Foreword

Anna Mendoza’s new book, Translanguaging and English as a Lingua
Franca in the Plurilingual Classroom, concerns the lives and experiences
of high school students living in Honolulu, whose first or heritage lan-
guages include Cantonese, Cebuano, Chuukese, Illokano, Ilonggo, Man-
darin, Marshallese, Samoan, Tagalog and Vietnamese. The teachers in
the classrooms Mendoza observes encourage students to use their ‘whole
language repertoires’, which presents the author with an opportunity to
analyze the complexities of multilingual classroom interactions, drawing
on rich sociolinguistic theory to inform and extend ongoing scholarly
conversations about teaching and learning in multilingual settings.

Mendoza’s book explores the theoretical contrasts between translan-
guaging, plurilingualism, code-switching and stylization, among other
important constructs. She reminds us that plurilingualism, which has
been more remote from the US context, offers a compelling conceptu-
alization of the nature of bilingualism that is in some respects comple-
mentary to translanguaging, but also contrasts in important respects.
Mendoza views plurilingualism as ‘an integrated competence with
resources from different named languages — yet interaction-wise, people
can orient to language(s) as distinct or as an undifferentiated whole’ (this
book, p. 14).

Plurilingualism has much more in common with early translanguag-
ing theory, but contrasts with late translanguaging theory. As Mendoza
notes, Cen Williams (1994) originally conceptualized translanguaging
as a pedagogical technique for bilingual teaching in the Welsh context.
“Translanguaging concerns effective communication, function rather
than form, cognitive activity, as well as language production’, as Lewis
et al. (2012: 641) explain. When the term was re-introduced in Ofelia
Garcia’s 2009 book Bilingual Education in the 21st Century: A Global
Perspective, which made translanguaging a household word in language
education scholarship, its meaning had departed little from Williams’
original intent: ‘For us, translanguagings are multiple discursive prac-
tices in which bilinguals engage in order to make sense of their bilingual
worlds’ (Garcia, 2009: 45, emphases in original). Importantly, Garcia’s
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original use of translanguaging was in no way critical of similar con-
structs in sociolinguistics like code-switching. Indeed, Garcia hastened
to add: ‘Translanguaging therefore goes beyond what has been termed
code-switching ... although it includes it, as well as other kinds of bilin-
gual language use and bilingual contact’ (2009: 45). Garcia’s original
presentation not only fully accepts code-switching and other important
sociolinguistic constructs, but even engages in detailed discussions of
code-switching in both its theoretical and pedagogical domains (Garcia,
2009: 48-50, 298-301).

However, Garcia’s treatment of translanguaging theory morphed
under the influence of Pennycook’s postmodernist proposals in the lan-
guage planning and policy literature. ‘A postmodern (or postcolonial)
approach to language policy ... suggests we no longer need to maintain
the pernicious myth that languages exist’, conjectured Pennycook (2006:
67). This idea, sometimes called deconstructivism for Derrida’s (1967)
theory of deconstruction, implies that ‘many of the treasured icons of
liberal-linguistic thought ... such as language rights, mother tongues,
multilingualism or code-switching’ similarly do not exist (Makoni &
Pennycook, 2007: 22). Where there are no languages, there can be no
multilingualism. Thus, taking on a skeptical disposition toward the ‘the
ontological status of language’ (Garcia et al., 2017: 5), Garcia similarly
questioned ‘the very idea of multilingualism’ (Garcia et al., 2017: 8),
and therefore viewed code-switching critically as well: ‘But no matter
how broadly and positively conceived, the notion of code switching still
constitutes a theoretical endorsement of the idea that what the bilingual
manipulates, however masterfully, are two separate linguistic systems’
(Otheguy et al., 2015: 282).

A number of scholars, including Mendoza, have rejected the decon-
structivist turn in translanguaging in favor of a multilingual perspec-
tive, which, like early translanguaging theory, views multilingualism
as socially significant and psychologically real (MacSwan, 2017). (For
examples of critical discussions, see Block, 2018; Cummins, 2017,
2021; Edwards, 2012; Grin, 2018; Jaspers, 2018; King & Bigelow, 2020;
Kubota, 2014; Mackenzie, 2014; Shi & Rolstad, 2022; and chapters in
MacSwan & Faltis, 2020 and MacSwan, 2022.) As Mendoza notes and
illustrates, ‘there is much evidence that distinct languages are real for
people even if they are social constructions, and must be examined to
explain domains of language acquisition and processes of identity nego-
tiation’ (this book, p. 14).

