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Translanguaging Pedagogy for Emergent Bilingual Immigrant Youths 
in the United States: Is It Transformative?

Eun Young Yeom

	 Despite the increasing number of immigrant 
youths with diverse linguistic backgrounds in U.S. 
classrooms, monolingual policy that valorizes white 
middle-class Standard English dominates the school 
curriculum. By conducting a literature review using 
heteroglossia and translanguaging as conceptual 
frameworks, this paper explores how immigrant youths 
engage with translanguaging practices and how their 
language practices are discriminated in U.S. schools and 
society. Also, this paper examines how translanguaging 
pedagogy for immigrant youths can bring changes to 
the monolingual curriculum by validating and affirming 
their languages and cultural identities, and to which 
extent these changes can be transformative in U.S. 
school contexts.

	 U.S. school classrooms are becoming 
linguistically and culturally diverse with the increasing 
flow of immigrant youths (U.S. Department of 
Education, n.d.; Warren & Ward, 2019). Immigrant 
youths often speak their heritage languages and 
English simultaneously. They intermix named 
languages and various semiotic repertoires, cultures, 
and identities to make sense of the world, which is 
called translanguaging (Blackledge & Creese, 2010; 
Canagarajah, 2009; García & Li, 2014). That is, immigrant 
youths are in constant dialogues with their linguistic 
and cultural repertoires. Bakhtin (1981) also gives 
us insight into the interconnected nature of diverse 
meaning-making repertoires, or so-called heteroglossia, 
although he did not explain how people make 
meanings using different named languages in detail. 
That is, meaning-making repertoires do not “exclude 

each other, but rather intersect with each other in 
many different ways” (Bakhtin, 1981, p. 291), just like 
immigrant youths’ translanguaging.
	 Immigrant youths can be emergent bilinguals 
at an incipient stage of learning English as a second 
language with fledgling bilingual repertoires. They 
could be bilinguals at an advanced stage, moving 
dexterously between heritage languages and English. 
Or they could be the U.S.-born children of immigrant 
parents, and are learning their parents’ heritage 
languages in the United States. Whichever stage they 
are at and whichever language they are learning, 
immigrant youths can integrate their diverse linguistic 
and cultural repertoires to make meanings instead of 
arbitrarily turning on and off separate languages.
	 However, U.S. school classrooms are often 
“normed to white, middle-class, native English-
speaking, college-bound, and non-working students 
with increasing standardization forced by high-stakes 
testing” (Bajaj & Bartlett, 2017, p. 26), thereby dismissing 
immigrant youths’ heteroglossic translanguaging 
practices (García, 2009). Challenging the English-only 
language policy, translanguaging has entered the field 
of education to mobilize the full range of linguistic, 
cultural, and semiotic repertoires as enriching resources 
(García, 2009). That is, translanguaging pedagogy, 
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which actively embraces heteroglossic translanguaging 
practices, has the potential to be transformative by 
disturbing the centralizing forces of the U.S. educational 
English-only policy.
	 Although attempts to separate languages run 
counter to most immigrant youths’ linguistic realities, 
“keeping it linguistically real is often a threat to 
those who would prefer to keep it linguistically pure” 
(Pennycook, 2007, pp. 136–137). Hence, tensions could 
arise between the centralizing forces of monolingualism 
and the disruptive power of translanguaging. In this 
regard, by conducting a literature review, this paper 
will explore how immigrant youths’ translanguaging 
practices and translanguaging pedagogy are realized 
in the United States, particularly amidst the push and 
pull between the disturbing forces of translanguaging 
and the assimilating forces of monolingualism. Also, 
by examining how decentralizing translanguaging 
pedagogy can be based on the literature review, this 
inquiry will assess to what extent translanguaging 
pedagogy can be transformative in U.S. school contexts.
	 The current literature review, therefore, will be 
guided by the following questions:
1.	 In what ways are immigrant youths’ translanguaging 

practices and translanguaging pedagogy shaped 
between the disturbing forces of translanguaging 
and the centralizing forces of monolingualism?

