance or text into another language. This can 

work as a speaking strategy, albeit a very ineffective one. Translanguaging is different in that 

students are actively using both languages in real contexts without time to think about what is 
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going on. There is no intentionality or deliberation as with translation; students just have to 

use the languages they have at hand to communicate in real situations. Williams (2002, as 

cited in Lewis et al. 2012) explained the difference very well, emphasising that translation 

tends to separate languages, whereas translanguaging aims to both utilise and strengthen both 

languages. This should be the aim of all language learning, and the EFL literature would 

benefit greatly from reconceptualising CS as translanguaging as has been detailed here. 

10. Conclusion 

This paper has explored the development of CS as a pedagogical tool in the literature. It 

discussed a modern disillusion with the monolingual approach to L2 teaching, and the 

consequent bilingual turn which resulted in both the EFL and bilingual education fields 

reassessing their use of language in the classroom. EFL classrooms were found to be 

officially opposed to CS while in reality practicing it, and the EFL literature has repeatedly 

proven the benefits of CS as a pedagogical tool when it is planned and used strategically, and 

as long as maximal L2 input is strived for. This led Lee (2012) to suggest a preliminary 

model for CS pedagogy, and to propose that bilingual education might offer a better model 

for EFL teaching to adopt. 

Vivian Cook (2010) worked with this idea when developing a theory of multi-

competence, and Wei (2009b) used this to recognize that CS is in fact about more than just 

language use. García (2009) developed CS into a concept of translanguaging, a pedagogical 

CS tool which threads the bilingual‟s identity and language use through their social, cultural, 

community, and linguistic contexts. This is necessarily based in an ecological perspective, 

making a practical pedagogy of translanguaging both impractical and off-point. In attempts to 

aid both researchers and teachers to implement translanguaging, Hornberger (& Link, 2013) 

developed the continua of biliteracy and García (2009) detailed various factors that teachers 

should take into account when implementing translanguaging pedagogically. 

Lastly, I proposed that the EFL literature would benefit greatly from reconsidering 

ideas of CS, L2 learners, and particularly the need for maximal L2 input, by applying 

translanguaging pedagogy. Reconceptualising L2 learners as emergent bilinguals and EFL 

classrooms as bilingual communities, with a concept of ecologically sensitive 

translanguaging it its core, could allow not only better research, but also create contextually 
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relevant EFL programmes which develop globally focused bilinguals who make the most of 

all the cognitive advantages listed in section 1. 

Implementation of translanguaging and other dynamic bilingual pedagogical 

principles in an L2 teaching context is still a largely unexplored area of research, and will no 

doubt meet much resistance from institutions and sociopolitical contexts which are resistant 

to bilingualism. However, as the world continues to get smaller and languages move closer 

together across national borders it would seem that these ideas will become more and more 

relevant in the near future. 
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