The contribution of early translanguaging scholarship to bilingual
pedagogy remains an important dimension of language education
research, which Mendoza extends and develops in her book. While
translanguaging and plurilingualism have different origins and tend to
be used in different policy contexts, as Mendoza elucidates, the principal
theoretical contrast relates to deconstructivism; late translanguaging and
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plurilingualism contrast in this regard, but early translanguaging and
plurilingualism are approximate synonyms. Both accept the social and
psychological reality of linguistic diversity, and allow ‘students’ multilin-
gual and multimodal practices to be seen from an asset-based rather than
a deficit-oriented perspective’ (Mendoza, this book, p. 13).

Rejecting deconstructivism allows Mendoza to draw on a broad
range of sociolinguistic concepts to engage in an analysis of her data. In
a lucid presentation of the history, linguistic diversity and sociopolitical
context of Hawai’i, Mendoza describes dynamic waves of language con-
tact affecting the Hawaiian language, plantation Creole, Hawai’i Creole
English, the languages brought to the Hawaiian islands by Cantonese,
Portuguese, Japanese, Korean, Filipino and Micronesian immigrants,
and the association of dialects and language diversity with racism and
linguicism toward and across communities of color. Mendoza’s analysis
captures heritage language, first language, second language and language
contact phenomena vividly, drawing on constructs now anathema to
deconstructivists.

Code-switching, too, is an important component of Mendoza’s
analytical toolkit. As she aptly notes, the repudiation of code-switching
among deconstructivists is ‘sometimes fueled by a lack of understanding
of what code-switching is’ (this book, p. 18). Mendoza relies on Peter
Auer’s (1998) interactional theory, a sociolinguistic model of code-
switching concerned not with the underlying grammatical structure of
language alternation, but with the conversational contribution of the
switch itself, from one language to another. (Also see Auer, 2022 for a
discussion specifically focused on code-switching as it relates to decon-
structivism.) Stylization is another important construct for Mendoza;
she defines it based on the work of sociolinguists like Nikolas Coupland,
Christina Higgins and Priti Sandhu as a knowing and somewhat exagger-
ated use of linguistic resources which deviate from what would normally
be expected in a specific social context.

An important theme of Mendoza’s work throughout is the need
to create environments which validate the home language resources of
children to create more inclusive teaching and learning for all. “Teachers
and students must not only celebrate linguistic diversity, but also raise
awareness about systemic inequalities that privilege some language and
literacy practices over others which are equally skilled and adept ...’
Mendoza reminds us (this book, p. 161). Language powerfully expresses
identity, and serves as an instrument of racial (or raciolinguistic) oppres-
sion (Alim ef al., 2016). Language ideology may thus serve as a strategy to
‘indoctrinate the people in a mythified version of reality’, as Freire (1985:
86) put it. Critical language awareness involves students directly in the
task of ‘denouncing the mythos created by the right’ (Freire, 1985: 86),
a mythos that equates national unity with linguistic homogeneity. Men-
doza not only rejects this mythos, but forcefully argues that practically
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implementing a translanguaging classroom — in which people are not
only told they can translanguage but are convinced to translanguage —
requires more than promoting linguistic diversity and hybridity. She uses
interactional sociolinguistic analyses to demonstrate that teachers must
create pragmatically appropriate bi/multilingual norms for the linguistic
landscape of their classrooms, which reframe and position every stu-
dent’s language repertoire in an asset-oriented light.

On the other hand, another important theme of Mendoza’s book is
that it is not enough for the teacher to validate students’ language reper-
toires. Students must do the same for one another, in a class that is not
only linguistically diverse but where students from the same ethnolinguis-
tic group may have dissimilar plurilingual repertoires. She critically dis-
cusses linguistic and cultural hegemonies at the neighborhood and school
level, the interactional dominance of classroom language majorities, the
researcher’s impact when they promote their specific forms of bi/multi-
lingualism with academic authority, and the power of individual students
with formidable amounts of cultural capital in the dominant societal
language, the classroom majority home language and peer group codes.
Drawing on the pedagogical principles of joinfostering (Faltis, 2001),
Mendoza highlights the need for teachers to socialize students into a cul-
ture of ‘reciprocity and accountability’ to positively shape one another’s
learning environment. “When all the languages in one’s repertoire are
legitimized, and one’s ways of speaking those languages are legitimized,
and one’s ways of translanguaging are legitimized, only then would one
be comfortable drawing on one’s whole language repertoire (i.e. trans-
languaging) in any situation, including a classroom situation’ (this book,
p. 177). It is Mendoza’s rejection of deconstructivism that allows her to
argue that social justice in classrooms and schools can only be achieved
through a recognition of named languages in the emic perspectives of
participants on the ground.
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