2.	 Based on the findings from Question 1, to 
what extent can translanguaging pedagogy be 
transformative in U.S. monolingual school contexts?

Working Definitions
Immigrant youths
	 For the current inquiry, youths indicate the 
period between Pre-K and K–12 students, although the 
age range for the youth might vary. They came to live in 
the United States from non-English-speaking countries 
by themselves or with their parents, and are learning 
English as a second language. Or they were born in the 
United States as the children of immigrant parents and 
are learning their parents’ heritage languages in the 
United States.
Translanguaging/ Translanguaging practices/ 
Translanguaging pedagogy
	 Translanguaging and translanguaging practices 

for the purposes of this paper mean intermixing English, 
immigrant youths’ heritage languages, and various 
semiotic modes. Translanguaging pedagogy indicates 
classroom practices or lesson plans that incorporate 
translanguaging practices into teaching and learning.

Conceptual Framework: 
Heteroglossia and Translanguaging
	� Bakhtin (1981) mentions that: 

At any given moment of its historical existence, 
language is heteroglot from top to bottom: it 
represents the co-existence of socio-ideological 
contradictions between the present and the 
past, between different epochs of the past, 
between different socio-ideological groups 
in the present, between tendencies, schools, 
circles, and so forth, all given a bodily form.  
(p. 291)

	 For Bakhtin (1981, 1984), endorsing linguistic 
purism and monolingualism does not make sense, 
because individuals creatively intermix or remix 
diverse forms of languages to make meanings. He 
sees language uses as inherently heteroglossic and 
contextualized, which cannot be homogenized through 
decontextualized monolingual uses.
	 When people make meanings, they are 
in dialogues with their past and present, feelings, 
identities, and perspectives, which are mixed and 
remixed with the various and ever-changing forms 
of consciousness of the society (Bakhtin, 1981, 1984). 
That is, meaning-making processes, which are usually 
realized via language practices, integrate various ways 
of thinking and histories on a personal and a societal 
level. In this regard, heteroglossia could be summarized 
as “the simultaneous use of different kinds of forms or 
signs, and the tensions and conflicts among those signs, 
on the socio-historical associations they carry with 
them” (Bailey, 2012, p. 504).
	 However, to understand heteroglossia, we 
should note that diversifying forces operate in tandem 
with the unifying or centripetal forces of societal norms 
in individuals’ meaning-making processes. Individuals’ 
utterances can stay in a unitary form because human 
beings tend to assimilate “our consciousness to 
the ideological world” (Bakhtin, 1981, p. 341). That 
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is, meanings enunciated through languages are 
diverse and individualized, while they conform to 
socially agreed norms and values at the same time 
(Bakhtin, 1986). Bakhtin (1981) defines this personal 
and social nature of language practices as dialogized 
heteroglossia, which is not entirely variable and unique 
due to the unifying power of societal norms.
	 Bakhtin (1981, 1984, 1986) does not specifically 
explain the diversity across different named languages 
when illustrating heteroglossia, such as how bilinguals 
communicate. Hence, we need an additional theory, 
such as translanguaging, which can explicitly illustrate 
how bilinguals make meanings using two different 
languages as interconnected units. When the term 
translanguaging was conceived, it described the 
pedagogical practices in Wales that aimed to revitalize 
the diminishing heritage language Welsh while placing 
equal weight on English uses; hence, teachers teach in 
Welsh while students respond in English (Baker, 2011).
The concept is now expanded to theory and pedagogy. 
	 Translanguaging as a theory places weight 
on the natural and daily communication practices 
of bilinguals (García, 2009). Translanguaging theory 
explains bilinguals’ dynamic language practices, which 
simultaneously incorporate and even transcend the 
boundaries between named languages and different 
modes (García & Li, 2014; Li, 2018; Pennycook, 2017). 
As a pedagogy, such as in U.S. English-only school 
contexts, it strategically integrates students’ heritage 
languages into classroom practices (García, 2014). 
Translanguaging pedagogy actively integrates 
multilingual and multimodal resources into lesson 
plans, selects culturally relevant texts, and situates 
teachers as co-learners (García & Kleyn, 2016).
	 Contrary to the static nature inherent in the 
term target language acquisition, trans+languaging 
contains the dynamic nature of language practices that 
people are actually doing. Languaging illustrates “an 
assemblage of diverse material, biological, semiotic, and 
cognitive properties and capacities which languaging 
agents orchestrate in real-time and across a diversity of 
timescales” (Thibault, 2017, p. 82). And with the use of 
prefix trans-, translanguaging can denote the following 
aspects of the language practices of bilinguals. First, 
bilinguals are not confined to one single linguistic 

entity, even if they are engaged in monolingual 
communications, and second, human beings can 
incorporate diverse semiotic resources to make 
meanings and think beyond the boundaries of defined 
languages (Li, 2018).
	 Bakhtin’s notion of heteroglossia provides 
us with the insight into creative language uses and 
diverse voices helps us understand bilinguals’ mixing 
and remixing different named languages. When 
immigrant youths engage in translanguaging, their 
diverse histories, ideologies, cultures, and subjectivities 
embedded in languages dynamically and continuously 
merge and remerge (Bakhtin, 1981, 1984). They also 
fluidly cross the boundaries between named languages 
(Makalela, 2015, 2019). That is, heteroglossia explains 
how diverse meaning-making resources are remixed 
dynamically, and translanguaging illustrates mobile and 
transgressive language uses between different named 
languages (Low & Sarkar, 2014).
	 It must be noted here that “linguistic signs are 
part of a wider repertoire of modal resources that sign 
makers have at their disposal and that carry particular 
socio-historical and political associations” (Li, 2018, p. 
22). That is, heteroglossic translanguaging practices 
operate simultaneously on both individual and societal 
levels via diverse named languages and semiotic 
modes, which carry multifaceted and multilayered 
histories, ideologies, and individual identities. In this 
sense, heteroglossia provides us with “a lens through 
which to view the social, political, and historical 
implications of language in practice” (Blackledge & 
Creese, 2014, p. 1).
	 Translanguaging provides us with a lens of 
linguistic diversity between different named languages 
or interlingual diversity that inheres within dynamic and 
ever-changing social and cultural diversity. Social and 
cultural diversity in current society has even become 
superdiverse, expedited by the Internet and increased 
transnational migrations (Blommaert, 2013). Through 
monolingual viewpoints, we cannot explain immigrant 
youths’ language practices because these language 
practices embody their superdiverse social, cultural, 
political, and historical affiliations across national 
borders.
	 If heteroglossic translanguaging practices are 
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integrated into language teaching, it can challenge 
monolingual institutional norms and affirm students’ 
cultural identities by acknowledging interlingual 
diversity (Creese & Blackledge, 2010). However, 
considering that heteroglossia is also influenced 
by centralizing forces, we should acknowledge 
that translanguaging practices are simultaneously 
influenced by the forces of standardization and 
monolingualism of U.S. school curriculum.

Methodology
	 Given that all the retrieved research is based 
on qualitative designs, the current review employed 
an integrative literature synthesis. This methodology 
requires reviewing, synthesizing, and critiquing research 
on a specific topic to provide new understandings or 
perspectives (Whittemore & Knafl, 2005). In this way, 
integrative literature review can go beyond mere 
summary of findings, challenge and extend current 
understandings through extensive analysis of patterns 
across studies, and generate new insights regarding a 
particular phenomenon (Torraco, 2005).

Search and Screening Strategy
	 I searched Google Scholar, UGA Libraries, and 
the ERIC database using the key terms translanguaging, 
immigrant, youths, and the U.S. The most relevant 
articles and dissertations published between 2010 and 
2021 were retrieved to reflect the most recent trends 
of the research through the combination of Google 
Scholar and UGA Libraries. I subsequently searched ERIC 
to check other relevant articles that were not found 
using Google Scholar and UGA Libraries. The research 
was confined to the U.S. context because immigrants’ 
experiences and their language practices may be 
different in other countries depending on respective 
countries’ unique political circumstances and histories. 
The initial search through Google Scholar and UGA 
Libraries generated a total of 4220 peer-reviewed 
articles, doctoral dissertations, master’s theses, and 
book chapters. Due to the expansive amount of 
research retrieved through the search, I sampled 
the first 100 peer-reviewed articles and doctoral 
dissertations, thus excluding book chapters and 
master’s theses.

	 While reading titles and abstracts, I included 
studies concerning immigrant youths’ translanguaging 
practices in and out of school from grades Pre-K to 
K–12. During the search process, I noticed that most 
of the research was conducted with Latinx immigrant 
youths in dual language programs. To balance the 
research contexts included in the review, I intentionally 
included the studies conducted with non-Latinx 
populations in English to Speakers of Other Languages 
(ESOL) or English as a second language (ESL) classes, 
English Language Arts classes, community centers, 
afterschool programs, and families. Through these 
processes, 32 peer-reviewed articles and 2 dissertations 
relevant to the aim of the current literature review were 
selected.
	 Assessing the quality of each study is important 
to eliminate any studies with undesirable validity 
levels. However, a standard quality assessment was 
not included for this literature review, because the 
central aim of this review is to understand how 
translanguaging practices and pedagogy go against 
and how they are situated within the larger centralizing 
forces of monolingual hegemony of the United States. 
My reasoning was that peer-reviewed articles and 
faculty-approved dissertations have already made a 
positive contribution to the field regardless of their 
quality. Hence, I focused more on assessing how the 
selected articles fit within a broader framework of 
heteroglossic translanguaging practices, which operates 
within and pushes back against monolingualism or 
English-only policies.
Coding and Analysis
	 I conducted full reads of each article and 
dissertation to be certain that each study about 
immigrant youths in the United States was presented 
therein, and I synthesized the findings of each study 
in a Word document. To prepare for analysis, an Excel 
spreadsheet was used to sort out information that was 
extracted from each article and dissertation, such as 
population of interest, methodology, key findings, and 
authors’ assertions. Following the primary coding and 
pattern coding (Miles et al., 2019) for thematic analysis 
(Braun & Clarke, 2006), codes were developed in a code 
book of an Excel spreadsheet based on the findings 
and authors’ assertions. Examples from the articles 
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and my analytic notes were included next to each 
code. To identify codes regarding pushing and pulling 
forces inherent in translanguaging, I constantly read 
original articles and my synthesis of each article. I also 
referred to the notion of heteroglossia and the theory of 
translanguaging when identifying codes.
	 The developed codes based on this process 
include but are not limited to code-switching, changing 
registers, jokes, academic language practices, linguicism 
(linguistic racism), monolingualism, marginalization, 
equity through language, opening opportunities, 
academic success, community efforts, teacher efforts, 
family efforts, and multimodality as a resource. Pattern 
coding followed, through which larger themes were 
created. Three major themes emerged: 1) heteroglossic 
language practices, 2) linguistic and racial inequities, 
and 3) disrupting monolingual supremacy and 
embracing diversity. Using the results from the literature 
review, the transformative nature of translanguaging 
pedagogy was assessed.

Findings
	 Based on the literature review, the first three 
subsections will delineate how immigrant youths’ 
translanguaging practices and translanguaging 
pedagogy are shaped, as well as various efforts to 
incorporate translanguaging pedagogy. The last 
subsection examines how transformative such efforts 
can be in the U.S. school system.

Heteroglossic Language Practices
	 Monolingual practices at schools and 
prioritizing Standard English in U.S. society do not align 
with the linguistic realities of immigrant youths, who 
constantly mix languages for academic purposes and 
in their daily lives (Hornberger & Link, 2012; Link, 2011). 
Even in dual language programs based on language 
separation policy, moving between and mixing 
Spanish and English is integral to the communication 
between teachers and students, and among peers 
(Gort & Sembiante, 2015). That is, immigrant youths’ 
translanguaging practices cannot be homogenized in a 
monolingual frame.
	 Immigrant youths’ translanguaging practices 
are nuanced and complex by strategically incorporating 

translation, code-switching, and paraphrasing 
(Choi, 2019), flexibly switching registers (Ryu, 2019), 
integrating various multimodal means (Kim, 2018; 
Kwon, 2019), and engaging in language brokering 
(Alvarez, 2014). Bilingual repertoires can serve as assets 
for immigrant youths to express their whole selves 
(Ascenzi-Moreno & Espinosa, 2018) and strategically 
leverage their heritage languages to understand 
contents in English (Daniel & Pacheo, 2016; Esquinca 
et al., 2014; Lee, 2020). In other words, immigrant 
youths can make the best out of translanguaging to 
benefit their academic learning (Davila, 2020; Song 
& Cho, 2018). It is not random or compartmentalized 
but systematic and fluid, as seen in Korean immigrant 
youths’ language uses (e.g., Lee, 2020; Song, 2016).

Linguistic and Racial Inequities
	 Despite the present-day trends of 
translanguaging and English becoming a translocal 
language due to increased transnational mobilities 
(Pennycook, 2007), white middle-class standard 
monolingualism is still the norm in most U.S. school 
curricula (Smith, 2010). The curriculum places white 
middle-class Standard English or Anglonormativity 
(McKinney, 2007, 2017) on top of immigrant youths’ 
heritage languages. In other words, English-only policy 
based on homogeneous national identity (Bajaj & 
Bartlett, 2017) and school administrators’ monolingual 
policy along with standardized testing (Deroo & Ponzio, 
2019) serve as a centralizing force in the U.S. school 
curriculum.
	 Particularly in the case of translanguaging 
practices of Black immigrant youths, their statuses 
as immigrants along with being racial and linguistic 
minorities create intersectionality to further marginalize 
these youths (Smith, 2010). Similarly, because of 
raciolinguistic ideologies or linguicism, people are 
socioeconomically stereotyped as underprivileged 
if they have Latinx racial and Spanish linguistic 
backgrounds (Flores & Rosa, 2015). Even if they are 
in Spanish-English dual language programs, Latinx 
immigrant children position themselves by favoring 
English over Spanish because they are aware of English 
dominance in the formal curriculum and in U.S. society 
(Hamman, 2018).
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	 Also, immigrant children can develop negative 
attitudes toward translanguaging due to their constant 
disempowering experiences with the mixed use of 
languages at school (Bussert-Ween et al., 2018) or 
explicit English-only school policies (Sayer, 2013). For 
example, Korean immigrant adolescents tend to avoid 
using the Korean heritage language for their academic 
success and social mobility (Han, 2017), which is often 
enabled by higher English proficiency. In this sense, 
it could be argued that immigrant youths’ unique 
communication, meaning-making processes, and 
bicultural identities are invalidated and silenced, thus 
being considered deviant at schools and in society. 
Altering what has been accepted as a norm could 
take an enormous amount of effort, and it could start 
from resisting the inequities that many of us have 
been socialized into. The next section will delineate 
the efforts of affirming, validating, and normalizing 
translanguaging practices at schools.

Disrupting Monolingual Supremacy and Embracing 
Diversity
Intentional integration of translanguaging classroom 
practices can push back against white English-only 
supremacy residing in school curriculum (Smith, 2010). 

Translanguaging classroom practices are inherently 
transformative and political (García & Li, 2014) by 
keeping the language practices real and resisting the 
dominant norms (Langman, 2014) and by decentering 
what has been centered in the curriculum (Bajaj & 
Bartlett, 2017). The tensions between the diversifying 
forces of translanguaging and the centralizing norms 
of white English-only supremacy create a vortex; the 
energy of this vortex is constantly generated and 
maintained by these two opposite forces.
	 If culturally relevant lesson plans and critical 
thinking activities are paired up with translanguaging, 
translanguaging pedagogy can reap more benefits 
because immigrant youths’ cultural and linguistic 

repertoires can be validated and leveraged (Sayer, 
2013). Such efforts can decolonize the dominant 
intellectual knowledge (García & Leiva, 2014) that 
is often shaped by constant Standard English uses. 
Decolonizing through decentering the dominant 
white English-only supremacy and including culturally 
relevant lesson plans can be beneficial, particularly for 
Latinx immigrant youths, who are often socialized into 
the colonial ethnic history of their home countries (Ríos 
& Seltzer, 2017).
	 Actively integrating various named languages 
and semiotic modes can maximize the beneficial 
potential of translanguaging pedagogy. Multimodal 
activities such as making podcasts can let immigrant 
youths be more creative in their language uses and 
express their whole selves as immigrants living 
in the United States (de los Ríos, 2020). What is 
more, classroom discussions regarding culturally 
relevant topics such as immigration issues based 
on translanguaging practices can be empowering 
and culturally sustaining for immigrant youths, as 
translanguaging is part of their daily language practices 
and immigration issues are socio-politically relevant to 
their personal lives (Herrera, 2017).
	 In this regard, Bajaj and Bartlett (2017) suggest a

 critical transnational curriculum, which engages 
transnational or immigrant youths to ponder political
and environmental issues directly affecting their 
communities. Culturally relevant lesson plans and the 
transformative nature embedded in translanguaging 
can disrupt raciolinguistic ideologies, which immigrant 
youths might have been socialized into. Transformative 
translanguaging pedagogy is an effort to normalize 
bilingualism and diversity, which are often considered 
deviant in U.S. formal curriculum and society.
	 Disruptive power can also be generated 
by embracing differences. For example, embracing 
immigrant youths’ linguistic and cultural identities 
can make the classroom environment more inclusive. 

The tensions between the diversifying forces of translanguaging and the centralizing norms of white, English-only 
supremacy create a vortex; the energy of this vortex is constantly generated and maintained by these two opposite forces.
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Teachers’ efforts to create more linguistically inclusive 
circumstances help immigrant youths feel safe, because 
the inclusive environment allows the students to 
fully draw on their funds of knowledge shaped both 
in English and in their heritage languages (DeNicolo, 
2019). The safety that immigrant youths feel through 
translanguaging in classrooms can “support the 
development of cross-linguistic awareness” (García-
Mateus & Palmer, 2017, p. 253). More importantly, this 
safe environment and cross-linguistic awareness can 
make a positive contribution to empowering bilingual 
identities in the long run (García-Mateus & Palmer, 
2017).
	 The inclusive environment generated by 
translanguaging pedagogy “provide practitioners, 
teachers, and researchers with a fuller understanding 
of the resources students bring to school and help us 
identify ways in which to draw on these resources for 
successful educational experiences” (Hornberger & 
Link, 2012, p. 264). In other words, immigrant youths’ 
successful educational experiences can take place 
based on the understanding of their cultural identities 
and transnational affiliations with their home countries 
along with translanguaging practices (Stewart & 
Hansen-Thomas, 2016).
	 Linguistically inclusive classroom environments 
help immigrant youths open their whole selves, and 
such environments eventually enhance their academic 
achievement, such as academic writing (Ascenzi-
Moreno & Espinosa, 2018; Bauer et al., 2017). Successful 
educational experiences can promote increased 
graduation rates, as evidenced by the English-learning 
immigrant students enrolled in International High 
School in New York City (García & Sylvan, 2011). In this 
high school, being immigrants, linguistic minorities, 
and low socioeconomic status do not get in the 
way for the enrolled students to achieve successful 
academic performance. This is mainly because of the 
core principle of “singularities in pluralities” (p. 386), 
which respects immigrant youths’ distinct cultural and 
linguistic backgrounds.
	 Academic enhancement based on 
translanguaging is possible mainly because immigrant 
youths’ heritage languages act as a scaffold to make 
meanings of contents written in English. Considering 

that language is a mediational tool for thinking 
(Vygotsky, 1986), it could be assumed that a second 
language (either English or heritage language) is 
interwoven “with the existing fabric of verbal thought” 
(John-Steiner, 1985, p. 365). García and Li (2014) also 
argue that bilinguals “are engaged in appropriating new 
language that makes up their own unique repertoire 
of meaning-making resources” (p. 80). For example, 
immigrant youths can model translanguaging for one 
another and scaffold other peers’ translanguaging 
such as through translation of English words into 
their heritage languages, and heightened linguistic 
awareness mediates their understanding of academic 
contents written in English (e.g., Lee, 2020; Ryu, 2019; 
Sayer, 2013; Song & Cho, 2018).

Transformative Pedagogy: Transformation Within 
Centralizing Forces
	 The aforementioned efforts are aimed at 
resisting the norms and transforming the status quo. 
The transformative power inherent in translanguaging 
pedagogy can challenge the norm of Anglonormativity 
embedded in the scripted curriculum, which only 
valorizes white middle-class English and devalues 
multilingualism (McKinney, 2007). Translanguaging 
pedagogy also allows immigrant youths to perform 
their bilingual identities, and it can flatten the linguistic 
hierarchy, thereby alleviating social injustice embodied 
through linguistic inequities (García & Leiva, 2014). 
By resisting what has been constructed as a norm, 
translanguaging pedagogy tries to normalize what used 
to be deemed deviant and deficient in the U.S. school 
curriculum.
	 It must be noted, however, that translanguaging 
pedagogy may not be transformative as much as it is 
expected to be. Translanguaging pedagogy may not 
even disturb the societal norm but creates lethargic 
forces if it is misinterpreted. For example, learning 
English plays a crucial role in their academic and future 
professional success in the United States. However, 
English-learning emergent bilingual students might 
misinterpret a translanguaging space as a safe space 
where they can speak only in their heritage languages, 
instead of learning English through the use of their 
heritage languages in ESL classrooms (Lang, 2019).
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	 At this point, we should consider what academic 
success and successful educational experiences 
mean and how much translanguaging pedagogy can 
disturb Anglonormativity. The reviewed studies often 
argue that translanguaging can leverage immigrant 
youths’ heritage language repertoires to maximize 
their cognitive and metacognitive capacities during 
content learning, particularly in the research regarding 
Korean immigrant youths (e.g., Lee, 2020; Ryu, 2019; 
Song & Cho, 2018). It is important to note that these 
content learning experiences signify white middle-
class college-bound monolingual U.S. school curricula. 
Hence, academic success and successful educational 
experiences based on translanguaging might mean 
showing legitimate academic performances by using 
Standard English in the formal U.S. curriculum.
	 The successful academic experiences in 
dual language programs (e.g., Alvarez, 2014; Daniel 
& Pacheo, 2016; Esquinca et al., 2014) also seem to 
imply the same message. Despite the name “dual,” 
dual language programs sometimes act as a bridge 
for immigrant youths to become more proficient 
in English and promote their excellence in English-
dominant school curriculum. By being transformative 
and inclusive, translanguaging pedagogy ironically 
socializes immigrant youths into the formalized 
discourses of schooling (Gort & Sembiante, 2015). 
Moreover, immigrant youths’ translanguaging practices 
cannot even be acknowledged as legitimate outside of 
their dual language classrooms (Link, 2011). That is, the 
transformative potential of dual language programs 
does not seem to extend beyond the boundaries of the 
classroom.
 	 When it comes to ESOL or ESL programs, 
highlighting academic success through English 
improvement is more evident. For example, Ascenzi-
Moreno and Espinosa (2018) illustrate how the 
participating ESOL teachers incorporated Spanish 
and culturally relevant topics to improve English 
learning in Latinx emergent bilinguals’ English writing 
proficiency. At a micro level, the teachers incorporated 
translanguaging into teaching English writing. However, 
it did not change the bigger social centralizing forces 
of teaching English as a new language. The program 
aimed to enhance the participating immigrant youths’ 

English proficiency, an integral part of academic success 
in the U.S. curriculum and society.
	 Similarly, regarding the program for English-
learning immigrant youths’ science learning through 
science teachers’ and ESOL teachers’ collaboration, 
Langman (2014) argues that the teachers’ classroom 
language practices were somehow confined within the 
state language policy which promotes higher English 
proficien�cy. By allowing students’ translanguaging, 

where the students of these teachers are left is 
in a context of a language whose authenticity 
does not appear to extend far beyond the 
confines of the individual classroom in which 
they find themselves—although, ironically it 
does align with District interpretations of State 
Policy (Langman, 2014, p. 196)

	 In this regard, García and Lin (2016) support 
bilinguals’ improvement in academic language as 
follows: “bilingual education must develop bilingual 
students’ ability to use language according to the rules 
and regulations that have been socially constructed 
for that particular language” (p. 127). García and Li 
(2014) also mention that “students need practice and 
engagement in translanguaging, as much as they 
need practice of standard features used for academic 
purposes” (pp. 71–72). Translanguaging pedagogy 
endorses linguistic diversity; however, it also operates 
within the forces of standardization and unification.
	 Translanguaging pedagogy could be 
transformative at a micro level in each classroom 
by embracing linguistic diversity and interrupting 
monolingualism. However, it might unintentionally 
place more weight on supporting immigrant 
youths’ socialization into formal schooling rooted 
in Anglonormativity. This socialization into societal 
norms can cause immigrant youths to avoid using 
their heritage languages, as seen in Korean immigrant 
adolescents’ determined use of English for both 
academic and communication purposes (Han, 2017).

Discussion and Conclusion
	 In the dynamic vortex created by the disruptive 
forces of translanguaging and the centralizing forces 
of the mainstream white English-only superiority, 
integrating translanguaging pedagogy into classrooms 
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can challenge the monoglossic linguistic hierarchy. 
It can also create an inclusive teaching and learning 
environment for linguistic and racial minorities. Such 
an inclusive environment empowers their bilingual 
identities and enhances their academic achievement 
using their heritage languages as a scaffold. 
Translanguaging pedagogy, in this sense, could be 
transformative. It can “give back the voice that had 
been taken away by ideologies of monoglot standards” 
(García & Li, 2014, p. 105).
	 Even if it creates disturbing forces, 
translanguaging pedagogy operates within the 
centralizing forces of white middle-class Standard 
English. It can disturb the monolingual rhetoric of 
the curriculum and society. However, this does not 
dramatically change unequal social structures. Based 
on the analysis of the current literature review, the 
transformative possibilities of translanguaging lie in 
the potential of enhancing immigrant youths’ academic 
achievement defined by the formal school curriculum 
and standardized testing. By being more inclusive and 
supporting diversity, translanguaging pedagogy seems 
to inadvertently valorize the compulsory command of 
monolingual Standard English.
	 However, it is undeniable that the disruptive 
power lurks within translanguaging practices in 
daily lives and translanguaging pedagogy in the 
classroom. It challenges what conforms us to the 
imagined normativity called Standard English 
or monolingualism (Menken & Sánchez, 2019). 
Challenging the intersectionality of white supremacy 
and monolingualism can be transformative in and of 
itself. It opens the doors for linguistically and racially 
marginalized immigrant youths to feel validated. In such 
an inclusive and empowering environment, immigrant 
youths can express their thoughts by using their 
cultural, linguistic, and semiotic assets, which used to 
be devalued in the normative academic register. 
	 Translanguaging practices in daily lives and 
integrating translanguaging into classrooms can create 
disruptive potential, but do not completely dismantle or 
deconstruct the centralizing forces of Anglonormativity. 
However, creative energy resides in diversity (Bakhtin, 
1981). Without the creative power of heteroglossia, 
society, the community, and individuals would be 

trapped within the dichotomy between socially defined 
intelligence and deficiency. In the dynamic whirlwind 
of the interruptive power of translanguaging and the 
centralizing forces of monolingualism, the arbitrary 
linguistic hierarchy can be disrupted, although slowly. 
All in all, translanguaging is not a metaphor but a 
transformative practice. It can challenge the centralizing 
rhetoric of white middle-class monolingual supremacy, 
which silences immigrant youths’ creative and splendid 
language uses.
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